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Introduction

The Meta-Problem

Any framework that describes how narratives are managed to prevent structural analysis will

itself be filtered through those same management mechanisms. The reader encountering

these arguments will likely feel a familiar pull — the instinct to categorize this as

conspiratorial thinking, to dismiss it before the logic has been evaluated. That instinct is not

evidence against the framework. It is, if the framework is correct, precisely what we should

expect.

This is not a claim of unfalsifiability. It is an invitation to evaluate the structure of the

argument before evaluating its conclusions. The paper makes claims about the logic of

power — about what kind of institution durable power tends to produce, and why. The

empirical question of which specific actors currently occupy those positions is downstream

of the structural question, and the two should not be confused.

With that said: the discomfort is data. Hold it in mind and return to it at the end.

The Axioms

The argument that follows rests on six claims, each building on the last. They are stated here

in compressed form and elaborated throughout the paper.

1. Action Is Primary. Power is demonstrated through conflict, not accumulated in stockpiles.

When de jure power (declared, formal, untested) and de facto power (actual, exercised,

demonstrated) diverge, de facto wins. This distinction — between what is claimed and what

operates — runs through everything that follows.

2. All Action Has Two Dimensions: Strategic and Tactical. Every act of power emerges from

the interaction of two orthogonal dimensions. The strategic dimension — Observe, Orient,

Decide (OOD) — is the processing structure through which reality is modeled and decisions

are formed. It is the pen. The tactical dimension — sensation, emotion, physical force,
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sexuality, the immediate organization of bodies and energy — is the somatic substrate that

powers the strategic dimension and expresses its outputs as action. It is the sword. These

are not sequential phases of a loop but two simultaneous dimensions of a single structure.

When the strategic dimension is undeveloped, the tactical dimension expresses as pure

reactivity — the environment acts through the actor. Tactical power is powerful within its

frame but cannot think its way outside of it. When the tactical dimension is depleted, the

strategic dimension spins without producing action — the strategist who models everything

and changes nothing. Each expansion of the Orient phase creates distance between stimulus

and response. That distance is where agency lives. The tactical dimension determines

whether and how intensely that distance can be sustained. Together — strategy structuring

tactics, tactics fueling strategy — they produce the frame: the total somatic-cognitive state

that determines what an agent can perceive, think, and do. The formula is: OOD ×

Concentration + Senses = Frame.

3. The Two Dimensions Scale into Collective Structure. When the individual’s strategic-

tactical structure scales beyond the individual, each dimension specializes into institutional

form. The strategic dimension (OOD) externalizes into three institutional functions: Observe

becomes Finance (modeling aggregate behavior), Orient becomes Law (the meta-frame, the

rules of the game), Decide becomes Management (directing effort). The tactical dimension

externalizes into two: physical action becomes Force, emotional energy becomes Social. This

is Force Abstraction Theory — not an arbitrary sociological division but the necessary

organizational form that emerges when the two-dimensional structure scales to collective

action. The strategic dimension’s three functions (Finance, Law, Management) constitute

Cluster Two — the institutional layer. The tactical dimension’s two functions (Force, Social)

constitute Cluster One — the pre-institutional layer. Most people are captured within a single

layer of this structure and cannot move between them.

4. The Collective Loop Is Dominated by One Elite Group. Every society has an apex of power.

A ruling class exists in every society that has ever existed. This is the core finding of elite

theory (Pareto, Mosca, Parvini), confirmed without exception across every form of

government and economy. The form of the ruling class changes. The fact of it does not.

Social is downstream from Law, and Law is downstream from whoever controls it.

5. The Group Controls the Pen. The pen defeats the sword. Cognitive superiority trumps

physical superiority at the apex of power. Force is foundational but also the most visible,

most reactive, least leveraged, and least durable form of power. Each layer above Force has
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more leverage, less visibility, and greater durability. The pen is not one side of a binary — it is

a complete apparatus that contains the sword among its ranks. Full-spectrum dominance,

not any single layer, is what sovereignty consists of.

6. The Group Is Controlled by the Family. Family is the atom of apex power. Every loyalty

structure except the family has a defection problem. Biological loyalty requires no

maintenance. Information security is structural. Long time horizons are natural. Self-interest

aligns with collective interest through identity, not ideology. The family’s meta-frame — its

why — is the family itself, which is prior to and independent of any layer’s frame. This is why

sovereignty, followed to its structural conclusion, is a family.

An Explanatory Hierarchy

The framework produces a method for triaging any specific conspiratorial claim or historical

phenomenon.

The first question is not is this true but at which layer is this operating. Each layer up adds

explanatory radius: Management conspiracies explain local market outcomes; Social

conspiracies explain why certain ideas became dominant or suppressed; Finance

conspiracies explain finance cycles and crisis selectivity; Law conspiracies explain why

monetary frameworks are constructed as they are; sovereignty conspiracies explain why the

Law layer is configured as it is and who benefits.

The second question: does this explanation connect upward? Upward connections are where

explanatory power accumulates. Most popular conspiratorial thinking stops at the

Management or Social layer — it detects real coordination but mistakes a local explanation

for a complete one. Crucially, it tends to generate Force-frame responses: name the villain,

expose the bad actor, defeat the enemy. These responses confirm prediction 8 while leaving

the structure intact.

The third question: who survives? Not who wins any given engagement, but whose position is

intact after every disruption, every crisis, every revolution. Survival across systemic shocks is

the most reliable indicator of apex position, because it cannot be faked across a long enough

time horizon.

The fourth question: which frame is this analysis coming from? Force-frame analysis sees

villains. Management-frame analysis sees incentives. Social-frame analysis sees narratives.
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Finance-frame analysis sees flows of capital. Law-frame analysis sees rule structures. A

complete analysis requires moving through all of these frames and asking what each reveals

— which is, itself, the sovereign cognitive posture applied to understanding rather than to

action. It requires the passion to sustain the Orient phase open across all of them, and the

gnosis not to be captured by any.

The framework’s deepest claim is not about who controls the structure. It is about what the

structure is: a civilizational organization of human action in which Force is rationalized

through successive layers of increasing abstraction, each layer making the one below it more

efficient and more scalable, each layer giving the one above it greater leverage. The sovereign

does not sit at the top — the sovereign maintains frame flexibility sufficient to intervene at

any layer when the structure’s integrity requires it, anchored by a meta-frame that is prior to

and independent of all layer frames.

Power is not a position in the structure. It is the capacity to traverse the structure without

being captured by any of its frames.

And the corollary: the apex institution is the one whose identity is prior to and independent of

the structure — which is why the family, and only the family, can sustain that position across

time. The family does not play the game. It maintains the field.

The method has been provided: follow the pen. Ask who writes the foundational rules. Ask

whose grant is never revoked across crises that destroy others. Ask which symbols of

continuity appear across institutional migrations that no ethnic or national explanation can

account for. Ask which families, across centuries, consistently occupy the positions where

the pen is held.

The pen defeats the sword not because force is ineffective but because force can only hold

ground. The pen defines what the ground means, who it belongs to, under what terms it

transfers, and what story is told about all of it. The most powerful institution in any era is the

one that writes the laws the armies enforce, issues the currency the merchants count, shapes

the Social that the citizens inhabit, and conducts the intelligence operations that determine

which armies, merchants, and citizens exist in the first place — all from a position that the

external symbol system renders invisible, irrational to question, and socially costly to name.

That position has a name. It is called sovereignty. And sovereignty, followed to its structural

conclusion, is a family.
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Theory

Axiomatic Power

Functionalism: Power as the Nature of Action

Power is the capacity for action. Not the potential for action stored in some reservoir —

untested stockpiles are not power but the appearance of it. Power is the actual capacity to

act on reality and produce a change. This is a functionalist claim: things are defined by how

they behave, not by some hidden essence or static property. An entity’s nature is its function

— what it does, what it can do, how it acts. A rock is defined by how it behaves under force.

A person is defined by how they behave under choice. An institution is defined by how it

behaves under pressure. Essence is not prior to function. Essence is function, observed

across sufficient time.

This connects cognition to power without a seam. If things are defined by how they act, then

the study of what things are — philosophy in its original sense — is inherently a study of

action. And if power is the capacity for action, then the axioms of cognition are the axioms of

power: not “what is the nature of reality?” in the abstract, but “what can you do, and across

what range?” This is what axiomatic power means. The cognitive foundations described in

this section are not preliminary to the analysis of power. They are power in its most

fundamental form — the capacity for structured thought that precedes and enables both

tactical and strategic expression.

From this foundation, three classical philosophical questions become questions about power.

Epistemology asks what can be known about the conditions of action. Phenomenology asks

how those conditions are experienced by the actor. Ontology asks what action ultimately

touches — what is real beneath the representations. Each arrives at the same structural

feature: a gap. The gap between what is declared and what operates. The gap between

action and perception. The gap between the absolute and the relative. These are not three

gaps. They are the same gap described from three directions. And that gap is where power

lives.

Epistemology: The Active and the De Facto / De Jure Gap

Untested stockpiles of power are not merely weaker than exercised power — they function as
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a form of control in themselves. The sovereignty layer does not need to demonstrate

dominance over every actor beneath it in every moment. It needs only to demonstrate it

occasionally and selectively. Actors who believe they possess significant power but have

never tested that belief against the layer above them will behave as though constrained even

without explicit constraint. The de jure / de facto gap is productive for those who understand

it and dangerous for those who don’t.

Phenomenology: The Receptive Asymmetry

Cognition is always relative. Every conscious agent perceives through a frame, and no frame

captures the absolute in its totality. Frames are relativity applied to consciousness: partial,

positioned, and necessarily incomplete representations of a whole that exceeds any single

representation.

This means the relationship between action and perception is not symmetrical. Action

operates on the absolute — when force is applied, something actually changes regardless of

how it is perceived. Perception operates on the relative — what you see depends on where

you stand. The two-dimensional structure captures this asymmetry: the tactical dimension

touches reality directly; the strategic dimension models it indirectly. The gap between the two

is where both agency and error live. An actor with no strategic dimension acts on reality

without modeling it — pure reaction. An actor with no tactical dimension models reality

without touching it — pure abstraction. Sovereignty requires both: accurate perception and

decisive action, the relative correctly aimed at the absolute.

Ontology: The Absolute and The Relative

The most fundamental distinction in this framework is between what is absolute and what is

relative. An absolute reality exists — physical causation, biological imperatives, the structure

of power itself. But no conscious agent encounters the absolute directly. Every perception,

every model, every symbol system is relative — a partial representation shaped by the frame

through which it was produced.

This distinction is the morphological root of meaning itself. Every tradition that has seriously

grappled with the nature of reality has arrived at some version of it. In the Platonic

framework, the absolute is the Demiurge — the ultimate generative principle — while the

relative encompasses both gods and spirits, distributed across divided worlds much as

Norse cosmology distributes beings across its realms. In the Christian framework, the
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concept of God was moved from the relative to the absolute — from one powerful being

among many to the singular, unconditional ground of all being. This was not merely a

theological refinement. It was a cognitive revolution: the introduction of a genuinely absolute

reference point against which all relative positions could be measured, criticized, and found

wanting.

The consequence was time. A world in which power sits in the relative — in which the highest

principle is itself one frame among others — is a world without meaningful progress, because

there is no fixed standard against which change can be evaluated. Evolution is static;

different eras are merely different arrangements of the same relative forces. But a world in

which the absolute is genuinely absolute introduces a direction to time: we remember

different eras, we compare institutions against an unchanging standard, and we become

capable of valuing and criticizing the structures we inhabit rather than merely inhabiting

them. The concept of progress — and its dark twin, the concept of decline — becomes

possible only when the absolute is distinguished from the relative.

The absolute and the relative is, in other words, a matter of time. The framework that follows

depends on this distinction at every level: action touches the absolute; perception operates in

the relative; sovereignty is the capacity to aim the relative accurately at the absolute; and the

family persists because it operates on the timescale where the absolute reveals itself — the

long arc across which relative arrangements are tested and found durable or fragile.

The sections that follow trace the capacity for action across two dimensions. Tactical power

is the immediate capacity for action — the body, the senses, the energy, the biological

substrate through which action occurs in the present tense. It is powerful within its frame but

cannot think its way outside of it. Strategic power is the extended capacity for action —

action organized across time, across layers, through abstraction and institutional structure. It

is the capacity to act not just now but across the timescales where consequences

compound. Neither dimension is power by itself. The immediate without the extended is

reaction. The extended without the immediate is modeling. Their integration — action that is

both immediate and far-reaching, both forceful and intelligent, both tactical and strategic — is

what this paper calls sovereignty.

Sentiment: Good and Evil

The most fundamental act of the relative mapping the absolute is the binary of good and evil.

Before language, before symbols, before social structure, the organism distinguishes

The Art of Power

8



beneficial from harmful — approach from avoid, good from bad. This is not a moral system in

the philosophical sense. It is the organism’s most basic orientation toward reality. It is pre-

symbolic, pre-linguistic, pre-cognitive. It is sentiment in the literal sense: felt evaluation.

Every subsequent moral system, every ethical philosophy, every legal framework is an

elaboration of this root distinction. The organism that cannot feel good/bad cannot value

anything, and an organism that cannot value anything cannot act with direction. Sentiment is

the origin of all directed action. It is also the origin of the dominance/submission distinction

at its most fundamental level: dominance that serves the good is legitimate; dominance that

serves the bad is tyranny. The organism knows this before it can articulate it. The child who

recoils from cruelty and is drawn to kindness is exercising the most ancient evaluative

capacity — the one that precedes every frame and makes every frame possible, because

without it there is no reason to prefer one frame over another.

This has a direct consequence for the analysis of power: a would-be “submissive act” done

willingly without coercion is not submission. It is cooperation — alignment with another

party’s frame because the alignment serves an ideal the cooperating party recognizes as

good. Cooperation requires both parties to have sufficient capacity that the alignment is

genuine choice rather than necessity. Submission, by contrast, is forced or coerced — the

defining feature is that you would not choose this position if you had the capacity to resist.

The distinction between cooperation and submission is the distinction between good and evil

applied to the structure of power itself.

Game Theory: The Formal Structure of Sentiment Under Conflict

Once sentiment exists — once the organism can distinguish good from bad and direct action

accordingly — the problem of strategic interaction arises: your optimal action depends on

what the other agent does, which depends on what they expect you to do, which depends on

what you expect them to expect, recursively. Game theory, formalized by John von Neumann

and Oskar Morgenstern in Theory of Games and Economic Behavior (1944) and extended by

John Nash (Nash equilibrium, 1950), Thomas Schelling (The Strategy of Conflict, 1960), and

John Maynard Smith (evolutionary game theory, 1970s-80s), is the mathematical structure of

decision-making when outcomes depend on the decisions of multiple agents with already-

formed sentiments — preferences, values, goals.

Game theory does not generate sentiment. It presupposes it. The Prisoner’s Dilemma has no

content until the players have preferences (freedom over imprisonment, self-interest over
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altruism, or the reverse). What game theory formalizes is the structure of conflict and

cooperation that emerges when agents with different sentiments interact — and its core

findings map directly onto the framework:

The Prisoner’s Dilemma formalizes why the Force frame is self-defeating at scale. Each

actor optimizing for themselves (defect) produces an outcome worse for everyone than

mutual cooperation. But cooperation requires a frame that individual rationality cannot

generate from within itself — it requires either trust (a sentiment) or enforcement (a higher

frame). This is why managed populations oscillate between naive cooperation and cynical

defection: the frame that would make sustained cooperation rational requires exactly the

meta-representational capacity that the management apparatus suppresses.

Nash equilibrium formalizes frame capture. A Nash equilibrium is a stable state where no

player can improve their outcome by unilaterally changing strategy. This is the mathematical

definition of a frame that holds: the population stays in it not because it serves them but

because no individual actor within it has the incentive or capacity to break it. The equilibrium

is experienced as “just the way things are” — which is exactly how frame capture feels from

the inside. Breaking a Nash equilibrium requires coordinated deviation, which requires

communication and trust, which requires a higher frame — which is why the management of

communication and trust is a core function of the control apparatus.

Information asymmetry formalizes the frame-nesting principle. In games of incomplete

information, the player who knows more about the game’s structure has a decisive

advantage. This is the pen’s advantage over the sword stated mathematically: the higher

frame sees the lower frame’s strategy space; the lower frame cannot see the higher. The

poker player who can see your cards will beat you regardless of how well you play. The

institutional actor who understands the rules of the game will outperform the actor who can

only play within them, regardless of the latter’s tactical skill.

Mechanism design formalizes sovereignty. The inverse of game theory: instead of analyzing

what players will do in a given game, mechanism design asks what rules the game should

have to produce the desired outcome. This is not playing the game. It is designing the game

— setting the rules within which all other players make their moves. This is sovereignty in its

most precise form: the capacity to set the conditions of interaction rather than merely

interacting within conditions set by others. The mechanism designer is not a player. He is the

author. The distance between playing a game and designing one is the distance between

tactical and strategic power.
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Schelling’s focal points formalize the Social layer’s default frame. In the absence of explicit

communication, players coordinate on solutions that are culturally, psychologically, or

perceptually “obvious” — what Schelling called focal points. “Meet me in New York” without

further specification sends both players to Grand Central Station, because it is the culturally

salient default. This is the Social layer’s frame operating as a coordination mechanism: the

managed defaults of a culture (common sense, shared assumptions, “what everyone knows”)

are not neutral. They are focal points that have been shaped — by education, media,

institutional repetition — to produce coordination on outcomes that serve the frame-setter.

The management of “common sense” is a mechanism design operation conducted through

the Social layer.

From Sentiment to Semantics: Meaning Precedes Symbol

More complex meaning emerges from differentiated sentiment. The organism that can feel

good/bad begins to distinguish kinds of good and kinds of bad — this context versus that,

this intensity versus that, this duration versus that. These differentiations ARE meaning.

Meaning is not added to experience from outside. It is the internal differentiation of felt

evaluation.

This reverses the common assumption that language creates meaning. Language encodes

meaning that already exists as differentiated sentiment. The word “danger” does not create

the meaning; the felt distinction between safe and dangerous creates the meaning, and the

word compresses it for transmission. The progression is: Sentiment → Meaning (Semantics)

→ Symbol (Semiotics). Symbols come after meaning, not before — they represent

distinctions that already exist in the organism’s felt experience.

This is why the most effective frame operations are somatic rather than argumentative —

they work at the sentiment level, before symbols engage. Change the body’s felt evaluation

and the symbolic interpretation follows. Argue with the symbols and the felt evaluation

resists. Every propagandist, every preacher, every hypnotist who has ever moved a crowd

knows this intuitively: you change the feeling first, and the words rearrange themselves

around the new feeling. The symbols are servants of sentiment, not the other way around.

The progression from sentiment through semantics to semiotics also explains why the same

symbol carries different meanings at different layers: because the felt evaluation — the

sentiment — differs by layer. The flag means safety to the citizen (sentiment: protection),

opportunity to the merchant (sentiment: market access), and instrument to the sovereign
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(sentiment: control). The symbol is identical. The meaning differs because the underlying

sentiment differs. This is not ambiguity. It is structured polysemy rooted in different felt

evaluations of the same object.

But there is a deeper implication that must be made explicit. The first form of sentiment —

good/bad evaluation — explains how meaning arises in the organism. A second form of

sentiment operates when that organism attempts to communicate meaning: the felt interest

in a concept, the drive to transmit a specific distinction to another mind. This second

sentiment is what selects and shapes the word. When someone uses a term like “danger” or

“sacred” or “schizophrenic,” the word they deploy is not a fixed unit retrieved from a lexicon. It

is an operational definition — a compression shaped by the speaker’s model of what the

concept is, which is itself shaped by their felt interest in communicating it. The dictionary

definition is a post-hoc artifact: a lowest-common-denominator compression of a word’s

operational range, stripped of every model that gives it content. To treat the dictionary as

authoritative is to confuse the map’s legend with the territory.

This is why complex terms — terms whose meaning depends on larger interpretive

frameworks like psychology, theology, or political theory — cannot be resolved by looking

them up. The word “schizophrenic” does not point to a fixed thing. It points to a cluster of

concepts whose boundaries shift depending on whether you are operating within a

biomedical model, a psychoanalytic model, a spiritual model, or a social-control model. The

“definition” is not the meaning. The definition is a pointer to a model, and the model is where

meaning lives. Anyone who argues from dictionary definitions has confused the pointer with

the thing it points to — a semiotic error that the framework’s own structure predicts: they are

treating a symbol (the definition) as though it were the semantics (the felt, model-dependent

meaning), collapsing the very distinction the Sentiment → Semantics → Semiotics

progression exists to preserve.

The act of thinking itself reflects this structure. To think is to propose connections — verbs —

between fixed points — nouns — which serve as the thinker’s provisional facts. An argument

is not a feeling and not a fact. It is a relational act: the construction of a semantic bridge

between concepts, driven by the felt interest in making a particular distinction communicable.

The sentiment that precedes the symbol is therefore not only evaluative (good/bad) but

intentional — it is the organism’s drive to mean something specific, to compress a felt

distinction into a form that another mind can decompress. This intentional sentiment is the

deep reason that symbols are servants of meaning and not the reverse: the word exists
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because someone needed to say something, and what they needed to say was already

structured by felt evaluation before any symbol was chosen to carry it.

Semiotics: Symbol Systems and Their Functions

The progression from functionalism through epistemology, phenomenology, and ontology

traced how action relates to reality and how perception mediates between them. Sentiment

and semantics showed that meaning is felt before it is symbolized — that the organism

evaluates before it represents. But there is a step the progression has not yet taken —

arguably the most consequential one in human evolutionary history: from felt meaning to

encoded meaning, from semantics to language.

Language is the technology that unlocks cognition at scale. The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis —

that the structure of a language shapes the thought patterns of its speakers — captures a

genuine insight even in its weakest form: the symbolic systems available to a mind determine

the range of what that mind can represent, and therefore the range of what it can think. A

mind without symbols can perceive, react, and even model — but it cannot reflect on its own

modeling, cannot transmit its models to other minds across time and space, and cannot

build the cumulative cognitive structures that distinguish human civilization from every other

form of organized life. Language is what made the Orient phase transmissible. And the rest,

as they say, is history.

Symbols are therefore not decorations on top of cognition. They are the medium through

which cognition operates beyond the individual organism. Every symbol system — from

spoken language to mathematical notation to religious iconography to national flags — is a

frame-construction tool: it shapes the Orient phase of everyone who encounters it, pre-

structuring what can be perceived, what can be thought, and what responses feel available.

The study of how symbol systems function — semiotics — is therefore not a subspecialty of

linguistics. It is the study of how frames are built, transmitted, and managed at civilizational

scale.

Two fundamental categories of symbol system emerge from this analysis, defined not by

who uses them but by what they are designed to do:

Dense Symbols: Compression for Transmission

Dense symbols serve the preservation and transmission of knowledge across time. Their

primary requirement is maximum information in minimum surface, legible to those with the
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requisite frame development and opaque to those without:

• Density over clarity: maximum information in minimum surface — a gesture, a word used

in a specific context, a geometric form. The uninitiated see decoration. The initiated read

constitutional documents.

• Layered access: the same symbol carries different meanings at different levels of

initiation. Partial exposure does not compromise the full system. This mirrors Force

Abstraction Theory’s own structure — each layer sees only its adjacent layers clearly.

• Temporal stability: symbols must be transmissible across generations without drift. They

tend toward the ancient, the geometric, the cosmological.

• Self-reference: they point inward, encoding the institution’s theory of its own nature and

its right to power — its meta-frame made visible to members.

These symbols encode, in compressed geometric and mythological form, the multi-frame

perceptual shift that gnosis describes. They are, in the framework’s terms, maps of frames

and meta-frames — attempts to represent the nested structure of perception itself, the layers

through which consciousness organizes reality. Every serious esoteric system is doing the

same thing: charting the territory of relative frames in pursuit of the ultimate meta-map, the

frame that contains all frames. Follow this pursuit far enough and it converges on a single

concept — the absolute, the unconditioned ground, what every tradition that has completed

the journey simply calls God. This is not theology. It is the inevitable terminus of focused

higher thought: all rigorous cognition, sustained long enough across enough frames, trends

toward the absolute because the absolute is what remains when every relative frame has

been recognized as partial.

But the convergence is asymptotic. No symbol, no system, no frame-based conception ever

arrives. Korzybski’s dictum — the map is not the territory — applies with full force here: the

map that points toward the absolute is still a map — still relative, still limited by the frame

that produced it. The Kabbalistic Tree of Life, the Hindu chakra system, the Hermetic

correspondences, the Platonic solids — each is a genuine attempt to encode the structure of

frames, and each is also a frame, bounded by the tradition and cognition that generated it.

The symbol resonates because it points at an experience that is universal among those who

have genuinely undergone it. It fails — as all symbols must — to capture the totality it points

toward.

This is why the internal symbols of apex institutions converge across traditions and cultures

— not because of coordination, but because the cognitive territory they map is the same
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everywhere. The convergence is structural, not conspiratorial. Independent cartographers

mapping the same landscape will produce maps that rhyme.

Broadcast Symbols: Clarity for Control

Broadcast symbols serve narrative control — producing specific cognitive and emotional

states in populations at scale while obscuring the mechanism of production. They are frame

control operations encoded into the cultural environment:

• Clarity over density: immediately legible without initiation.

• Flat access: a single surface meaning presented to everyone. The depth is hidden, not

graduated.

• Managed drift: the justification for the current order is updated as populations change,

while the structure being justified remains constant. Divine right becomes social contract

becomes democratic mandate becomes technocratic necessity becomes the rules-based

international order — a phrase with no defined author, no defined rules, and no defined

enforcement mechanism, deployed as though it refers to something concrete. Each is a

political formula in Mosca’s sense: a legitimizing narrative tailored to the current

population’s beliefs.

• Other-reference: pointing outward toward enemies, abstract values, historical grievances

— anything that produces solidarity and redirects analytical energy away from the

structure itself.

The enemy is the most essential external symbol. It must be threatening enough to justify

ongoing resource extraction and surveillance; diffuse enough that it can never be fully

defeated; morally unambiguous enough to foreclose negotiation. The Cold War enemy and

the terrorism enemy are structurally identical. The swap between them went largely

unnoticed because the emotional architecture was preserved while only the content changed.

The specific enemy is almost irrelevant. The shape of the enemy is everything — and the

shape is determined by what the population’s frame requires to keep it at the Force and

Social layers.

Money is among the most durable external symbols. Presented as a neutral medium of

exchange, it is experienced by most people as a background condition of reality. The internal

reality is that currency is a political instrument — a claim on productive capacity issued by

whoever controls the relevant sovereignty layer, denominated in units they control, inflated or

contracted according to strategic needs rather than neutral economic logic. The external
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symbol is so thoroughly internalized that proposals to examine who actually controls

monetary issuance sound to most people like category errors. This is the Finance layer’s

external symbol doing its work at maximum efficiency.

Archetypes: From Symbol to Interpretation

Exegesis and Hermeneutics

Semiotics describes the structure of symbols — how meaning is encoded, compressed, and

transmitted. But symbols do not interpret themselves. Between the symbol and the meaning

it carries in any given mind lies the act of interpretation, and interpretation has its own

structure. Two disciplines map this territory: exegesis (the extraction of meaning from a

specific text or symbol) and hermeneutics (the theory of interpretation itself — the study of

how meaning is produced, what conditions make understanding possible, and what

constrains or distorts the interpretive act).

The distinction matters because interpretation is where the framework’s layers become

visible in practice. The same symbol — a flag, a scripture, a constitutional clause, a monetary

denomination — carries different meanings at different layers of Force Abstraction Theory,

and the layer the interpreter occupies determines which meaning they extract. This is not

ambiguity. It is structured polysemy: the symbol genuinely carries multiple meanings

simultaneously, and the interpretive act selects among them according to the interpreter’s

frame.

The medieval tradition formalized this insight with remarkable precision. The fourfold method

of scriptural interpretation — known in the Jewish tradition as PaRDeS (an acronym yielding

“Paradise”) and in the Christian tradition as the quadriga — identified four senses operating

simultaneously in any sacred text:

1. Literal (peshat) — the plain meaning, what the text says on its surface.

2. Allegorical (remez, “allusion”) — one thing standing for another; typology, where a

figure or event prefigures a deeper structural truth.

3. Moral (derash, “inquiry”) — the ethical or behavioral implication; what the symbol

demands of the interpreter.

4. Anagogical (sod, “secret”) — the mystical or ultimate sense; the meaning accessible

only from the highest frame, pointing toward the absolute.

This is not merely a historical curiosity. It is a precise description of how layered access
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works — the same structural principle identified in the internal symbols of apex institutions.

The literal sense is the broadcast symbol: flat, immediate, accessible without initiation. The

allegorical sense is the first layer of depth: recognizing that the surface points toward

something else. The moral sense is the operational extraction: what the symbol means for

action. The anagogical sense is the meta-frame — the meaning that is only available to the

interpreter who can see the entire interpretive structure as a structure, who perceives not just

what the symbol means but how meaning itself is produced. This is gnosis applied to text.

The archetypes that follow are where exegesis becomes concrete. They are the first

sustained interpretive act within the framework — the extraction of recurring patterns from

the symbolic material of cultures across history. The shaman, the hero, the monster, the fixer:

each is an exegetical finding, a meaning extracted from the accumulated symbolic record of

how power manifests through personality. The personality models that follow the archetypes

continue this exegesis with greater formal precision — decomposing the archetypal portraits

into measurable variables. The progression from semiotics through exegesis through

archetypes through personality psychology is a single movement: from the structure of

symbols, to the theory of their interpretation, to the first interpretive results, to the systematic

extraction of the variables those results imply.

The Shaman: What Ancient Sovereignty Selection Reveals

Ancient tribal cultures frequently selected shamanic sovereigns from among those with

perceptual anomalies — schizotypal tendencies, physical deformities, unusual sensory

experiences. From a game-theoretic perspective, this was sophisticated mechanism design.

The tribe was selecting for bias minimization and the cognitive profile that gnosis describes.

The schizotypal individual perceives pattern and connection that neurotypical people miss —

including patterns in social behavior that neurotypical people are motivated to not see

because acknowledging them is socially costly. More critically, the schizotypal sovereign is

compelled to communicate what they perceive. They are poor conspirators precisely

because the compulsion to share perception overrides the strategic management of

information. Their passion — if that is what we call the intensity of perception that

characterizes the schizotypal disposition — is oriented entirely toward truth-telling rather than

power-accumulation.

Physical weakness or deformity served a related function: it structurally limited the

sovereign’s ability to accumulate followers through dominance signaling. His authority was
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entirely informational and spiritual — exercisable only in the domain for which the tribe

granted it, and no further.

The contrast with modern selection is total. Democratic systems systematically select for

high ego and dominance signaling, strong conspiratorial capacity, neurotypical social

processing, and accumulative drives — the traits of a manager, not a sovereign. The elected

official is optimized for the Management and Social layers. He is explicitly not optimized for

the sovereignty layer.

The inversion is not an accident of democratic theory. It is the sovereignty layer managing its

own exposure: ensuring the visible apex is occupied by people optimized for the layers below

sovereignty, conspiratorially capable enough to navigate politics but not positioned to

threaten the layer above them. The shaman selected against conspiracy at the top. The

modern system selects for it at the visible level while actual sovereignty operates elsewhere,

undisturbed.

The Prince: Power as Craft

The shaman perceived but did not accumulate. The prince is what emerges when perception

is deliberately integrated with the accumulation and exercise of power — when governance

becomes a craft with learnable principles rather than either a spiritual function (the shaman)

or a moral category (good king vs. bad king).

Niccolò Machiavelli’s The Prince (1532) is the founding text of this archetype, and the first

work in the Western canon to treat power as a subject of technical analysis rather than moral

instruction. Machiavelli’s core observation: the effective ruler must be both the fox (cunning,

deception, strategic manipulation) and the lion (force, intimidation, the credible threat of

violence). Neither alone suffices. The lion without the fox is a brute who is outmaneuvered.

The fox without the lion is a schemer who is overthrown. The prince integrates both —

tactical power and strategic power fused into a single operating capacity. In the framework’s

terms: the prince is the first archetype of noesis applied to statecraft.

Virtù — Machiavelli’s central concept — is not virtue in the moral sense. It is the prince’s total

capacity to engage reality as it actually is and shape it through skill, energy, and will. Virtù

contends with fortuna (chance, circumstance, the uncontrollable), and the effective prince is

the one who shapes fortuna rather than being shaped by it. This is the two-pole structure

stated as political advice: virtù is high tactical energy (the drive, the decisiveness, the

willingness to act) channeled through high strategic capacity (the reading of situations, the
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timing of interventions, the management of perception). Low virtù is eikasia in a crown. High

virtù is noesis with a state.

“Everyone sees what you appear to be, few experience what you really are” — this is the PSM

transparency property applied to political perception. The managed population sees the

surface: the political formula, the leader’s presentation, the broadcast symbols. The actual

structure of power operates beneath that surface and is accessible only to those with the

meta-representational capacity to see the presentation as a presentation. The prince

archetype is the first figure in the Western tradition who operates consciously in this gap —

who understands that the appearance of power and the reality of power are different

instruments serving different functions, and who wields both deliberately.

The prince sits between the shaman and the hero because it represents the integration the

other two archetypes split apart. The shaman has perception without power-accumulation.

The hero has power without perception of the system that produces power. The prince has

both — and this is precisely why the hero archetype often inverts the prince. The hero

narrative frames the prince as corrupt, degenerate, unworthy — the tyrant who rules through

manipulation rather than righteous force. The hero believes the prince is already inverted and

therefore a legitimate target for Force-frame action. This is the deepest function of the hero

archetype as narrative containment: it teaches the population to read strategic competence

as moral corruption, ensuring that the only form of power the crowd aspires to is the one

form (Force) that cannot threaten the institutional structure. The prince who is competent is

recast as the villain. The hero who destroys the prince is celebrated — and the system that

produced both persists unchanged.

The Hero: Narrative Containment

The shaman was the original sovereign archetype — selected for perception, structurally

prevented from accumulating power, and compelled to speak truth rather than manage it. The

prince was the integration of perception with deliberate power — governance as craft. The

hero is the degeneration of both. Where the shaman’s authority was informational and

spiritual and the prince’s authority was strategic and operational, the hero’s authority is

physical and dramatic. Where the shaman was selected for bias minimization and the prince

for strategic competence, the hero is selected for narrative satisfaction. Jesus, in his truest

sense, is the archetypal shaman — a figure whose authority derived entirely from perception

and truth-telling, who accumulated no political power, and whose message was

systematically repackaged into a heroic narrative of sacrifice and triumph that the Social
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layer could metabolize. The hero is what remains when a culture can no longer recognize

either the shaman’s or the prince’s function.

The heroic narrative structure is almost universally: injustice exists at the upper layers,

solution arrives from the Force layer. The corrupt politician is exposed by a whistleblower

with a gun. The oppressive system is overthrown by physical uprising.

What the hero narrative almost never depicts is the actual mechanism by which durable

power is exercised and changed: the rewriting of rules, the shifting of monetary frameworks,

the patient multigenerational construction of alternative institutions. This keeps the

population’s imagination of revolution confined to the Force layer.

The hero never becomes the pen. The hero always remains the sword. Every heroic narrative

implicitly concedes the pen’s dominance by leaving the upper layers intact after the hero’s

victory. The villain is defeated; the system that produced the villain is unchanged.

This is a narrative containment mechanism. It gives the Force-frame population a satisfying

fantasy of agency while leaving the actual levers of power untouched. The audience feels the

revolution. The structure remains intact.

That being said, force is a potential solution to anything. Dominance is full-spectrum, which

means having a significant advantage in Force gives real leverage over actors who have not

secured their Force layer. What the hero archetype gets wrong is the second half: Force

cannot rebuild what it destroys. The conqueror still needs administrators, currency, cultural

legitimacy, and law. Force without a complete repertoire produces only temporary dominance

that someone with a more complete repertoire will absorb and redirect.

Therefore, the hero archetype is not entirely wrong. It is only incomplete if your entire

narrative stops there, and even then, incomplete narratives can be effective for some goal

attainment. You might even apply strategic narrative containment on yourself to this end.

The Monster: The External Model of Power

The hero is a narrative about agency — the fantasy that Force-frame action can reshape the

structure. The monster is a narrative about identity — the projection of the Force frame itself

onto a designated group, turning a universal human capacity into an external symbol for an

outsider class.

The general principle: every society requires a way to externalize what it cannot integrate. The
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Force frame — raw physical power, aggression, sexuality — is a universal human capacity. But

a Social layer that has sublimated its own Force impulses to function within Management

and Law constraints cannot acknowledge this universality without destabilizing the

sublimation. The solution is projection: the Force frame is assigned as an essential attribute

of a recognizable group, making it visible, containable, and deniable in the self.

This assignment has a specific structural logic. It makes Force-frame actors identifiable

before they act — converting a universal capacity into a racial, ethnic, or class marker. It

allows the dominant group to disavow their own Force-frame capacity — “we are civilized;

they are violent.” And it binds the designated group to the Force-frame identity regardless of

their actual behavior or values. The body becomes the symbol of the frame. The assignment

precedes any action and cannot be escaped through behavior.

The consequence is the simultaneous hatred and desire that the dominant Social layer

directs at the group it has assigned the Force-frame identity. The Force frame is threatening

— and also deeply attractive, because it represents everything the Social layer has had to

repress. The designated group becomes the projection screen for the dominant culture’s

disowned energy. This is how Black Americans became, simultaneously, the most feared and

the most culturally imitated population in American society. The frame assigned is the same.

The social context determines whether it reads as threat or as fantasy.

The monster, then, is an external symbol of power — a representation of the Force frame

made visible and assigned to bodies, serving the Social layer’s need to manage what it

cannot integrate. Its counterpart is the internal symbol of power: the figure who embodies

frame flexibility not for the managed population but for the sovereign institution itself.

The Fixer: The Internal Model of Power

The general principle of this section is externalized management and enforcement — the

delegation of sovereign capacity to trusted agents who translate abstract intention into

concrete action across the full structure. This principle operates identically in public and

private institutions. The police officer is a public fixer; the consigliere is a private one. The

general is a fixer for the commander-in-chief; the lieutenant is a fixer for the general; and on

down the chain until you reach grunts who do nothing but follow orders. The structure is the

same at every scale.

The fixer in organized crime — and by structural equivalence, in any apex institution —

operates across the full range of Force Abstraction Theory simultaneously. He deploys Force
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when needed. He operates from the Management frame when handling logistics and

resources. He operates at the intelligence level when trusted with information that could

destroy the organization. What makes him valuable is not excellence at any single layer but

the capacity to move between frames fluidly — to translate the abstract intentions of the

principal into concrete outcomes, and back again.

This translation capacity is rare, which is why fixers occupy positions in the hierarchy far

above what their Force role alone would suggest. The fixer is, in miniature, a practicing

sovereign: someone who has developed enough multi-frame fluency to serve as an extension

of the principal’s will across the full structure. This creates a structural paradox: the boss

with all of the money and all of the authority must genuinely respect his most-trusted fixers,

because they are the ones who make his authority real. The fixer at the top of the operational

chain has more practical power than his formal position would suggest, precisely because he

is the circuit through which sovereign intention becomes sovereign action.

The fixer is a loyalty-first hire rather than a competence-first hire — and this is structurally

determined, not merely cultural. The vertical access the fixer has makes him an existential

risk if he defects. An incompetent fixer is a problem. A disloyal one is an extinction event.

This is why apex institutions prioritize demonstrated loyalty — ideally biological, failing that

multigenerational — over demonstrated capability. Capability can be developed. Loyalty of the

requisite depth cannot be manufactured after the fact.

The police officer illustrates this principle in its public form. The placement seems

paradoxical — police are instruments of Force, the most concrete layer, yet they answer to the

sovereignty layer on the chain-of-command axis. A mercenary and a police officer use

identical tools. The difference is who they ultimately answer to. Hierarchy position and tool

use are two different axes, and conflating them produces persistent analytical errors. The

cop is not an anomaly in the structure. He is the structure’s circuit made visible: the point

where the most abstract layer’s authority re-enters the physical world as Force. Some

relatively insignificant officers can achieve high rank through loyalty and effectiveness in the

organization — the same dynamic that elevates the criminal fixer above what his Force-layer

tools would predict.

Government is the clearest example of a full-spectrum organization — the only institution

explicitly designed to operate at every layer simultaneously:

• Force layer: military and police
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• Social layer: public education, state media, official historiography

• Management layer: taxation, licensing, state enterprises

• Finance layer: central banking, currency issuance, monetary policy

• Law layer: self-evidently

• Sovereignty layer: executive privilege, classified operations, intelligence services

Government is not the apex of power. It is the most complete instrument of power available,

and the question of who wields it is entirely distinct from the question of who formally runs

it.

The axiomatic progression is now complete — from the nature of action (functionalism),

through how action relates to knowledge, experience, and reality (epistemology,

phenomenology, ontology), through the root evaluative capacity (sentiment), through the

emergence of meaning from felt evaluation (semantics), through the symbolic systems by

which meaning is compressed and transmitted (semiotics), to the recurring patterns through

which cultures represent power and its holders (archetypes). But notice what has happened

along the way: axiomatic power has not remained cold and abstract. It has become human.

The archetypes are not logical categories. They are models of personality — the shaman, the

hero, the monster, the fixer — each a holistic representation of how a particular configuration

of perception, energy, and social position encounters the world. Cognition, pursued far

enough, arrives at the person. The field of thought is also a mirror of the thinker. And the

thinker is a body — a biological organism with sensory channels, energy states, personality

structure, and a developmental trajectory through frames of increasing or decreasing width.

What follows completes the axiomatic foundation by moving from archetypal portraits to

dimensional analysis — decomposing personality into its underlying variables, deriving the

domains of cognition from first principles, formalizing the structure of strength and control

within each domain, and then mapping this architecture onto the operational models that

psychology and the intelligence community have produced. Together with the preceding

axioms, these constitute the underlying structure by which tactical power operates.

Personality: From Archetypes to Variables

The archetypes — shaman, hero, monster, fixer — describe how personality encounters power

in holistic, narrative form. They are portraits. Personality psychology is the attempt to do

what the archetypes do with greater precision: to decompose the portrait into measurable

variables, to identify which dimensions of perception, energy, and behavioral tendency
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produce the archetype, and to map the space of possible configurations rather than naming

only the most prominent ones. The move from archetype to personality model is the move

from pattern recognition to dimensional analysis — from “this person is a shaman type” to

“this person is high on schizotypal pattern sensitivity, low on social conformity, high on

compulsive truth-telling, and these specific trait configurations are what produce the shaman

archetype when they co-occur.”

This decomposition matters because the archetypes, while accurate as portraits, do not

explain why different people develop into different configurations, or what the underlying

variables are that produce the surface pattern. Two people can reach identical strategic

development — the same width of Orient phase, the same capacity for multi-frame

awareness — while differing completely in the character of their tactical input. One arrives at

strategy through high emotional intensity and social dominance. The other arrives through

spatial precision and logical density. Same strategic destination, different tactical filter.

Personality describes how you receive energy; development describes how far you’ve refined

it. The archetypes collapse both into a single image. Personality psychology separates them.

Multiple models have attempted this decomposition. The popular models — Myers-Briggs

(sixteen types along four axes of perceptual preference), the Enneagram (nine patterns of

motivational fixation), and Freud’s structural model (id, ego, superego as three agencies with

different operating logics) — capture genuine dimensions but at low resolution or with weak

empirical foundations. The more rigorous models — the Big Five (five continuous trait

dimensions derived from factor analysis, empirically robust and heritable), Jung’s cognitive

functions (eight processing modes describing actual perceptual pathways), and the

Personality Assessment System (three bipolar dimensions assessed at three developmental

layers, designed for covert operational use by the CIA) — provide higher resolution but each

with its own blind spots. What they share is the structural insight: personality is internally

differentiated, and the configuration of that differentiation determines the quality of the

energy available to the strategic dimension before any strategic development has occurred.

The implication for the framework: personality is prior to frame development. The frame you

can develop depends partly on the tactical filter you start with. A person with high sensory

intensity and low emotional regulation faces a different developmental challenge than one

with low sensory intensity and high logical clarity. Both can reach noesis. The path differs

because the tactical substrate differs. This is why the same teaching, the same initiatory

practice, the same frame-expanding experience produces wildly different results in different
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people. The strategic content is identical. The tactical filter it passes through is not.

The sections that follow derive the dimensional structure of personality from first principles,

then show how the existing models map onto it.

The Domains of Cognition

What are the necessary domains of cognition for an organism that acts in the world? Not

what did psychology discover empirically, but what must exist for a conscious agent to

function? Start from the organism’s situation: a body in an environment with other agents,

persisting through time, with internal states that matter.

Spatial — awareness of physical existence. Where am I, what is around me, what is my body

doing. Without this, no organism-in-environment. This is the ground floor. Kant identified

Space as one of two fundamental forms of intuition — the a priori condition for any

experience of objects at all. Spatial perception includes proprioception, body-schema, and the

sense of physical presence. It is the domain that makes embodiment possible.

Temporal — awareness of change, sequence, before and after. Without this, experience is a

frozen instant. Memory and anticipation are both temporal functions. Kant’s second form of

intuition. You need Spatial to exist; you need Temporal to persist. Temporal perception makes

delay of gratification possible, makes planning possible, makes learning from consequences

possible. Without it, the organism is trapped in an eternal present.

Social — awareness of other agents. This requires Spatial (recognizing entities) and Temporal

(tracking their behavior) as prerequisites. Social perception is the modeling of other minds —

theory of mind, empathy, the reading of intention and emotional state. Without this, you are a

solitary organism in a world of objects. With it, you enter the relational field where

dominance, submission, cooperation, and all the dynamics the framework describes become

possible.

Emotional — awareness of one’s own internal states as meaningful signals. The organism’s

self-model of its own energy — arousal, valence, drive, the felt sense of good/bad that

precedes any cognitive evaluation. This is sentiment made conscious: the domain through

which the organism perceives its own tactical substrate. Emotional perception is not the

same as having emotions (all organisms with nervous systems have those). It is the capacity

to perceive one’s emotional state as information — to feel the anger, recognize it as anger,

and use that recognition to inform action rather than being carried by it.
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Logical — awareness of abstract pattern and structure. Operates on input from all other

domains to find invariant relationships — if X then Y, A is to B as C is to D, this pattern recurs

across these different contexts. Logical perception is the domain that straddles the tactical

and strategic poles: at its lower end (pattern matching, intuition), it processes raw input; at its

higher end (model formation, multi-model knowledge), it generates the strategic structure

itself. It is the bridge between perceiving and understanding.

These five are necessary and sufficient because they cover the complete situation of a

conscious agent. Spatial = where. Temporal = when. Social = who else. Emotional = what I

feel. Logical = what it means. Remove any one and you lose a capacity that cannot be

recovered from the remaining four. Add a sixth and you will find it decomposes into

combinations of these five.

Multiple traditions have arrived at overlapping maps of this territory:

• Kant: Space and Time as the two forms of intuition (Spatial + Temporal as the ground

floor of all experience)

• Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences: Spatial, Interpersonal (Social), Intrapersonal (Emotional),

Logical-Mathematical, Linguistic (a sub-domain of Logical) — plus Musical, Bodily-

Kinesthetic, and Naturalistic, which decompose into combinations of the five primary

domains

• Buddhist Skandhas: Form (Spatial), Sensation (Emotional-lower), Perception (Social +

Spatial), Mental Formations (Temporal + Logical), Consciousness (the integrating function

across all five)

• Aristotle’s De Anima: Sensitive (Spatial + Emotional), Rational (Logical) — pointing at the

same territory at lower resolution

Strength, Control, and the Derivatives of Force

Each domain has an internal structure. It is not a single axis but a dual-aspect system, and

the duality is not arbitrary — it derives from the physics of force itself.

Strength is the zeroth-order variable: capacity for action in a domain. Raw signal intensity.

How much perceptual input the domain can generate or sustain. High Spatial strength is vivid

physical awareness. High Emotional strength is intense felt drive. High Social strength is

deep empathic resonance. Strength is the force the organism can bring to bear.

Control is the first derivative: the rate of change in strength. The ability to modulate — to
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increase, decrease, redirect, or hold steady. Control is not a separate substance from

strength. It is strength’s responsiveness to the will. High Spatial control is grounded reality

testing — the ability to maintain stable presence rather than being swept by sensation. High

Emotional control is virtue — the ability to direct emotional energy with intentionality rather

than being carried by impulse. Control is what makes the difference between being moved by

a domain and using it.

There is also a second derivative — the rate of change in control — which manifests as risk

tolerance: the ability to shift control regimes under pressure, to absorb perturbation without

losing coherence, to suddenly tighten or release as circumstances demand. This is resilience,

adaptability, anti-fragility. The person with high risk tolerance in a domain can operate at the

edge of their control capacity without breaking. The person with low risk tolerance must stay

well within their established control patterns or collapse.

Dominance in any domain is the result of consistently more strength than the other party

combined with equal or greater control. You can sustain more force and regulate it more

precisely. The dominant party in a given domain sets the frame within that domain because

they have more capacity AND more precision. Submission is the inverse: the other party’s

strength exceeds yours and their control constrains your options. And as established in the

sentiment section: submission that is forced or coerced is qualitatively different from

cooperation, which is willing alignment toward a recognized good.

The strength/control duality maps directly onto the framework’s core diagnosis:

• High strength, low control = pistis. Powerful, reactive, easily redirected. The energy

overwhelms the structure.

• High control, low strength = dianoia. Structured, depleted, unable to act. The structure

exceeds the energy available to sustain it.

• Low strength, low control = eikasia. The gravitational baseline. Neither force nor structure.

• High strength, high control = noesis. The integration. Energy fuels structure; structure

channels energy.

This duality operates within each domain, not just across the system as a whole. A person

can have high emotional impulse with low emotional valence (anger), high social empathy

with low ego discipline (enslavement to the group), high logical density with low logical clarity

(chaotic intuition flooding). The 10-dimensional model captures this at the granularity

needed.
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The 10-Dimensional Model

The five domains, each with strength and control axes, produce a 10-dimensional model of

the mind:

Domain Strength Axis Control Axis

Spatial
Physical Perception (Consciousness

Level)

Present Perception (Reality

Testing)

Temporal Future Perception (Imagination) Past Perception (Memory)

Social
Empathy (Group/Environmental

Embeddedness)

Ego Discipline (Self-Other

Boundary)

Emotional Emotional Impulse (Effort, Will, Energy)
Emotional Valence (Virtue,

Intentionality)

Logical Symbolic Density (Semantic Richness) Symbolic Clarity (Coherence)

The model is hierarchical but not completely sequential. Signal can transfer between

domains without being fully refined at each level, so a person can have various levels of

development across the ten dimensions at any given time. The common error of attributing

behavior to one domain when it is caused by a change in another — for example, attributing

emotional causes to behavior induced by social or temporal weaknesses — is one of the

model’s primary diagnostic warnings.

Each domain produces characteristic states depending on the strength/control ratio:

Spatial Perception ranges from coma (no signal, no integration) through sleep (signal

present, control offline) and dreaming (signal strong, control absent — the environment is

reactive but not directable) to waking consciousness (integrated sensory experience with

grounded reality testing).

Temporal Perception ranges from impulsivity (driven by immediate stimuli, no projection or

memory) through patience (delay of gratification possible, situational memory engaged) to

intelligent risk-taking (anticipates future outcomes from rich memory, manages risk and

reward).

Social Perception ranges from outcast (disconnected from group, unstable self-boundary)
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through enslaved (highly attuned to social input but identity dictated by others) and accepted

(balanced empathy and self-discipline in group context) to sovereign (fully individuated —

empathy without dependence, strong boundary without alienation).

Emotional Perception ranges from depression (no drive, no agency) through sadness,

boredom, anger (high drive, low moral control), and anxiety (hyperarousal, unstable valence)

to happiness (stable affect, well-regulated impulse) and love (high drive directed with

intentional, virtuous alignment).

Logical Perception ranges from repetition and memorization (rigid structure, minimal

abstraction) through pattern matching and intuition (high input, weak filtering), rule formation

(consistent structure), and model formation (internal logical systems) to multi-model

knowledge (holding multiple conflicting abstractions and assessing their domains of validity).

The model handles the personality-development distinction cleanly: personality models (Big

Five, MBTI) describe the configuration of the 10 dimensions — which are high, which are low,

the ratio of strength to control. Development models (Piaget, Kohlberg, Dabrowski) describe

trajectories through the 10-dimensional space over time. Same substrate, different questions.

The model also maps pathological states as specific dimensional distortions. Depression is

very low Emotional Impulse with very low Emotional Valence and collapsed Temporal Future

perception. Schizophrenia is very low Logical Clarity and Spatial Presence with preserved

Emotional Impulse — the pattern-generating capacity running without the coherence or

grounding to organize its output. Psychopathy is high Logical Clarity and Temporal Future

with very low Social Empathy and Emotional Valence — strategic processing running at full

power with the moral-social channels absent. Each condition is not a binary diagnosis but a

specific position in 10-dimensional space, which is why spectrum models (autism spectrum,

schizophrenic spectrum) are more accurate than categorical ones — they are tracking

continuous dimensional variation, not discrete disease entities.

The Personality Assessment System (PAS)

If the 10-dimensional model describes the perceptual architecture, PAS describes what that

architecture looks like when measured through cognitive performance — and, critically, how

socialization modifies the output.

Developed by John W. Gittinger through the 1950s-60s while serving as chief psychologist for

the CIA, PAS derives personality profiles from Wechsler intelligence subtest score patterns.
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The subject does not know their personality is being assessed — they believe they are taking

an intelligence test. This makes the assessment extremely difficult to fake, which was the

point: PAS was designed to profile foreign intelligence targets, potential recruits, and

adversaries under conditions where self-report is unreliable or unavailable.

PAS identifies three bipolar dimensions:

• Internalizer / Externalizer (I/E) — how the person processes stimuli and directs attention.

Internalizers process through internal models; Externalizers process through

environmental engagement.

• Regulated / Flexible (R/F) — how rigidly or flexibly the person approaches structure.

Regulated types impose order; Flexible types adapt fluidly.

• Role Adaptive / Role Uniform (A/U) — how readily the person shifts behavioral

presentation to match social context. Adaptive types read the room and adjust; Uniform

types present the same self regardless of audience.

Each dimension is assessed at three developmental layers:

1. Primitive — the innate tendency. What the nervous system does naturally before

socialization.

2. Basic — the modification from early childhood socialization. Learned compensations

that may extend or contradict the primitive.

3. Surface — conscious adult adaptations. How the person has learned to present.

Compensation — the key PAS concept — means the basic level has moved away from the

primitive tendency. A primitive Internalizer who is compensated (Ic) has learned Externalizer

behaviors. The result is dual capacity at the cost of internal tension: the compensated person

can operate in both modes, but maintaining the compensation consumes energy

continuously.

The connection to the 10-dimensional model runs through the Wechsler subtests themselves.

Digit Span measures something close to Logical Clarity + Temporal Memory. Block Design

measures Spatial Consciousness. Picture Arrangement measures Social Empathy + Temporal

Future. Vocabulary measures Logical Density. PAS’s three dimensions are composites of the

10-dimensional model’s more granular architecture. “Internalizer” is not a single trait but a

specific pattern across multiple perceptual domains — and two Internalizers with the same

PAS profile could differ substantially at the 10-dimensional level, one Internalizing through
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high Logical Density (the abstract theorist) and the other through high Spatial Consciousness

(the somatic introvert). PAS reads the behavioral output. The 10-dimensional model maps the

perceptual input. The Wechsler subtests sit at the junction.

Compensation as dominance and submission: PAS’s developmental layers map directly onto

the framework’s analysis of frame capture. The primitive layer is the organism’s innate

tactical configuration — its natural energy pathway. The basic layer is the Social layer’s first

imposition — childhood domestication modifying the innate tendency. The surface layer is the

adult’s conscious frame management.

Compensation IS the Social layer’s frame imposed on the primitive organism. The question

the Art of Power raises is whose interests the expanded range serves. If the compensation

genuinely expanded the organism’s capacity in ways that serve its own sovereignty — the

naturally rigid person who learned flexibility — then compensation is development. If the

compensation was imposed to serve institutional management — the naturally independent

person who learned compliance — then compensation is domestication. The test is what

happens under stress: when the compensation fails and the primitive reasserts itself, does

the person fall into something authentic and powerful, or something raw and unstructured?

The overall pattern: uncompensated = dominant within a narrow range (full primitive energy,

limited flexibility). Fully compensated = submitted across a wide range (maximum flexibility,

maximum energy drain). Selectively compensated = dominant where it matters, adapted

where it serves (primitive energy flowing through the uncompensated dimensions, expanded

capacity in the compensated ones). The sovereign profile is the person whose

compensations have become tools of the primitive self rather than replacements for it — the

primitive running at full power through the expanded range the compensation provides.

Deviant Psychology: The Extremes of Perception

If personality psychology measures norms and averages — the stable configurations that

most people settle into — then deviant psychology measures the extremes. And the extremes

reveal the structure more clearly than the center does, because at the extremes, components

that normally operate as an integrated whole begin to separate, and the seams of the

architecture become visible.

The most structurally revealing extreme is the schizophrenic spectrum — not clinical

schizophrenia narrowly defined, but everything categorically in that direction: schizotypy,
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schizoaffective tendencies, the broader phenotype of loosened associative boundaries and

heightened pattern sensitivity. What characterizes this spectrum is not, as the clinical framing

implies, a deficit. It is something closer to the literal observation of one’s own subconscious

or creative process. The schizotypal individual perceives the model as model — sees the

associative machinery generating the representation rather than merely experiencing the

representation as reality. They can see the map being drawn.

This connects directly to the meta-representational capacity the framework identifies as the

core of gnosis. The difference between the schizotypal perception and gnosis is not the

perception itself — both involve making the transparent PSM opaque, seeing the frame as a

frame. The difference is structural integrity. The gnostic sees the model as a model and

retains the capacity to act coherently within it. The clinically schizophrenic individual sees the

model as a model but lacks the structural scaffolding to maintain coherent action — the

strategic dimension cannot organize what the tactical dimension is delivering. The illness is

not the perception. It is the absence of structure around the perception. You are only mentally

ill, in the strict sense, if you can observe your own cognitive machinery but cannot

understand that this is what you are doing — if the meta-perception arrives without the meta-

comprehension.

In 10-dimensional terms, schizophrenia is a specific profile: very low Logical Clarity (L-SC: 1)

and Spatial Presence (S-RP: 1) with preserved Emotional Impulse (E-EI: 3) — the pattern-

generating capacity running without the coherence or grounding to organize its output. The

schizotypal individual has higher Logical Density than Logical Clarity — more pattern input

than pattern structure. The split-brain parallel is suggestive: split-brain research demonstrated

that the two hemispheres can generate independent and contradictory outputs when the

connecting pathway is severed. The schizophrenic spectrum may be a subtler version of the

same principle: two or more independent processing systems producing a composite result,

with the composite becoming partially visible when the integration weakens. The voices, the

pattern-flooding, the sense of external agency operating through the self — these are the

seams of the architecture showing through the surface.

The opposite extreme — the absence of this capacity entirely — is the normie baseline. Not

pejorative, but structural: the person who may have abstract reasoning ability but does not

habitually use it, whose PSM is fully transparent, who has never experienced the model as a

model. There is a significant percentage of people who appear to lack or never develop this

capacity at all. The research on aphantasia (the inability to form mental images — “imagine
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an apple” produces nothing) and the absence of inner narration in a substantial minority of

the population points toward genuine structural variation in the tactical architecture, not

merely differences in development. Some people do not have an inner voice. Some cannot

visualize. These are not deficits in the conventional sense — they are variations in which

tactical channels are active, and they have profound implications for what kind of strategic

development is even possible from that substrate.

The schizotypal attitude — total immersion into the subject, accepting the map as real and

allowing yourself to react directly to the map rather than trying to estimate the territory

behind it — is, when structurally supported, the most productive mode for creative and

theoretical work. It is what the mystics were doing. It is what the original shamans were

selected for. It is dangerous only when the external structure is absent: without a rigorous

framework (scientific method, initiatory discipline, the paper’s own analytical structure), the

immersion becomes capture rather than exploration. The gnostic and the schizophrenic are

looking at the same thing. One has the scaffolding. The other does not.

Tactical Power

Tactical power is the sword end of the structure — force, sensation, emotion, sexuality, the

immediate organization of bodies and energy. Its underlying structure — from the axioms of

action through epistemology, semiotics, archetypes, personality, and deviant psychology — is

defined in the preceding section. What follows is how that structure expresses itself: first as

the individual’s development through frames, then as the relational dynamics between

individuals, and finally as the two-pole architecture that connects the tactical to the strategic.

Frame Theory: The Individual and Relational

Frames of Perception

A frame is not merely a belief structure or a cognitive schema. It is a total somatic-cognitive

state — the complete condition of the self at any given moment, comprising both the

conceptual architecture through which reality is interpreted and the bodily state in which that

interpretation occurs. The division between sensation and thought is a useful analytical

distinction, not a real boundary. Every frame is both.

This means frames exist on a continuum from pure sensation to pure abstraction, with most

experience occupying the middle. A word is a frame. A sentence is a frame. A piece of music
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is a frame. A body posture is a frame. They are not different in kind — they are different in the

ratio of somatic to conceptual content they carry, and in the timescale on which they operate.

Words operate in seconds. Music operates in minutes. Body posture operates continuously.

Legal categories operate across generations.

Antonio Damasio’s somatic marker hypothesis provides the neurological foundation: the

body’s current state is not separate from cognition but constitutive of it. What he calls the

background feeling — the somatic baseline against which all cognitive processing occurs —

is the frame in its most fundamental form. Change the body state and you change the frame

before any content has been modified.

The implication for control is direct: the most effective frame manipulation is somatic. Not

argumentative. Get the body into the target state and the beliefs follow. This is why the most

effective mass frame operations throughout history have been ritual, not argument — music,

rhythm, physical gathering, synchronized movement, hunger, sleep deprivation, sexual

arousal. These change the somatic baseline first. The cognitive content is inserted into the

receptive state the somatic manipulation has prepared.

Everyone operates within a frame at all times. Frames are partial views of a reality that

exceeds any single frame’s capacity to represent it. The experience of transitioning between

frames feels like “waking up” — a shift into a new reality that makes the previous one look

like a kind of sleep.

This means consciousness is not binary — awake or asleep — but exists in many states. The

familiar cycle of sleeping and waking is the most repetitive example of a more general

phenomenon. What we call wakefulness is itself a spectrum of frame states, from the

compressed reactive energy of the Force actor to the expansive multi-frame awareness of the

sovereign. Most people, most of the time, are somewhere in the middle — technically awake,

technically functional, but operating with an Orient phase that is thin, borrowed, and

continuously pulled back toward the Social layer’s default.

Frames are not conscious choices. They are the pre-interpretive scaffolding through which

experience is organized. The frame determines what is visible, what is categorically

impossible to notice, what responses feel natural, and what responses feel unthinkable.

Changing your frame is not like changing your opinion. It is more like moving from one room

to another — the space you were in is still there, but you are no longer in it, and its concerns

no longer organize your experience with the same immediacy.

The Art of Power

34



Frames and the Two-Pole Structure

Every act — from a flinch to a treaty — emerges from the interaction of two dimensions. The

military strategist John Boyd described the strategic dimension as the OODA loop: Observe

(gather information from the environment), Orient (interpret that information through existing

frameworks, experience, and mental models), Decide (select a course of action), and Act

(execute). Boyd’s insight was structural, but his framing as a sequential loop obscured a

deeper truth: the first three phases — Observe, Orient, Decide — constitute the strategic

dimension, a genuine processing sequence. The fourth — Act — is not a phase of strategy at

all. It is the expression of the tactical dimension: the somatic, sensory, emotional, and

physical substrate that powers the strategic dimension and carries its outputs into reality.

Tactical power is the sword — powerful within its frame, capable of immediate and

devastating effect, but unable to think its way outside the frame it operates in. Strategic

power is the pen — it stands out for the individual’s cognitive abilities compared to average,

for the capacity to model the game space beyond the immediate, and to set the frame within

which tactical power expresses itself.

The connection to frames is direct: frames are the Orient phase — but not only the Orient

phase. A frame is the total somatic-cognitive state of the agent at any moment. It includes

both the conceptual architecture through which reality is interpreted (strategic) and the bodily

state in which that interpretation occurs (tactical). Your frame determines how you interpret

what you observe, which determines what decisions feel available, which determines how you

act. But the tactical dimension — arousal, somatic baseline, sensory activation — shapes the

frame before any content enters the strategic dimension. Change the body state and you

change the frame before a single thought has been modified.

When the strategic dimension is undeveloped, it collapses. Observe, Orient, and Decide

become instantaneous or nonexistent. The tactical dimension dominates. The individual with

a collapsed strategic dimension is a reactive actor — entirely a function of their environment,

the world acting through them rather than an agent acting on the world. When the tactical

dimension is depleted, the strategic dimension spins without traction — modeling everything,

acting on nothing. Each expansion of the Orient phase — each widening of the frame —

creates more distance between stimulus and response. That distance is where agency lives.

The tactical dimension determines whether that distance can be sustained. The Force actor

chooses nothing. The actor with a fully developed strategic range and sufficient tactical

energy to sustain it, in principle, chooses everything.
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The senses are the tactical dimension’s input channels. Touch is the most basic and yet the

most powerful — eroticism is a form of it, and the sexual instinct identifies the axis of

maximum energy in the body. From touch upward through hearing, sight, and language, one

transmutes through concentration — rising from raw sensory input into higher cognition.

Concentration is the multiplier that connects the two dimensions: it is the force by which

tactical energy is channeled into the strategic structure rather than dissipated as reaction.

The formula: OOD × Concentration + Senses = Frame.

Frames Are Nested by Strategic Power

Frames differ not just in perspective but in expressive and strategic capacity, analogous to

the Chomsky hierarchy in formal language theory. A higher frame doesn’t just see more — it

can represent and model everything a lower frame contains, while the lower frame cannot

represent the higher.

This means someone operating in a lower frame isn’t just less informed. They structurally

cannot perceive the strategies being employed from above. Information about higher-frame

operations can be made available to them, but it will be processed through their own frame

and distorted accordingly — becoming entertainment, paranoia, or abstract knowledge that

never converts to action. This is why exposure of elite mechanisms rarely produces change.

The audience processes the information through frames that can’t operationalize it. The

conspiracy theorist who understands that monetary policy is a political instrument but

operates entirely from the Force frame will respond by looking for a villain to confront rather

than building institutional capacity to contest the monetary layer. The information was

received. The frame distorted it into the only actionable form the frame permits.

Social stratification follows from strategic bandwidth more than from resources, credentials,

or information. Resources follow strategic power, not the other way around. This is the

mechanism behind Pareto’s circulation of elites: those who rise are those whose frame nests

the frames around them.

Frame Development

Starting in youth, children tend to have small frames for perceiving the world. It is both their

lack of experience or capacity, and it is their willing protectors and teachers (most

fundamentally the parents) who shield them from the risk and responsibility of the world

which contribute to this. Maturation is the process of moving through progressively wider

frames, attaining more agency.
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While childhood development is relatively linear and well-mapped (Piaget, Kohlberg), adult

development is not. Adult frames lack a universal hierarchy because the hierarchy depends

on what you choose to value — wealth, spiritual depth, artistic mastery, political power. These

are different games, not ranks. One consequence is that most adults lack experience in

frames outside their own, which limits their ability to empathize across frame boundaries and

makes it easy for those in more powerful frames to operate without being fully understood.

The politician’s frame is opaque to most voters not because voters lack intelligence but

because they lack the accumulated experience of inhabiting that frame.

Experience as Intrinsic: Cognitive Capacity Beyond Strategy

The two-dimensional structure has a complication: cognitive capacity is not purely

instrumental. It is also intrinsically valuable.

Progress through the hierarchy of frames — vertical movement between layers, expanding

cognitive capacity across the structure — is balanced by progress within a single frame:

horizontal deepening through craft, relationship, and lived experience within a particular

reality. The vertical axis is cognitive capacity deployed strategically — seeing more frames,

modeling more of the game. The horizontal axis is cognitive capacity as experience — the

richness of actually inhabiting a frame rather than merely modeling it.

Because humans are conscious experiencers and not mechanical optimizers, neither axis can

be reduced to the other. Pursuing vertical expansion to the exclusion of horizontal depth

produces a person who can model all frames but has genuinely inhabited none. Pursuing

horizontal depth to the exclusion of vertical expansion produces a person of profound craft

who is nevertheless frame-captured and therefore manageable.

There is also a simpler and more immediate form of intrinsic value: understanding itself as

consolation. For someone with no realistic path to sovereignty — no multigenerational capital,

no institutional leverage, no operational capacity to act at the upper frames — cognitive

capacity still matters, because it is better to understand the system you cannot control than

to be equally powerless and also blind. The person who sees the structure clearly and lacks

the means to change it is in a difficult position. But the person who neither sees nor can act

is in a worse one — they suffer the same constraints without even the dignity of

comprehension. Understanding does not require the possibility of control to be worth having.

This insight is almost impossible to transmit without distortion. It is routinely weaponized as
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“bloom where you’re planted” — used to discourage vertical movement and lock people into

their current frames by appealing to the genuine truth of the horizontal axis. The integration

of both axes is itself a higher-frame capacity. From a lower frame, you can only hear one axis

at a time, which is why the advice always gets distorted into the form the receiving frame can

use as justification for staying put.

Energy Breaks the Dianoia Trap

Every ancient society distinguished between the intellectual and the non-intellectual class.

The terms differ — priest and peasant, philosopher and laborer, brahmin and shudra, scholar

and commoner — but the distinction is universal and structural. It is not merely a class

distinction imposed from above. It reflects a genuine cognitive difference in the capacity to

operate across the full range of Force Abstraction Theory rather than within a single layer.

What the intellectual class possesses is not simply more information. It is the capacity to use

information across multiple frames — to move between the Force frame and the Social frame

and the Finance frame and the Law frame without being captured by any of them. This is

wisdom in its operational sense: not the accumulation of knowledge but the flexibility to

apply the right frame to the right situation and release it when it no longer serves.

But wisdom — high cognitive capacity — is necessary and not sufficient. There is a default

state of human consciousness that functions as a kind of malaise — a hovering in and out of

full awareness even while technically awake. The person in this state is not unconscious.

They are processing their environment through Social conditioning and short-term stimulus-

response, technically functional but not genuinely present. The strategic dimension runs, but

the Orient phase is thin — borrowed from the surrounding culture rather than built from

genuine reflection. The tactical dimension is depleted or misrouted — spent in chronic low-

grade reaction rather than accumulated into the sustained force that genuine orientation

demands.

Energy is what breaks this threshold. Some experience it as anger, others as drive, others as

the particular intensity that attaches to a question that will not let go — what the traditions

call passion, what Jung called libido, what Nietzsche called the will to power. It is not

primarily sexual, but sexuality is its most concentrated and visible expression. Energy is the

somatic substrate — arousal, hormonal environment, autonomic state — on which all

cognition runs. It is the force that inflames the Orient phase, that makes the gap between

stimulus and response wide enough for genuine cognition to occur, and that then compels
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you to act on what you see. Without energy, the frames above Social remain theoretically

accessible but practically unreachable. You can understand Finance intellectually without

ever actually thinking from the Finance frame, because thinking from a frame requires enough

sustained energy to hold it open against the gravity of the Social layer pulling you back into

emotional reaction and crowd-default.

This creates a precise and uncomfortable contradiction — the dianoia trap made personal.

You can be aware enough to see the structure — to recognize the frame capture around you,

to perceive the managed malaise that passes for culture, to understand the mechanism by

which the Social layer prevents structural literacy — and yet lack the energy to change your

position within the structure. The cognitive capacity does not confer the institutional

resources, the multigenerational capital, or the operational capacity that acting at the upper

frames requires. And the cognitive capacity makes it impossible to remain comfortable in the

Social layer’s managed illusions. You are too awake to sleep, and not yet powerful enough to

act. This is the red pill. This is what the Matrix is actually about — not the revelation that the

world is false, which is the easy part, but the problem of what you do with that knowledge

when you lack the energy to act on it.

The escape from dianoia is energy development — the passion that breaks the trap. And the

management of that escape route is therefore the primary function of the control apparatus.

The energy must be either depleted (through chronic arousal without resolution, mediated

sexuality that expends without building, attentional fragmentation that prevents

accumulation) or misrouted (into tribal identity, consumer appetite, Force-frame fantasies of

revolution). Both produce the same result: a population with sufficient cognitive development

to feel the wrongness of its position and insufficient energy to change it.

The Two Poles: Strategic and Tactical

The preceding sections traced the developmental path: first the quiet deepening of

experience within a frame, then the explosive force of energy that breaks the frame open.

What follows formalizes the underlying structure. The two dimensions — strategic and

tactical — are the dimensions along which all of the above movement occurs. Their

interaction determines agency, wisdom, frame capture, and sovereignty.

The first dimension is strategic power — the Observe-Orient-Decide structure. This is your

ability to model the game space, to see frames as frames, to evaluate options across them.

In plain terms: the pen. Strategic power stands out for the individual’s cognitive abilities
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compared to average — the capacity to think beyond the immediate, to model structures, to

set frames rather than merely inhabit them. Low strategic capacity means you experience

your frame as reality itself. High strategic capacity means you can represent and reason

about the structure you are embedded in. The strategic dimension has its own internal

hierarchy: Observation gathers information, Orientation interprets it through existing

frameworks, Decision selects a course. These three functions — when externalized at

civilizational scale — become Finance (Observe), Law (Orient), and Management (Decide).

Each wing of the strategic dimension is capable of controlling the others, just as at the

individual level observation can override a premature decision, or a strong orientation can

redirect what you notice.

The second dimension is tactical power — the somatic, sensory, emotional, and physical

substrate on which strategy operates, plus the immediate organization of that force. This is

the sword. It is not merely the willingness to act. It is the felt force of being alive — the

arousal, the drive, the sexual intensity, the particular quality of attention that makes the

difference between modeling reality and engaging it. Tactical power maps onto several

serious frameworks simultaneously: Jung’s libido (psychic energy generally, of which

sexuality is the most concentrated expression), Nietzsche’s will to power (the fundamental

drive to expand and overcome resistance), Damasio’s somatic baseline (the autonomic state

on which all cognition runs). Low tactical power means passivity, acceptance, or indifference

— the strategic dimension spins without traction. High tactical power means the force to

sustain orientation, to hold the gap between stimulus and response open, and to close that

gap with decisive action when the moment demands it. Tactical power is powerful within its

frame — it cannot think its way very far outside of it, but it is devastating within it. It is

internal — it describes the state of the organism, not its social position.

These two dimensions are both essential to sovereignty and genuinely orthogonal. Expanding

the strategic dimension — developing the Orient phase — creates distance between stimulus

and response. The tactical dimension determines whether that distance can be sustained

and whether it closes with force or collapses into paralysis. The sovereign requires both: the

widest possible strategy and the most potent possible tactical force. Plato’s integrated

human reason — noesis — is their synthesis.

The two-pole structure has been independently derived by every serious strategic tradition.

Sun Tzu’s Art of War (~5th century BCE) is the oldest and purest articulation of the strategic

pole’s dominance: “All warfare is deception” — victory depends on manipulating the
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opponent’s perception, not on superior force alone. “The supreme art of war is to subdue the

enemy without fighting” — strategic power nesting tactical power entirely, making the

engagement unnecessary because the Orient phase has already determined the outcome.

Sun Tzu’s entire framework is an instruction manual for the OOD structure applied to conflict:

Observe the terrain and the enemy’s disposition, Orient to the gap between the enemy’s

model of reality and reality itself, Decide the approach that exploits that gap. Tactical

engagement, if it happens at all, is already decided. “Know yourself, know your enemy; a

hundred battles, a hundred victories” is the meta-representational capacity stated as military

doctrine: the commander who can model both his own frame and his opponent’s frame

simultaneously has an advantage that no amount of tactical force can overcome. This is why

Sun Tzu emphasizes the indirect approach — never attack strength directly, redirect, exhaust,

exploit weakness — because the strategic pole’s natural mode is not confrontation but

positioning. The battle is won before it begins, in the Orient phase, by the commander who

occupies the higher frame.

Carl von Clausewitz’s On War (1832) provides the complementary insight: the gap between

the two poles is the central problem of all organized action. His concept of friction —

“everything in war is simple, but the simplest thing is difficult” — is the most precise

description of what happens at the junction between strategic modeling and tactical reality.

The strategic dimension designs the plan. The tactical dimension encounters resistance the

plan did not model. Weather, fatigue, confusion, fear, mechanical failure, miscommunication

— these are not aberrations. They are the normal condition of the tactical dimension under

real operating conditions. Clausewitz’s fog of war — the degradation of information under

combat conditions, where intelligence is always incomplete, distorted, and late — is the Orient

phase under tactical stress. The managed population lives in a permanent fog of war: enough

information to feel informed, too much noise to orient accurately, exactly the condition under

which the meta-representational capacity is suppressed and deference to the authoritative

voice is maximized.

Clausewitz’s most consequential sentence — “War is the continuation of politics by other

means” — states explicitly what the framework claims: the Force frame is always nested

within a higher frame. Tactical action is never autonomous. Even when it appears to be — the

riot, the spontaneous uprising, the individual act of violence — it operates within a political

context that determines its meaning and consequences. The sword never acts outside the

pen’s frame, even when the sword-wielder does not know the pen exists. His trinity — the

interaction of the government (rational direction), the military (creative will), and the people
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(passion/energy) — maps directly onto Force Abstraction Theory: the people = Force + Social

(tactical energy, passion, the crowd), the military = Management (organized capacity), the

government = Law + Finance + Sovereignty (rational direction, institutional structure). The

trinity IS the layered structure derived independently from military analysis rather than

sociological observation.

The tactical dimension is further divisible along axes that matter for the analysis: sensation

(the five senses as input channels, with touch being the most basic and powerful), emotion

(the felt quality of arousal — anger, desire, awe, grief), and physical action (the body’s

capacity to impose itself on the world). It can also be divided along the dominance-

submission axis: tactical energy as frame-setting force (dominance) versus tactical energy as

frame-receiving receptivity (submission). Both divisions are real and both matter. But they are

subdivisions of a single dimension — the dimension that is not strategy, the dimension that

makes strategy real.

The Divided Line

These two dimensions form a matrix, and the typical developmental path through it maps

directly onto Plato’s Divided Line from the Republic:

1. Low Energy, Low Cognition — eikasia (conjecture): The deepest sleep state. You follow

the rules of your frame without knowing they’re rules. You experience your frame’s

constraints as reality itself, not as a particular view of reality. There is no internal

tension, no awareness of absence, no disturbing friction between what is seen and

what should be done. The frame is entirely provided from outside. The automatisms

run without supervision because the strategic dimension has insufficient development

to know supervision is possible and the tactical dimension has insufficient force to

sustain it. This is the most stable state in the matrix — the gravitational attractor that

the system returns to if the escape routes are managed. The cave is not experienced

as a cave. It is experienced as the world.

2. High Energy, Low Cognition — pistis (confidence/belief): Maximum activation,

minimum structure. You rebel without understanding what you’re rebelling against. The

energy has nowhere sophisticated to go, so it expresses as raw force, reactive

emotion, or naive rebellion. The discomfort is real but the diagnosis is absent. This is

the Force actor — powerful in the short term, easily redirected by anyone operating at

a higher cognitive level. The criminal who brings a knife to a game being played with
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precedents and procedural rules. The revolutionary who defeats the king and

immediately becomes the new king because the structure that produced the king was

never understood. Pistis generates internal pressure — the energy without structure

produces collision with reality that eventually forces some cognitive development, or

destroys the actor.

3. High Cognition, Low Energy — dianoia (thought/reasoning): The trap. You see the rules

but lack the energy to act on what you see. The Orient phase is wide and developed;

the energy is insufficient to force the Act phase open against the gravity of the Social

layer’s defaults. You know the game exists but find modeling it more comfortable than

playing it. This is where rationality usually sits — great at understanding the world and

yet modeling it in such a way that no action is necessary. This is where much of what

passes for political awareness lives — the person who sees that the system is rigged

but cannot conceive of any response other than finding the right person to vote for.

The specific anguish of dianoia is too awake to inhabit the managed illusions, not

powerful enough to act on the perception. The escape route from dianoia is energy

development — the passion that breaks the trap — or collapse back into eikasia

through cynical detachment that redefines the problem as unsolvable.

4. High Energy, High Cognition — noesis (knowledge/intellection): Sovereignty in its

cognitive form. The energy inflames the Orient phase rather than short-circuiting it,

because the cognitive structure is developed enough to channel the energy rather than

being overwhelmed by it. Neither dimension dominates. The energy does not

overwhelm the cognitive structure (pistis). The cognitive structure does not suppress

the energy (dianoia). They are integrated — energy fuels the widening of the Orient

phase, and the widening Orient phase directs the energy with increasing precision.

This is the feedback loop that compounds: more energy makes broader orientation

possible, broader orientation makes more effective action possible, more effective

action in contact with reality generates more energy. You see the game as it actually is

and you are compelled to play it. Following rules when beneficial and breaking them

when beneficial, deploying cooperation and competition judiciously, without

psychological attachment to either posture. Optimal strategy is doing what benefits

you, where “you” includes whatever you choose to value — which may extend to

humanity or civilization, though your understanding of these is always personal and

incomplete.
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Meta-Awareness, Otherwise Known As Gnosis

Meta-awareness — the capacity to perceive the frame you are operating in rather than merely

operating from within it — is what characterizes noesis. Every genuine mystery tradition has

called this capacity gnosis: not belief in a doctrine or membership in an institution, but the

direct experiential knowledge of one’s own cognitive structure and its relationship to the

larger structures of power in which it is embedded. Eastern traditions describe its absence as

karma — not cosmic reward and punishment, but the natural consequence of operating from

a single frame, the bondage of being chained to one mode of perception and response. The

frame you are captured by is the frame that owns you. Wisdom — frame flexibility — is what

produces genuine freedom of action.

The convergence of ancient symbolic traditions around this single insight is not the result of

coordination. It is the result of independent discovery of the same cognitive reality.

Everywhere that human beings have seriously pursued the question of how to develop

genuine agency, they have arrived at the same structural answer: expand the Orient phase,

develop the capacity to inhabit multiple frames, release attachment to any single frame as

the totality of reality. The Hermetic tradition, the Vedantic tradition, certain strands of Sufism,

the Platonic tradition, the Gnostic traditions — these are not the same doctrine. They are

independent mappings of the same cognitive territory. The mystery schools were, in their

original function, institutions for the transmission of this cognitive development across

generations. The question of whether they remain so, or whether they have been captured

and their initiatory content redirected, is exactly the question the framework’s diagnostic

criteria are designed to address.

The internal symbol systems of apex institutions encode this insight at their core. The

symbols that initiates recognize and outsiders do not are compressed representations of the

multi-frame perceptual shift that gnosis describes — the cognitive structure of sovereignty.

The symbol resonates because it points at an experience, and the experience is universal

even if rare.

Meta-awareness is structurally fragile. It exists in the gap between stimulus and response —

the space that the strategic dimension creates when the Orient phase expands, inserting

deliberation between what happens to you and what you do about it. Without cognitive

development, there is no gap: the Force actor’s strategic dimension is so compressed that

Observe, Orient, and Decide are effectively instantaneous, and raw energy dominates. Each

rationalization layer upward extends the gap — Social inserts the group’s emotional belief
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system, Management inserts rational self-interest, Finance inserts a predictive model of the

field, Law inserts the architecture of the game itself. Each extension is an extension of the

domain in which genuine choice is possible rather than mere reaction.

But the gap is vulnerable from both directions. From the tactical dimension, any strong

stimulus — fear, urgency, humiliation, desire — can compress the strategic dimension back

down to near-Force levels regardless of previous development. This is the tactical dimension

overwhelming the strategic dimension: the somatic activation is so intense that the Orient

phase collapses and the organism reverts to reaction. This means meta-awareness isn’t a

ladder you climb and stay on. It fluctuates, more like physical fitness than credentials. You

can have noesis-level insight on Tuesday and be operating at the lowest level by Thursday

because something triggered you into a narrow frame. This is not a failure of character. It is

the structure of frames — and it is the precise mechanism that mass media exploits:

maintaining a level of chronic emotional activation calibrated to suppress the Orient phase

without producing the acute disruption that would force genuine adaptation.

From the strategic dimension’s own side, the gap is vulnerable to rigidity. A cognitive

structure that becomes excessively systematic — that models without acting, that orients

without deciding — collapses the gap in a different way. The dianoia trap is precisely a gap

that never closes: the thinker who models the game indefinitely without ever playing it. This is

the strategic dimension without sufficient energy to complete the cycle. Sovereignty is the

widest possible cognitive structure that still fires — powered by energy sufficient to close the

gap with decisive action: the actor who can observe the entire system, orient through any

frame, decide at the level of the system’s rules, and act through any of the layers below.

The rationalizations become real constraints that shape behavior in advance. Law is

ontologically secondary to Force — ultimately backed by Force and unable to exist without it.

But it constrains Force in ways that cannot be simply dismissed, because the people being

constrained have internalized the law’s legitimacy at the Social layer. The map shapes the

territory — Korzybski’s dictum inverted. The superstructure gains causal weight precisely

because the people living under it have internalized the map as though it were the territory,

and their behavior, shaped by that internalization, reconstructs the territory in the map’s

image.

Coherence: How Frames Synchronize

Frames are not only individual structures. They synchronize.
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The process by which this happens has a familiar name: socialization. When people inhabit

shared environments over time, their frames converge. Shared language, shared rituals,

shared rhythms of daily life, shared emotional responses to shared stimuli — all of these are

frame synchronization mechanisms operating continuously beneath conscious awareness.

Culture is the product of this synchronization. A culture is a population whose frames have

converged sufficiently to produce mutual legibility — shared assumptions about what is real,

what matters, what is funny, what is dangerous, what goes without saying.

This convergence is not mysterious. It is what frames do when they interact. The Social layer

is precisely this process externalized and operating at civilizational scale. Every institution,

every tradition, every recurring social practice is a frame synchronization apparatus —

aligning individual Orient phases so that collective action becomes possible without requiring

explicit coordination on every point. Language itself is the deepest synchronization

technology: a shared symbolic system that structures the Orient phase of every speaker into

approximately compatible forms, so that what one person observes can be transmitted to

another and processed through a roughly similar interpretive architecture.

But synchronization has a property that matters enormously for the framework: it operates

beneath the threshold of conscious intention. You do not decide to synchronize. You

synchronize because you are a social organism whose nervous system is built to converge

with the nervous systems around it. Mirror neurons, emotional contagion, postural mimicry,

rhythmic entrainment — the mechanisms are well-documented and entirely pre-conscious.

The frame you inhabit on any given day is not solely the product of your own cognition. It is

substantially the product of the frames you have been immersed in. The frames of the people

you spend time with, the media you consume, the environments you inhabit — all of these are

continuously reshaping your Orient phase through a process that feels like nothing at all.

This is why frame capture is so difficult to escape through individual effort alone. You are not

only fighting your own frame. You are fighting the gravitational pull of every synchronized

frame around you — the Social layer’s coherence operating on your nervous system before

your conscious mind has anything to evaluate. Conversely, it is why the deliberate cultivation

of alternative social environments — communities of people whose frames are wider, whose

Orient phases are more developed, whose meta-awareness is more stable — has a potency

that exceeds the sum of its individual members. Frame synchronization works in both

directions. A community of people actively developing genuine cognitive capacity does not

merely add their individual capacities together. It creates a synchronization field that
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supports and stabilizes the wider frame in each member, counteracting the gravitational pull

of the broader Social layer’s managed coherence.

Emotionally charged symbolism — the kind that carries many different keys of interpretation,

speaking one thing with a dozen or hundred different meanings depending on whose ear it

flows into — is the technology by which conscious actors exploit the synchronization

process. The symbol enters the synchronization field and is processed differently by different

frames, producing convergent behavior from divergent understanding. This is the operational

basis of what the traditions call esoteric communication: not hidden messages but multi-

layered messages that synchronize different populations toward the same behavioral

outcome through different interpretive pathways.

Vibes: Frame Compatibility as Felt Experience

What people colloquially call “vibes” or “energy” is the felt experience of frame interaction.

Good vibes means the frames present are mutually legible and operating cooperatively. Bad

vibes means at least one frame present is opaque to yours, producing unpredictability that

registers as discomfort. This perception is real but frame-limited: you’re detecting genuine

frame incompatibility, but your interpretation of what it means is constrained by the frame

producing the discomfort. Someone with a wider frame might perceive the same situation

and feel no threat because they can model all the frames present.

The classic case: a person operating from the Social frame (identity, belonging, group

coherence) encounters a person operating from the Finance frame (modeling, prediction,

instrumental calculation). Both may intend no harm. The Finance-frame actor simply

processes the Social-frame actor as a variable. The Social-frame actor experiences this as

coldness, as the absence of recognition. Bad vibes. Not malice — frame incompatibility.

The sovereign’s frame flexibility produces a particular social effect: illegibility. Because the

sovereign is not anchored to a frame, observers cannot read which frame is operating and

therefore cannot predict behavior. This registers as either profound presence — the sense of

someone who could do anything — or as unsettling blankness. Both responses are accurate.

The sovereign is genuinely unpredictable from within any fixed frame, which is the operational

advantage.

This points to one of the great challenges of communication itself: people tend to begin by

default assuming that everyone shares the same context, and therefore that symbols and
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other artifacts of meaning carry the same significance for everyone. They do not. Everyone

has a different frame, but all of their frames are oriented toward a universal whole that is

shared. That universal whole is never fully realized by any one person — which is one reason

that anyone who even recognizes this is the game, and decides to exploit the asymmetry, is

very difficult to catch and defeat. Power is biased to grow and separate. It does not naturally

cycle or equalize. And the actor who understands that frames differ while most people

assume they do not has an advantage that compounds silently, year over year, because the

misunderstanding is self-reinforcing: the person who assumes shared context will misread

every signal from someone operating in a different frame, and will not know they are

misreading it.

Sexuality as Energy Polarity

The two-dimensional structure has a relational form, and that form is sexuality.

Dominance, in the framework’s terms, is the dominance of frame — defined by energy and

victory. The dominant actor imposes their frame on the situation, and the situation

reorganizes around it. Submission is the submission of frame — defined by receptivity. The

submissive actor receives the dominant frame, allows it to reorganize their experience, and

responds from within it. This is not a moral judgment. It is the structure of any interaction

where one frame prevails over another. And the mechanism is energetic before it is cognitive:

the dominant dimension is the energy source in the interaction, the submissive pole is the

energy sink. The hypnotizer is the energy source. The subject’s energy flows toward and

organizes around the hypnotizer’s pole — which is why the sexual metaphor keeps appearing

in serious accounts of hypnosis, frame capture, and charismatic authority. The nervous

system does not ultimately distinguish between physical and cognitive dominance. Both

register at the level where the submission response is generated.

The axis is not masculine/feminine in the personal sense but in the structural sense: the

dominant dimension is the source, the receptive dimension is the sink, and the energy flows

from source to sink. A person, institution, or civilization can occupy either dimension

depending on the interaction. What matters for the analysis of control is that the dominant

dimension is the active frame-setter and the receptive dimension is the frame-receiver, and

that this distinction operates identically whether the medium is physical force, language,

music, legal category, or monetary denomination. Power, at its most fundamental, is the

capacity to set another’s frame — and everyone inherently wants to own their own frame.

This is what makes power inherently manipulative. That is what power is.
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Sexuality is this dynamic made physical. Nature has produced a repeated pattern across the

tree of life: the forms that make up sexual reproduction are opposed. Sometimes the rest of

the body remains similar — what we would call low sexual dimorphism — but inevitably the

reproductive organs themselves diverge in opposing directions. The man enters the woman

at his full extension; the two do not meet each other at some midpoint, each half-entering

and half-receiving. Nothing in nature is designed this way during reproduction. The

complementarity is total, not partial. The act itself encodes the frame dynamic: one

penetrates, one receives; one projects, one encompasses.

The implication is that the ideal of men and women being equal in the sense of

interchangeable is structurally nonsensical — not because one sex is superior, but because

their forms are opposed and complementary rather than identical. Equality of value does not

require equality of form. A key and a lock are equally necessary; they are not the same shape.

Relationship as Shared Structure

The concept of a couple is that two people act as one unit — which means, in the

framework’s terms, they share a two-dimensional structure. One person’s Orient phase

informs the other’s energy output; one person’s observation becomes the other’s action. The

couple is a shared strategic-tactical structure, and its effectiveness depends on the

integration of two complementary capacities rather than the duplication of one.

This is the relational form of the two-dimensional tension. One partner tends toward the

strategic dimension — perception, modeling, receptivity — and the other toward the tactical

dimension — decision, assertion, execution. The polarity is not rigid, but it is real, and it is

grounded in the same hormonal differentiation that produces sexual dimorphism.

Testosterone biases toward energy expression: action, risk-taking, and compressed decision

cycles. Estrogen biases toward cognitive processing: social modeling, empathy, and extended

orientation. These are statistical tendencies with enormous individual variation, but the

central tendency is a biological fact, not a social construction.

The question of love is relevant here. There is a belief in something called a “soul mate” —

the idea that love exists as a pre-given reality waiting to be discovered. The alternative is that

love is created through sustained mutual investment: a soul mate is chosen, not found. This

distinction matters because it determines how you enter a relationship. If love is discovered,

you can afford to wait and evaluate passively. If love is created, passivity is fatal — you must

stay active, committed, and willing to build.
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This sends us back to the real meaning of sexuality. It begins as the superficial force that

draws people into relationship — physical attraction, desire, the body’s imperative. It then

appears to transform into something purely cognitive (the shared structure described above,

the mutual orientation, the “deeper” connection), but it is both simultaneously, and losing

either half is a loss of the whole.

Sexuality is the tactical dimension in its most concentrated and visible expression — the

same force that breaks the dianoia trap, the same passion that inflames the Orient phase.

When people contrast love with sexuality, treating the former as elevated and the latter as

base, they set up the conditions for losing both. The pursuit of “higher” love that abandons

sexual energy does not transcend — it depletes. The couple that loses its sexual energy loses

the force that holds the shared structure together. The couple that loses its cognitive

integration reduces sexuality to mere appetite. Neither produces the family that the

framework describes as the atom of power. While energy is naturally lost through aging, it is

also lost through choice — and its misrouting through mediated substitutes (pornography,

parasocial romance, identification-based entertainment) is one of the primary mechanisms by

which the control apparatus prevents the formation of the generative pair-bond from which

families, and therefore sovereignty, emerge.

Modern Relationships: Feminism as Frame Capture

Traditionally, men held more developed ideas about the form a relationship should take, and

it was productive for them to lead — if not because an action-oriented disposition is

inherently better for leadership, then because the hormonal profile that biases toward action

also biases toward more compressed cognitive loops: more direct confrontation with

mortality, more experience of consequence, more sober decision-making under pressure.

This is a generalization, but the key differentiator is hormonal, and hormones are a scientific

fact. The norms that emerged from male leadership in family structure — marriage, paternal

investment, long-term pair bonding — are the norms that demonstrably produce the best

outcomes for children and civilizational stability. The evidence is not ambiguous: single-

mother households produce worse outcomes across every measurable dimension, and

civilizations organized around marriage outperform tribal societies that do not practice it.

These are important things to get alignment on within a quality relationship. And a quality

relationship is the foundation of the family — which is, as the paper argues, the atom of

durable power.
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Feminism, in its various historical forms, has been a rebellion against the observable

differences between the sexes. But it consistently misidentifies the source of those

differences — attributing to social construction, patriarchal conspiracy, or institutional

oppression what is substantially a product of biology, specifically hormonal differentiation

and its downstream effects on behavior and preference.

The word “patriarchy” can only coherently refer to “patrifocal” familial structure — the father

as head of household. It appeared to refer to government structure only in eras when

government was little more than family structure writ large. We still have families today, and

they are numerous and individually powerless. The claim that men across millions of

uncoordinated households are collaborating to oppress women is a structural absurdity — it

requires a coordination mechanism that does not exist and attributes to an enormous, diffuse

class the kind of strategic alignment that even much smaller, more cohesive groups struggle

to maintain.

This misdirection is itself informative. When feminism blames “patriarchy” for outcomes

produced by biological difference, it redirects analytical energy toward a phantom structure

and away from the real power structures that benefit from the confusion. The question is not

whether women have legitimate grievances in any given era — every era produces disgruntled

parties, and that is true whether it was a good era or not. The question is whether feminism’s

current popularity reflects a genuine increase in the conditions that produce grievance, or

whether it has become one of the most effective wedge issues available to elites seeking to

divide populations along lines that pose no threat to actual power.

Every era produces its discontents (male and female), and when you combine discontent with

reliable record-keeping, a paper trail survives — creating survivorship bias. The sentiment

preserved in the historical record on gender relations, like all preserved sentiment, must be

interpreted as a product of those who influence opinions in these directions, not as a neutral

sample of how ordinary people actually felt. It would be as disingenuous to treat different

eras of feminist thought as a single continuous movement as it would be to label a man from

the 1700s who was critical of women an “incel” — a term with an entirely modern

connotation projected backwards onto a different world.

Frame Control Is the Mechanism of Power

Because meta-awareness is fragile, one of the most effective power moves is engineering

situations that collapse other people’s meta-awareness — through fear, urgency, spectacle,
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moral panic, or seduction. This forces people down into a frame where they can only react

within its rules. Frame control is the underlying mechanism in everything from marketing to

leadership to mind control. The structural operation is the same: collapse someone’s meta-

awareness so they operate entirely within a frame you’ve chosen for them. The difference

between benign and malicious uses is directionality — whether you’re expanding or

contracting the other person’s awareness in the process.

This is the mechanism behind the sovereign’s management of the population. The external

symbol system works not by providing false information but by engineering the emotional

and cognitive states that keep meta-awareness collapsed. The enemy, the crisis, the

spectacle, the moral panic — these are not merely propaganda. They are frame control

operations at civilizational scale, continuously maintaining the population at the Force and

Social layers where they can be managed and cannot model the layers above them.

There is no position outside the game. Renunciation, critique, and claiming the game doesn’t

exist are all moves within it. The only variable is whether you’re making these moves with

frame-awareness or without it.

The Mechanism: Hypnosis as Misidentification

Frame control is not a metaphor. It has a precise neurological mechanism, and that

mechanism is what clinical hypnosis research has been studying for over a century under a

different name.

The standard account of hypnosis — relaxation, suggestibility, compliance — describes the

surface but misses the structure. A more precise account: hypnosis is a misidentification

error. The brain continuously simulates its environment, including the people within it. When

someone speaks to you, the brain generates an internal simulation of that person and their

voice. Under normal waking conditions, this simulation is tagged as external — perceived as

coming from outside the self. The meta-representational capacity marks it: this is a model of

something outside me, not me itself.

Hypnosis occurs when this tag fails. The simulation of the voice — the hypnotist’s words, the

authority’s command, the media personality’s frame — enters the self-model without being

marked as external. It becomes phenomenally transparent: experienced not as a suggestion

from outside but as a desire, intention, or perception arising from within. You follow the voice

not because you have decided to but because it has become, for the duration of the hypnotic
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state, indistinguishable from your own.

This framing dissolves the apparent mystery. The question “why would anyone allow

themselves to be hypnotized?” assumes a choice is being made. But the misidentification

happens before the choice-making apparatus is engaged. The voice has already been

incorporated into the self before the evaluating function can assess it.

The mechanism is not pathological. It is a feature of normal cognition that has been

misappropriated. The capacity to incorporate external input into the self-model without

constant critical evaluation is metabolically necessary — running full meta-representational

assessment on every incoming stimulus would be cognitively prohibitive. Most of what the

brain does, it does automatically, below the threshold of deliberate evaluation. The

automatisms run; the strategic dimension supervises selectively, not continuously.

Thomas Metzinger’s framework is the most philosophically rigorous account. His central

claim: there is no self. What exists is a Phenomenal Self-Model (PSM) — the brain’s

continuous real-time simulation of itself as an agent in the world. This simulation is normally

transparent: you look through it rather than at it. You do not experience it as a model. You

experience it as reality — as simply being yourself. Transparency is the default because

maintaining the meta-representational tag continuously would be metabolically prohibitive.

Meta-representation — seeing the model as a model — is the exception. It is effortful, fragile,

and requires active maintenance against the constant pull toward transparent, automatic

processing. Hypnosis works not by installing something exotic but by suppressing the

exceptional capacity that would flag the insertion as external.

Pierre Janet’s earlier work established the foundation: normal consciousness is a synthesis —

multiple streams of mental activity held together under a unified personal will. Hypnosis

occurs when this synthesis weakens and a sub-system becomes autonomous, responsive to

an external operator rather than to the synthesizing will. Janet’s synthesizing will, Metzinger’s

meta-representational capacity, Milton Erickson’s conscious critical faculty, and the Orient

phase of the strategic dimension are all names for the same function: the layer of processing

that evaluates representations as representations rather than acting on them directly.

Ernest Hilgard’s experimental work produced the most important empirical result: the hidden

observer. Subjects in deep hypnosis, instructed that they felt no pain, reported no pain. But

Hilgard found he could access a secondary system that was accurately registering the pain

and could report it coherently, while remaining inaccessible to the primary hypnotized stream.
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What hypnosis does is not eliminate awareness. It redistributes executive access. The

induced frame gets control of the output channels while the accurate observer continues to

process reality but is demoted to a background process with no access to action.

Hilgard further established that hypnotic susceptibility correlates strongly with absorption —

the dispositional tendency to become fully immersed in mental representations, losing the

boundary between the representation and the reality it represents. High absorbers get lost in

novels, flinch at fictional danger, lose track of time during music. Absorption is a trait, not a

state — triggered by the right stimulus rather than generated by effortful engagement. This

distinguishes it from flow, which requires active performance at the edge of capacity. A

population of high absorbers who cannot generate flow is maximally susceptible to

externally-triggered immersion and minimally capable of self-directed cognitive development.

Julian Jaynes provides the deepest historical context. He argued that until approximately

three thousand years ago, humans operated with a bicameral mind: the right hemisphere

generated commands experienced as external voices — of gods, ancestors, kings — while the

left hemisphere received and obeyed them. Consciousness as we know it emerged from the

breakdown of this bicameral structure — the gradual development of the meta-

representational capacity to recognize that the voice is generated internally, not external

divine command. Hypnosis, on this reading, is the partial re-induction of a bicameral state —

the suppression of the capacity that tags the internal voice as internal, restoring the older

condition in which an authoritative external voice is simply experienced as command.

The control implication is stark: if the meta-representational capacity is the historical

achievement that distinguishes deliberating consciousness from bicameral command-

reception, and if this capacity is suppressible by structure, then managing the population’s

access to this capacity is managing the degree to which the population can function as

conscious agents versus command-receivers. The managed population’s default state is not

merely unconscious in some vague sense — it is structurally bicameral. The voices they

receive as their own desires, values, and intuitions are externally generated content that has

been incorporated into the PSM without the meta-representational tag.

The critical refinement for the framework: control does not simply induce dissociation. It

manages the targeting of dissociation. The controlled subject is encouraged to dissociate

where integration would serve them — from their own bodily signals, their economic interests,

the gap between what they are told and what they observe — and to associate where

dissociation would serve them — with brands, tribes, celebrities, ideological identities. The
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mechanism feels normal because association and dissociation are always occurring. Only

the calibration has been interfered with.

Chaos Management as Sovereign Function

The sophisticated sovereign maintains a managed disorder rate — enough symbolic victories

for the Force-layer population, enough narrative of progress, enough genuine small

redistributions to keep the pressure below revolutionary threshold. The hero narrative

discharges Force-frame resentment at no cost to the upper layers.

What sovereignty cannot tolerate is not resentment but frame education. Resentment is safe

— it expresses itself through Force fantasies and is absorbed back through narrative

containment. Understanding is dangerous. An actor who comprehends the structure and

develops frame flexibility is, regardless of their current position, a candidate for sovereignty.

This is why the most consistent function of the Social layer from the sovereign’s perspective

is the prevention of structural literacy. The population that resents the system is controlled.

The population that understands the system is not.

Strategic Power

Force Abstraction Theory: Organization and Specialization

When individuals aggregate into groups, the two-dimensional structure does not disappear —

it specializes. This specialization is not a design choice. It is what happens naturally when

coordination problems exceed individual cognitive capacity. The result is Force Abstraction

Theory: a network of interdependent layers organized into two distinct clusters, with a

sovereign function that exists outside both. Each layer exists because a function of the

individual’s strategic or tactical dimension had to be externalized and institutionalized to

operate at collective scale. The two clusters are not arbitrary groupings — they are the

externalization of the two dimensions. Cluster One is the tactical dimension at civilizational

scale. Cluster Two is the strategic dimension at civilizational scale.

The strategic dimension (OOD) externalizes into three institutional functions: Finance

(Observe — modeling aggregate behavior from above), Law (Orient — the meta-frame, the

rules within which all other frames operate), and Management (Decide — the systematic

direction of effort). The tactical dimension externalizes into two: Force (physical action —

bodies applied to bodies) and Social (emotional energy — the crowd’s collective arousal,
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identity, and meaning-making).

Understanding the structure requires holding two things simultaneously: the layers have

genuine differences in abstraction, leverage, and durability, which produce real power

differentials between them; and the relationships between layers are bidirectional and

cooperative rather than simply top-down. Power flows in multiple directions. What

distinguishes the upper from the lower is not that commands flow one way only, but that

interventions from above produce faster and more complete effects than pressures from

below. The strategic dimension’s influence is faster, more precise, and more durable — which

is why the pen beats the sword.

Each layer corresponds to a distinct frame — a distinct mode of consciousness — and to a

specific function of one of the two dimensions:

Tactical Pole (Cluster One):

• Individual / Force is pre-frame — pure reactive energy with no interpretive layer. Stimulus

arrives, response fires. Psychological mode: instinct.

• Social is the group-frame — collective emotional energy organized around identity and

belonging. Psychological mode: emotionality.

Strategic Pole (Cluster Two):

• Management is the rational-frame — the Decide function externalized as systematic

organization of effort. Psychological mode: rationality.

• Finance is the model-frame — the Observe function externalized as predictive rationality

applied to aggregate behavior. Psychological mode: higher-order rationality.

• Law is the meta-frame — the Orient function externalized as the rules of frames

themselves. Psychological mode: game theory.

Integration:

• Sovereignty is frame fluidity — both dimensions operating at full capacity, the capacity to

move between all frames without being captured by any. Psychological mode:

autonomous.

Each layer is also a rationalization of the one below it — an interpretive layer that converts

raw impulse into organized action, making the layer below more efficient and more scalable

while giving the layer above leverage over it. Social rationalizes Force: crowd solidarity
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converts individual violence into collective purposive action. Management rationalizes Social:

systematic organization converts crowd dynamics into directed productive effort. Finance

rationalizes Management: quantitative modeling converts organizational decisions into

optimal resource allocation at scale. Law rationalizes Finance: formal enforceable rules

convert financial arrangements into predictable, stable systems. The entire rationalization

chain is the strategic dimension progressively structuring the tactical dimension — which is

why every step upward adds leverage, durability, and invisibility.

Cluster One: The Tactical Pole — Individual and Social

The base of Force Abstraction Theory consists of two layers that are genuinely bidirectional

and pre-rational — the tactical dimension externalized, what you get before anyone decides to

build institutions on top of raw human force and emotion.

Individual / Force

Essence: direct physical causation — instinct

Force is the simplest and most legible form of power. One body acts upon another. Whether

it is open warfare between armies or a single assassination in a parking garage, the

mechanism is identical: physical force applied to a physical target. Force requires no

abstraction, no consensus, no legitimacy.

At the psychological level, Force corresponds to pure instinct — action without interpretation,

stimulus without gap. This makes Force the only layer that is entirely pre-rational.

It is also the least durable. A conquered population rebuilds. A killed official is replaced.

Force without subsequent organization produces nothing permanent — it requires every layer

above it to convert its outcomes into lasting arrangements. The sword conquers; something

else must decide what the conquest means.

Force is not absent from the higher layers — it is present everywhere, in progressively more

abstract and deniable forms. An assassination ordered at the sovereignty layer looks nothing

like a street fight, but the physical mechanism at the endpoint is identical. The abstraction is

in the chain of command, not in the act.

Social

Essence: the crowd; mass culture with an emphasis on cult — emotionality

The Social layer is the pseudo-law of collective behavior — the unwritten rules about how
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physical effort and its management should be organized, transmitted not through courts or

contracts but through norms, rituals, and the pressure of the group. It presents itself as

bottom-up, arising organically from the behavior of populations. This is not entirely false.

People genuinely create culture. But elite theory applies here as everywhere: the Social that

becomes dominant, that gets amplified and transmitted across generations, is the Social that

the layers above permit and encourage.

At the psychological level, Social corresponds to emotionality — the crowd’s collective

rationalizing of raw individual instinct. Where the individual Force actor says I hit you because

I can, the Social frame produces we fight because we are X and they are Y. Individual violence

becomes collective identity. This is the first true rationalization in the stack.

The word cult sits at the root of culture for a reason. Mass Social operates on the same

mechanisms as religious devotion: identity fusion with the group, social cost of deviation,

internalization of norms that serve the institution rather than the individual. Social is the most

effective form of control because it is the only form that is entirely self-enforcing. The

managed population polices itself.

The bidirectional relationship between Individual and Social is the defining feature of Cluster

One. The individual produces the crowd through aggregation. The crowd produces the

individual through socialization. Neither precedes the other absolutely. A charismatic

individual can redirect social dynamics. A social movement can reshape individual identity

entirely. This mutual constitution is what makes Cluster One self-organizing — it does not

require deliberate institutional construction to sustain itself.

Cluster Two: The Strategic Pole — Management, Finance, and Law

The institutional layer is the strategic dimension externalized — what gets built on top of

Cluster One when coordination problems grow large enough to require deliberate design. The

three layers of Cluster Two correspond to the three functions of the individual strategic

dimension: Management is the Decide function (directing effort), Finance is the Observe

function (modeling aggregate behavior), and Law is the Orient function (setting the meta-

frame within which all other frames operate). Just as at the individual level each cognitive

function can control the others — observation can override a premature decision, a strong

orientation can redirect what you notice — so too at the collective level: each wing of Cluster

Two is capable of controlling the others. Law can override Finance through regulation.

Finance can starve Management through capital restriction. Management can circumvent
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Law through operational control. They are cooperative and mutually dependent. None

functions without the others.

Management without Finance has no capital to deploy; without Law has no contracts, no

property rights, no enforceable agreements. Finance without Law cannot enforce anything;

without Management has no productive apparatus. Law without Finance cannot fund its own

enforcement; without Management has no administrative apparatus. Together they form a

system capable of organizing Cluster One’s raw human energy at civilizational scale.

Management

Essence: organizing and sustaining the application of force — rationality

Management is the systematic, rational direction of human effort toward productive ends. It

abstracts the raw Force of Cluster One into organized labor — directing bodies through

incentive, contract, and hierarchy rather than direct coercion.

In practice, what Management actually consists of is largely the management of egos and

conflict. The individuals who apply Force to productive ends are people with competing

interests, fragile self-concepts, and grievances against each other. The manager’s primary

operational challenge is not strategy or long-term planning — those are Law-layer functions. It

is keeping the people who do the work sufficiently motivated, sufficiently harmonious, and

sufficiently directed that their collective Force output exceeds what defection, conflict, and

disengagement would otherwise produce.

A precise and uncomfortable implication: if Management is the systematic direction of

physical effort, and people are the primary unit of physical effort, then people are — at the

Management layer — the primary resource being managed. The elite/non-elite distinction is

not a social artifact or a historical accident. It is the Management layer expressing its own

internal logic. Someone will always direct the resource. Someone will always be the resource.

Elite rule is a structural necessity as long as the Management layer exists in any form.

Finance

Essence: monetary sovereignty as political instrument — higher-order rationality

Finance is the quantitative modeling and direction of resource flows at civilizational scale.

Where Management organizes individual and group effort through direct supervision and

incentive, Finance shapes behavior at the aggregate level through the control of the unit of

exchange itself.
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Finance sits above both Social and Management in the structure. It can observe and model

Social behavior from above — credit availability determines what lifestyles the crowd can

pursue, monetary expansion or contraction determines what the crowd believes about the

future. Finance also sits above Management — it sets the constraints within which

Management operates. When Finance cuts the budget, Management can do nothing.

For the merchant or the business elite, money is the medium and measure of power. More

money means more power. This logic governs most of what we observe at the Management

layer.

For the monetary sovereign — the actor who controls the issuance of the unit itself — money

in the ordinary sense has lost its meaning. They can print it. The question they face is not

how to accumulate more but how to preserve the legitimacy of the unit in which all their

power is denominated. This explains why monetary sovereigns go to war in circumstances

that seem economically irrational: the calculus is not profit and loss but the preservation of

the denomination itself. A currency that loses reserve status represents a threat to the entire

architecture of power built on top of it — far more serious than any short-term debt incurred

by military action to prevent it.

Finance cycles are evidence of this. If Management were the apex, the system would trend

continuously toward greater productive efficiency. It does not. Periodic contractions, selective

bailouts, deliberate credit expansions and contractions — these reflect the Finance layer

managing the Management layer from above, determining which actors survive each cycle.

Who survives every crash is not random.

The deeper insight is that Finance is not one thing. It is a layer that can be operated in two

fundamentally different modes, corresponding to two fundamentally different relationships

between the sovereign and the civilization they manage.

Productive finance treats the civilization as a going concern — a venture the sovereign

intends to grow. The organizational power of government serves as creditworthiness,

enabling large-scale infrastructure that pays for itself: roads, canals, energy systems,

industrial capacity. Interest rates stay near zero because the purpose is development, not rent

extraction. The banking system funds productive capacity directly — investing in farmers, in

builders, in the physical plant of a growing nation — making financial intermediaries less

relevant by connecting sovereign credit to real output. This was the Hamiltonian model of

national banking: infrastructure banks that drove production upward and, as a structural
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consequence, created a broad middle class through rising productivity. The sovereign who

operates Finance in productive mode is growing the business. The incidental benefit to the

governed is real — their conditions improve, their agency expands, their capacity increases —

though not all growth is equal in this regard, and the sovereign’s motive need not be altruistic

for the effect to be genuine.

Extractive finance treats the civilization as a resource to be harvested — a venture the

sovereign is willing to let die when it ceases to be useful, because the sovereign can move on

to another. A reserve bank is a banker’s bank. It does not fund productive infrastructure. It

manages the money supply in the interest of the financial institutions that compose its

membership, preserving their position at the expense of those who actually produce. Interest

rates are set to benefit creditors. Credit cycles are managed to transfer wealth upward during

contractions. The reserve bank preserves the relevance of the financial intermediary class at

the direct expense of productive development. The sovereign who operates Finance in

extractive mode has no commitment to the long-term viability of the civilization they manage.

They are optimizing for extraction, not growth — and when the host is exhausted, they

migrate to the next one. This is the monetarist model: oligarchical finance that treats nations

as interchangeable vessels for wealth concentration.

These are the two major managerial styles available to the elite: humanistic and optimistic

(productive — the civilization is worth growing because growth compounds the sovereign’s

power along with everyone else’s) or anti-human and pessimistic (extractive — the civilization

is a consumable that will be replaced when depleted). The distinction is not moral sentiment.

It is strategic orientation. The productive sovereign bets on the future of the thing they

manage. The extractive sovereign bets against it.

The mode in which Finance operates is not determined by the Finance layer itself. It is

determined by the Law layer above it — by whoever writes the charter of the central bank,

whoever decides whether it will be an infrastructure bank or a banker’s bank. This is why the

fight over central banking has been, throughout history, a sovereignty fight disguised as an

economic debate. The specific institutional form of the bank — its charter, its membership, its

mandate — determines which mode governs the civilization’s economic life, and therefore

determines whether the managed population will be built up or drawn down across

generational time.

Law

Essence: formal codification of acceptable order — game theory
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Law is the Social layer made explicit and enforceable, and the meta-rules within which

Management and Finance must operate. Most people experience law as a background

condition — something they navigate rather than something they create. This is accurate. The

actual writing of foundational law is done by a vanishingly small number of actors. Most

people participate in the administration of law, not its creation.

At the psychological level, Law corresponds to game theory — not just modeling what people

do or rationally organizing what they should do, but designing the rules of the game itself

before it is played.

Whoever writes the foundational rules controls the institution that operates under those rules

— not the people who run it day-to-day, not the public figures whose names appear in its

documents, but whoever determined the conditions of entry, the criteria for advancement, and

the mechanisms for removing those who deviate. Law’s relationship to Social runs in both

directions, but with a critical asymmetry: Law can change Social by force in years; Social can

change Law only through sustained political effort across generations. The faster and more

complete causal direction runs downward. This is the empirical basis for axiom one: Social is

downstream from Law.

The Consequence: Layer Capture

The collective structure has a critical feature that the individual structure does not: most of

its members are captured within a single layer and cannot move between them. The person

who works forty hours a week under someone else’s direction, whose schedule is not their

own, whose location is prescribed, whose choices are bounded by the immediate need to

sustain themselves — that person is not running both dimensions at full capacity. They are

providing tactical energy for someone else’s strategic structure. Their Orient is provided by

the Social layer above them. Their Decide is constrained by Management above that. Their

ability to Observe at the Finance or Law level is structurally limited by the absence of time,

capital, and institutional access.

This is not a moral failing. It is a structural condition. The person locked into the base of

Force Abstraction Theory — where survival requires continuous labor, where time is not one’s

own, where the horizon is necessarily short-term — is not free to engage the full strategic

range that agency requires. Even their leisure lacks the quality it would have with genuine

autonomy, because the compressed schedule produces compressed thinking: short-term

reward, present-tense focus, disconnection from the longer arcs of time where the real game
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is played. The base of the structure, from the inside, is heavily layered in scarcity, physical

demand, and the particular kind of violence — economic as much as physical — that attends

life without autonomy. Most people in any society live here. This is not an accident.

Layer capture produces at least three structurally distinct classes, defined not by wealth or

title but by the incentive structure that governs them:

Slaves — those who are motivated only by the stick. Their compliance is maintained through

coercion, deprivation, and the threat of consequences. They have no meaningful stake in the

system’s success and no capacity to defect in a way that matters. They provide raw tactical

energy — labor, bodies, Force — and receive in return only the minimum required to sustain

their function. The slave class is not necessarily impoverished in absolute terms. It is defined

by the absence of positive incentive: nothing the system offers them is worth pursuing. They

stay because leaving is worse, not because staying is good.

Servants — those who are motivated by both carrot and stick. This is the class that the

modern world calls the “middle class,” though historically it has never been large. Servants

have a genuine stake in the system: education, property, professional status, the possibility of

advancement. They are invested enough to cooperate productively and constrained enough

to remain manageable. The servant class includes what traditional societies called the

warrior class — high-ranking servants whose martial capacity serves the sovereign’s

purposes, rewarded with status and autonomy sufficient to maintain their loyalty but

insufficient to constitute independence.

Masters — those who cannot be peacefully incentivized. No carrot is large enough and no

stick is credible enough to control their behavior through the normal mechanisms of the

system. They act from an internal orientation that the system cannot purchase or coerce.

This is the sovereign mind made concrete — not necessarily wealthy, not necessarily titled,

but de facto beyond the reach of the incentive structures that govern everyone else. A person

of moderate means whose house is in order, whose family is cohesive, whose skills are

genuine, and whose position is such that no agency has sufficient interest or capacity to

interfere with them is, in the framework’s terms, functionally sovereign. The difference is

scale, not kind.

The servant class is the structural threat to any extractive regime — and always has been.

Slaves lack the resources to challenge the structure. Masters are too few and too

independent to be organized against. But servants have education, leisure, capital, and
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sufficient cognitive development to perceive the gap between what is and what could be.

People who are several generations deep in stable, educated families — who have

accumulated not just wealth but the multigenerational knowledge, social capital, and

psychological security that comes from sustained family coherence — are where the regime’s

most dangerous opposition comes from. They have the cognitive capacity to see the

structure and the material resources to act on what they see. Scarcity is therefore by design:

the servant class must be kept large enough to run the system’s productive apparatus but

precarious enough that their energy is consumed in maintaining their position rather than

accumulated into the surplus that genuine agency requires.

The distinction between elite and servant illuminates a further asymmetry. The elite can — at

least in principle — govern through coercion alone. They hold the ultimate sticks: control of

the monetary system, control of the legal system, control of the instruments of force. The

servant class cannot govern through coercion because coercion requires the institutional

infrastructure that the elite controls. The servant class requires cooperation — voluntary

coordination among people of roughly equal status. This creates a particular vulnerability:

while a servant may tolerate the rule of a distant and powerful elite they resent, they will

often refuse the leadership of a peer they perceive as equal to themselves. The elite exploits

this through the careful management of status competition within the servant class —

keeping potential leaders competing with each other rather than cooperating against the

structure above them.

Sovereignty: Outside the Structure, Touching Everything

Sovereignty is not a layer in Force Abstraction Theory. It is the function that operates outside

the structure while maintaining relationships with every layer within it.

The sovereign’s defining characteristic is positional freedom: the capacity to intervene at any

layer as the situation demands, without being defined by or captured by any of them. It is not

at the top of the org chart — it is the principal who owns the org chart and can redraw it.

To be sovereign is, structurally, to be an intelligence operator. Intelligence operations —

espionage, covert action, infiltration, the management of information asymmetry — are the

primary tools of actors above the law precisely because those tools leave no legal trace.

The structure of the sovereignty hierarchy is not the structure of a corporation or a

government agency. It is the structure of a criminal organization — and this is not a
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coincidence. Both are hierarchical organizations using coercion, information asymmetry, and

force to manage territory and extract resources outside the formal constraints of law. The

difference between a legitimate state intelligence service and an organized crime family is

not structural. It is whether the Law layer has granted formal recognition — and the Law layer

is written by whoever controls the sovereignty layer. The boundary between state intelligence

and organized crime is not a moral distinction. It is a jurisdictional one, and a contingent one

at that.

At the lowest level of this hierarchy are the police. This placement seems paradoxical: police

are instruments of Force, the most concrete layer. But police are also direct instruments of

the sovereign — they enforce the sovereign’s law, not merely abstract law. Their chain of

command runs upward to the sovereignty layer, giving them a vertical relationship to the apex

that most Management-layer actors lack. A mercenary and a police officer use identical tools.

The difference is who they ultimately answer to. Hierarchy position and tool use are two

different axes, and conflating them produces persistent analytical errors.

The Elite Thesis: Every Society Has an Apex

A ruling class exists in every society that has ever existed.

This is not a cynical opinion. It is the core finding of elite theory, established across the work

of Vilfredo Pareto, Gaetano Mosca, and more recently Neema Parvini, and confirmed by every

sociological and historical examination of human organization without exception. It holds

across democracy and monarchy, capitalism and communism, antiquity and modernity. The

form of the ruling class changes. The fact of it does not.

Pareto identified the circulation of elites — elites are never eliminated, only replaced by new

ones. He distinguished between lions, who rule through force, and foxes, who rule through

cunning, and observed that history is the graveyard of aristocracies: each ruling class is

eventually displaced by a challenger, but the challenger immediately becomes the new ruling

class. Revolution does not abolish elites. It rotates them.

Mosca identified the political formula — every ruling class justifies its position through a

legitimizing narrative tailored to the beliefs of the governed. Divine right, popular sovereignty,

technocratic expertise — these are successive political formulas, each serving the same

structural function for a different historical audience. The formula changes. The ruling class

persists beneath it.
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Machiavelli anticipated all of this by four centuries. His Prince is the first systematic analysis

of how elites actually operate — not how they ought to operate, not how they present

themselves as operating, but what they do in practice to acquire and maintain power. His fox/

lion distinction predates Pareto’s foxes and lions by nearly four hundred years. His analysis of

the political formula — “the prince must appear merciful, faithful, humane, sincere, and

religious, even when he cannot be” — predates Mosca’s formalization by the same margin.

What Machiavelli added that the later elite theorists did not is the practitioner’s manual: not

merely that elites manage perception, but how — the specific techniques of timing, cruelty

well-used, the management of fear and love, the reading of fortuna and the application of

virtù. The elite thesis tells you that a ruling class exists. Machiavelli tells you how it rules.

Parvini’s contribution is the application of elite theory to modern democratic societies,

demonstrating that democratic institutions do not contradict elite rule but provide its

contemporary political formula. The populist belief that democratic participation transfers

real power to the majority is the current era’s version of the divine right myth — a story the

governed tell themselves about who is in charge.

The immediate implication: Social is downstream from Law, and Law is downstream from

whoever controls it. Social appears to arise from the people — and in a proximate sense it

does. But it arises within boundaries set by the Law layer above it. What can be said, which

identities are protected, which behaviors are criminalized, which ideas receive institutional

amplification — all of this is determined at the Law layer before Social ever gets to express

itself. The appearance of cultural spontaneity is real within those bounds. It is illusory at the

bounds themselves.

The Force-First Worldview: The Sword Always Wins

The most persistent theory of power is the simplest one: physical force is the most real and

the most powerful thing, and everything abstracted from it can ultimately be bullied or broken

into submission by someone willing to apply sufficient violence.

This view is not merely locally coherent. It is foundationally correct in ways the pen-first

worldview tends to understate.

Force is the only form of power that requires no consensus, no legitimacy, no institutional

framework, and no cooperation from its target. Every other form of power — legal, financial,

social, symbolic — ultimately depends on the willingness or inability of its targets to resist.
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Force does not depend. It acts. A bullet does not require the target’s frame to be compatible.

It does not need to be processed through the target’s Orient phase before taking effect. It

operates on the absolute, not the relative.

This is why every real sovereignty is backed by force, without exception. The law means

nothing without the credible threat of enforcement. A contract is a piece of paper without a

court, and a court is a room without the marshals who compel attendance. The US dollar is

backed not by gold or by the productive capacity of the American economy but by weapons

— by the capacity to destroy any credible alternative through sanctions, destabilization, or

direct military intervention. Currency is a weapon system. The petrodollar arrangement makes

this explicit: global oil transactions denominated in dollars force every nation on earth to

maintain dollar reserves, financing American military capacity, which in turn enforces the

dollar’s reserve status. The circle is closed by force, not by productivity or trust.

At the individual level, the same logic holds with uncomfortable clarity. No government grants

agency. Only some system of leverage — actual or implied threat of force — gives an

individual the capacity to act freely in a world governed by the law of the jungle. The first

amendment means nothing without the second. Freedom of speech is not a right you

possess; it is a condition maintained by the credible possibility that violating it carries

consequences the violator cannot afford. The person who speaks freely without leverage is

not exercising a right. They are being tolerated — and toleration can be withdrawn at any time

by anyone with sufficient force and insufficient reason to care.

The Force-first worldview has evidence at every scale. Empires are founded by conquest.

Revolutions succeed through violence. The regime that has lost its monopoly on force is

already falling, regardless of what its laws say. The nuclear weapon is the ultimate

expression of this logic: the capacity for mutually assured destruction is the only thing that

has prevented great-power war since 1945 — not diplomacy, not trade interdependence, not

international law, but the raw physical fact that the cost of aggression exceeds any possible

gain. MAD is force reasoning at the civilizational level, and it works.

Furthermore, force multiplication through technology has made individual actors more potent

than at any point in history. A small number of people with modest resources and specific

knowledge can cause damage disproportionate to their institutional position — a fact that the

regime understands and that most of the governed do not. The surveillance state’s highest

purpose is not to prevent terrorism in the conventional sense. It is to detect, profile, and

neutralize high-functioning individuals who might acquire the technical capacity to threaten
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the existing power arrangement. The regime fears the competent individual precisely because

the force-multiplication curve has made competence dangerous.

The Force-first worldview is dismissed too quickly by those who operate from higher layers. It

is not merely the perspective of the unsophisticated. It is the perspective of anyone who has

tested the de facto against the de jure and found that, in the moment of contact, force is

what remains when everything else has been stripped away. The pen can write laws all day. If

no one with a sword enforces them, they are fiction.

The Cognition-First Worldview: The Pen Always Wins

The pen’s superiority over the sword is not a single advantage but a convergence of three:

cognitive capacity (the ability to model more of the field), frame flexibility (the ability to

operate from any frame without attachment), and institutional superiority (the ability to

compound these advantages across generations through structure). Each reinforces the

others. Together they constitute a higher order of agency — not one weapon against another,

but a higher-dimensional operation against a lower-dimensional one.

The sword wins battles. The pen wins afterward. Every military conquest in history has been

followed by a legal and administrative settlement. The people who write that settlement have

more long-term power than the generals who enabled it. The sword conquers; the pen

decides what the conquest means, who it legally transfers power to, what obligations it

creates, and what the new order looks like. Alexander’s empire fragmented immediately upon

his death. Roman law outlasted Rome by a millennium.

The pen’s advantage compounds across time in a way the sword’s cannot. Each layer above

Force in the structure has more leverage, less visibility, and greater durability than the one

below it. The actor who writes the law that the army enforces has more durable power than

the general who commands the army. The actor who controls the monetary denomination in

which all assets are valued has more leverage than the actor who manages the most

productive enterprise denominated in that currency. The actor who shapes the Social

narrative within which both operate has a power that neither can even perceive as power — it

feels like reality itself.

This links to the distinction between intellectual and non-intellectual in every ancient society.

The intellectual’s advantage is not mere cleverness. It is the capacity to operate from the

pen’s domain: to write rules, to shape the symbolic environment, to model financial flows, to
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think across the generational timescales where the pen’s advantage compounds. The non-

intellectual, however capable, operates primarily from the sword’s domain: from Force, from

Social conditioning, from the short-term time horizons that the base of the structure

produces.

The pen is also not one pole of a binary. It is a complete apparatus that contains the sword

among its ranks. It can buy more troops than any individual commander can raise, and

deploy them with superior tactical philosophy — what Sun Tzu described as the wise

general’s capacity to ensure advantage at all times, not through superior force but through

superior positioning. The pen’s scaling advantage is not merely financial. It is cognitive: the

capacity to model the entire field, including the sword’s behavior, and act on that model

before the sword can react.

The Cognition-first worldview has its own evidence at every scale. Every sword that creates a

new regime is immediately defined by the pen that writes the law of the land — even when

the initial sword-holder also holds the office of the pen. By the second or third generation, the

heirs are native pens. They inherit not a conquest but an institution. The sword’s victory is

always temporary. The pen’s settlement is always durable. When lions replace foxes, they do

not abolish institutional structure — they are immediately captured by it, or they fall.

The judge who sentences the criminal is not afraid of the criminal’s physical capability. He is

operating from the Law frame, so far removed from the Force frame that the criminal’s

primary tool is essentially irrelevant inside a courtroom. The criminal brought a knife to a

game being played with precedents and procedural rules. The criminal violence / police

violence cycle illustrates Force-frame capture perfectly: both actors operate from the same

frame, producing a closed exchange within a single layer. The broader structure never enters

their transaction. The criminal and the police officer are, at the level of their operative frame,

the same actor. The difference is jurisdictional recognition, not structural.

The pen-first worldview concludes: the governed do not need to be coerced. They do not even

need to be persuaded. They need only be given a frame that feels like freedom while

functioning as the instrument of a structure they cannot perceive. This is the deepest form of

the pen’s victory. The sword can hold ground. The pen defines what the ground means.

The Interaction: How the Sword and the Pen Relate Over Time

Both worldviews are internally consistent and both have confirming evidence — because each
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is correct within its own frame. The sword-first actor wins every encounter with another

sword-first actor and draws the conclusion that force is ultimate. The pen-first actor wins

every encounter with a sword-first actor across institutional time and draws the conclusion

that cognition is ultimate. Each defeats the other using its own specialty: the sword stabs the

pen; the pen writes about the sword. Neither can see the other’s victory because neither is

operating from a frame that encompasses both.

What is needed is a third perspective — one that describes how the two dimensions interact

rather than declaring one the winner. But this perspective has a structural difficulty that must

be acknowledged at the outset: any analysis that operates across time is already biased

toward the pen. The sword’s domain is the immediate — the moment of contact, the tactical

engagement, the present tense. The pen’s domain is the extended — the institutional

settlement, the generational accumulation, the long arc. To evaluate which wins “in the long

run” is to evaluate on the pen’s home field. The sword never claimed to win in the long run. It

claimed to win now, and now is the only moment in which anything actually happens.

This bias is not arbitrary, however. The standard by which power is ultimately measured —

survival — is a temporal standard. An actor who wins every engagement but does not persist

has not won. An actor who loses engagements but persists has. Survival across time is the

criterion that selects for the pen’s advantages (leverage, durability, invisibility) over the

sword’s (immediacy, undeniability, contact with the absolute). This is not because the pen is

“better” in some abstract sense. It is because the experiment is being run on a temporal axis,

and the temporal axis is the pen’s axis.

The interaction between them operates through several mechanisms that neither frame

captures alone:

The sword is the pen’s substrate. Without force, there is no enforcement. Without

enforcement, there is no law. Without law, there is no institutional structure. Every layer of

abstraction in Force Abstraction Theory is ultimately grounded in the physical capacity to

impose consequences. The pen that forgets this — that treats its institutional position as

self-sustaining — becomes the kind of regime that falls: the late-stage empire whose legal

sophistication exceeds its capacity to enforce, whose financial instruments become

disconnected from productive reality, whose Social narratives have drifted so far from the

population’s experience that the population stops believing. The pen without the sword is

dianoia applied to civilization — modeling everything, enforcing nothing.
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The pen is the sword’s memory. Force without subsequent organization produces nothing

permanent. A conquered population rebuilds. A killed official is replaced. The sword can

destroy any particular arrangement but cannot, by itself, create a durable new one. Every

revolution that succeeds through force and fails to produce an institutional settlement either

collapses into chaos or is immediately captured by the nearest pen. The French Revolution

decapitated the old order with the sword and, within a decade, had produced Napoleon — the

sword’s own attempt to become the pen, which lasted exactly as long as the man’s lifetime

and not a moment longer, while the legal settlement (the Code Napoléon) persisted for

centuries. The sword without the pen is pistis applied to civilization — raw energy without

structure, devastating in the moment and impermanent by nature.

Force multiplication changes the equation without resolving it. Technology amplifies both

dimensions. The sword gains nuclear weapons, precision munitions, and the capacity for

individuals to cause systemic damage with modest resources. The pen gains surveillance,

algorithmic Social management, and AI as an unprecedented expansion of the Orient phase.

Each technological leap shifts the balance temporarily — the stirrup created cavalry empires;

the printing press empowered the pen; the rifle democratized force; the internet did both —

but none has permanently resolved the interaction because the interaction is structural, not

technological. What technology does is compress the timescale: the interval between the

sword’s tactical victory and the pen’s institutional settlement grows shorter as

communication and organization accelerate. This compression favors the pen, because it

reduces the window in which the sword can operate without institutional capture.

The pen wins the infinite game — but only if it maintains the sword. The strange and

persistent reality is that certain families have exercised prolonged power across centuries

through accumulated wealth, knowledge, connections, and — when necessary — action.

These families win not because they chose the pen over the sword but because they

integrated both: the cognitive capacity to model the field across generations and the tactical

capacity to act decisively when the model demands it. They maintain force not as their

primary instrument but as the credible backdrop that makes every other instrument

functional. The family that controls the law but has lost the capacity for force is already

being displaced by one that has not. The family that possesses force but cannot think

beyond the immediate is a mercenary operation — powerful within its frame, unable to build

across generations.

This is where Pareto’s circulation of elites must be corrected. The cycle he observed — lions
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replacing foxes, foxes replacing lions — is real at the surface. But it is an illusion produced by

observing the wrong level. The families that persist across these cycles are not lions or

foxes. They are both. They deploy force when force is required and cognition when cognition

is required, and the capacity to switch between them without attachment to either is precisely

what this paper calls sovereignty. When foxes replace lions, they do not abolish force — they

subordinate it. When lions replace foxes, they do not abolish institutional structure — they are

immediately captured by it, or they fall. The actors who persist are the ones operating from

above both frames.

Once we acknowledge this, history must be reread — not as a story of nations that rise and

fall, but of elites who fight for power, migrate, and sometimes change their names. Their

strategic objective is to keep the game hidden from everyone else, which ultimately means

making the general population incapable of self-reflection. A self-reflective populace is a

capable adversary. So the cycle that does occur is not pen-versus-sword but periodic

attempts to purge self-reflective capacity from the governed — through spectacle, through

managed crisis, through the substitution of consumption for contemplation.

Power does not cycle or equalize. It is biased to grow and separate, year over year. Any given

system will tend to calcify — growing more bureaucratic and authoritarian — for as long as it

can sustain itself. The very nature of empire is winning the infinite game of survival, not the

singular game of battle. Empires lose some battles. If they survive, they are sovereign.

This has a further implication for agency itself. If the strategic dimension short-circuits into

pure reactivity — if the Orient phase collapses and raw energy becomes a direct function of

environment — then the actor has no agency at all. They are the environment acting through

a body. Physical freedom without cognitive development is not sovereignty; it is a different

form of capture. But cognitive development without physical capacity is equally not

sovereignty — it is the thinker who models the game indefinitely without ever playing it. True

sovereignty requires both: the cognitive capacity to operate from the inner world outward and

the tactical capacity to impose that operation on reality. The pen needs the sword. The sword

needs the pen. Neither alone is sovereign. Their integration — across time, across

generations, across the full spectrum of force and abstraction — is.

Intelligence is multidimensional — tactical, spatial, social, analytical — and every facet

contributes to the expansion of the strategic dimension’s Orient phase. But the most

important and most undervalued facet is the capacity to question one’s own cognition: to

reflect on the framework through which one is interpreting reality, and to revise it. This is self-
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reflection in its deepest sense. It is what this paper calls gnosis. And it is why, measured

across the timescale of survival, the integration of pen and sword — not the pen alone —

constitutes the highest order of agency.

Sovereignty: The Meta-Frame of Full-Spectrum Dominance

One popular analysis of modern power, articulated by observers like Simon Dixon (Youtube -

The Global Transition of Power), identifies competing complexes: military-industrial, financial-

industrial, and techno-industrial, each dominating a different domain. This framing has

descriptive value but a structural limitation: any truly competent organization would possess

full-spectrum dominance, and that would be one faction, not three. Factions defined by areas

of dominance are factions that have not yet achieved sovereignty. The sovereign, by

definition, operates across every layer. The faction that controls only the military layer is a

sword without a pen. The faction that controls only the financial layer is a pen without an

army. Neither is sovereign. The entity that controls all of them — or can intervene at any layer

as needed — is.

A related assumption holds that because there is one holistic system encompassing every

government, economy, and culture in the world, there can be no shape-shifting conspiracy

controlling it — that if the external symbol changes, it must be a different beast. This is a

dangerous assumption. As this paper argues throughout, the external symbol cannot be

trusted. The political formula changes; the ruling class persists beneath it. An institution that

migrates across host societies, changes its name, adopts new legitimizing narratives, and

continues to operate from the same structural position is not a new institution each time it

changes clothes. It is the same institution doing what the framework predicts it will do.

The factions, to the extent they are real, are best represented not by domains of dominance

but by families — because the family structure, however small or large, is how power is

transmitted generationally. This power includes every form: property, knowledge, wealth,

connections, and in some cases advantageous genetics selected across generations of

deliberate marriage strategy.

What full-spectrum dominance requires at its apex, then, is not a position but a capacity —

and that capacity is sovereignty.

Sovereignty is not a position in the structure — it is a capacity for movement through the

structure.
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The non-sovereign actor is trapped by attachment to their home frame. The manager who

cannot release rational-frame logic when the situation calls for Social-layer thinking will

organize when he should be listening. The financier who cannot release the model-frame

when the situation calls for Law-layer thinking will optimize when he should be legislating.

The attachment is the trap, not the position.

The critical distinction is between balance and flexibility. Balance implies managing

competing attachments — holding each frame at roughly equal weight. This is still a

relationship to the frames, still a form of reactivity. A flexible actor has no friction. The

situation calls for Force, Force is applied, and the moment it is no longer the right tool the

frame is released without remainder. No residual loyalty to the method. No identity cost in

switching.

Sovereign action is therefore clean. This is why apex institutions appear, from the outside, to

act inconsistently — sometimes deploying force, sometimes diplomacy, sometimes financial

pressure, sometimes cultural influence. The inconsistency is not incoherence. It is frame

flexibility in operation. The sovereign is not confused. The observer is, because the observer

is trying to read sovereign behavior from within a single frame.

A crucial corollary: anyone can claim sovereignty. This does not mean it would be legal to do

so — sovereignty means you are the law creator, not the law follower. You do not need a right

to be sovereign. You simply act as one and then engage in full-spectrum dominance to

sustain it. Sovereignty is not granted. It is exercised and defended.

This also means sovereignty is a spectrum, not a binary. Engaging in an ordinary degree of

full-spectrum development — physical fitness, martial capability, reading, engineering, finance,

strategic awareness — is itself a deeply fulfilling life, and a life that is structurally difficult for

more powerful actors to interfere with. If you have sufficiently ensured the survival and

coherence of your family, you are playing at the same metaphysical level as the apex families,

even if at a different scale. They are more powerful because they have chosen to act

generation over generation, accumulating familial power across centuries. But if your own

house is in order — if your family’s survival is not in question outside of civilizational

catastrophe — then the difference is one of scale, not of kind. This is the attainment of what

might be called the aristocratic soul: a sovereign posture available to anyone who pursues it.

The problem is that access to this understanding is gatekept and structurally discouraged.

Nevertheless, anyone who engages in conscious self-improvement rather than passive

consumption of content is capable of breaking out of these loops. Not everyone arrives at
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the same model of what they are doing when they do this, but it is the subject of this essay

to describe exactly the nature of that process.

Frame theory traditionally implies that everyone is in a frame — there is no view from

nowhere. The sovereign position seems to require exactly that: a frame-free vantage point

from which all frames are equally available. This is a genuine paradox.

The resolution is that the sovereign does have a frame — it is simply not one of the

structure’s frames. The apex institution’s organizing frame is the institution itself: its

continuation, its positional integrity, its multigenerational project. This frame is prior to the

structure and outside it.

Every non-sovereign actor’s meta-frame is also a layer frame — the manager’s why is

management success, the financier’s why is financial return, the lawyer’s why is legal

correctness. Their meta-frame and their object-level frame are the same thing. This identity is

what produces the attachment that traps them. They cannot step outside their frame

because their frame is what tells them who they are.

This is precisely what gnosis dissolves. The gnostic shift does not give you a new frame. It

gives you the capacity to step outside any frame by making the frame itself visible as a

frame. The mystery traditions located this in the self beneath the ego, the awareness beneath

the content of awareness. The institutional sovereign locates it in the family and its

multigenerational project. In both cases, the answer to “what are you when you are not your

frame?” is the same structural type: something that persists across frames because it is not

of any frame.

Civilization’s Paradox: Domestication and the Escape Routes

Civilization is a domestication process. The wild animal has high energy and limited cognitive

development relative to its domesticated counterpart. The domesticated animal has lower

energy, is more predictable, more manageable, receives shelter and provision reliably. It has

traded energy and the friction that comes with it for security.

Over sufficient generations this is not merely behavioral. It is genetic and cultural. The

selection pressure of civilized life actively removes the high-energy variants — through

execution, imprisonment, social exclusion, or simply the failure to thrive in environments that

reward compliance. The civilized population is not the same population as the pre-civilized

one. It has been selected, over many generations, for the energy-cognitive profile that makes
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it compatible with mass organization.

The paradox: the average civilized person is weaker than the average pre-civilized person in

their individual capacities while believing themselves to be stronger because they are

surrounded by the accumulated infrastructure of the civilization. They mistake borrowed

competence for intrinsic capacity. Strip the infrastructure and the eikasia-quadrant individual

has no internal resources to replace it because developing internal resources requires exactly

the energy and cognitive friction that civilization has been selecting against.

This is the deepest reason eikasia is the most populous quadrant in any mature civilization. It

is not produced by explicit suppression alone. It is the endpoint of the domestication process

— the stable attractor that multi-generational civilized life produces in the majority, because

the majority is continuously selected for it.

The natural escape routes from eikasia — the mechanisms by which someone might move

into one of the other three quadrants — are therefore the primary targets of the control

apparatus:

Energy surges — particularly in young men, where testosterone peaks in the late teens and

early twenties naturally push toward pistis regardless of cognitive development. Young men

are the most volatile element in any managed population precisely because the energy

arrives before the cognitive structure to channel it and before the system has fully

domesticated the individual. The management of this surge — through spectacle, channeled

competition, early debt and domestication, identification of safe targets for Force-frame

response — is one of the most consistent functions of the Social layer across cultures and

eras.

Cognitive disruption — contact with a genuinely incompatible frame, which can push from

eikasia into dianoia by making the invisible structure visible for the first time. The

management of this disruption: miseducation that provides cognitive development within

channels useful to the structure without ever pointing at the structure itself; the social cost of

structural literacy; and the absorption of genuine insight into entertainment, where it

circulates as content rather than converting to action.

Somatic disruption — genuine physical challenge, hunger, danger, or deprivation that can

restore energy by forcing the nervous system out of its domesticated baseline. The

management of this: sufficient comfort to prevent the somatic disruption that would force
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energy development, while maintaining sufficient anxiety to prevent the genuine security that

would allow sustained Orient phase development. The chronic low-grade stress of managed

civilized life is a precise instrument: high enough to suppress the energy surplus required for

higher-frame cognition, low enough to prevent the acute disruption that would force real

adaptation.

The Shepherd’s Crook: Domestication as the Origin of Elite Cognition

The preceding section described civilization as a domestication process. But this raises a

prior question: who first learned to domesticate, and what did the learning teach them?

The Standard Account and What It Misses

The conventional explanation for why horse-mounted steppe peoples — Indo-Europeans,

Mongols, Scythians, later Turks — were able to dominate settled agricultural populations so

consistently attributes it to mobility advantage, shock and terror of mounted charge, superior

archery from horseback, and raiding economics. All of these are real. But they explain military

victories, not the more durable phenomenon: why these conquests so consistently resulted in

the conquering group becoming the ruling class rather than simply extracting tribute and

leaving. The cavalry peoples did not just win. They installed themselves as aristocracies and

maintained dominance across generations even after the military advantage was neutralized

by settled populations adopting similar techniques.

The hypothesis: the cavalry peoples’ durable advantage was not primarily tactical but

cognitive. They understood, from practical experience with animal domestication, the

mechanics of behavioral management — and the settled populations they conquered had no

frame for recognizing when those techniques were being applied to them.

What Domestication Actually Teaches

Working with animals — specifically breaking, training, and managing horses and cattle —

develops a specific and transferable knowledge base that has almost no equivalent in settled

agricultural life:

Reading behavioral states before they manifest as action. The horse trainer must read subtle

somatic cues — ear position, muscle tension, breathing rate, weight distribution — that

precede behavioral expression. The animal’s internal state must be read from external signals

before it produces an action, because by the time the action manifests it is too late to

intervene cleanly. This is Orient phase development applied to another organism’s nervous
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system. It produces an extraordinarily refined capacity for reading pre-behavioral states in any

animal, including humans.

Managing energy rather than suppressing it. Bad horse breaking uses force to suppress the

animal’s energy. Good horse breaking — what natural horsemanship now calls “joining up” —

uses the animal’s own energy, redirects it, and channels it until the animal chooses

compliance. The horse is not broken in the sense of being destroyed. It is managed into a

state where its energy works for the trainer rather than against him. The trainer who

understands this distinction has a fundamentally different relationship to power than one

who only understands suppression. This is the two-dimensional insight applied practically:

the strategic dimension does not destroy the tactical dimension. It channels it.

Timing the intervention to the receptive window. Animal training is entirely about timing —

the intervention must come at the exact moment when the animal’s state is receptive to it.

Too early and it has no effect. Too late and it reinforces the wrong behavior. This produces

an acute sensitivity to the moment of maximum receptivity in another organism’s behavioral

cycle — in the framework’s terms, when the subject is in the highest-absorption, lowest-meta-

representational-capacity state.

Distinguishing the individual from the herd dynamic. Pastoral peoples managed both

individual animals and herds. The herd has its own dynamics — panic propagates, calm

propagates, a single agitated animal can destabilize a hundred calm ones, a single calm

animal can anchor an agitated group. Managing a herd requires understanding both

individual psychology and collective contagion. This is the cognitive toolkit for managing the

relationship between Force (individual) and Social (crowd) that settled agricultural

populations, working with grain rather than animals, simply did not develop.

The learned confidence of the one who manages. There is a feedback loop in animal

handling: the handler who is calm and certain produces calm in the animal; the handler who

is anxious produces anxiety. The horse reads the handler’s somatic state and responds to it.

This trains the handler, over years, to produce the somatic state of calm certainty regardless

of internal feeling — because their effectiveness depends on it. This is the trained somatic

presentation of dominance described in the energy polarity section. It is not merely

performed. It is physiologically real and physiologically readable by the animals (and

humans) being managed.
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The Population as Herd

The settled agricultural population had none of this. Their relationship with the natural world

was primarily with plants — which do not have nervous systems, do not read your somatic

state, do not respond to your energy level, do not require you to develop the Orient phase as

applied to another organism’s psychology. Grain farming develops patience, seasonal

thinking, and collective labor organization. It does not develop the specific toolkit of

behavioral management that animal domestication does.

When the cavalry people arrived, they were not just physically more mobile. They were

cognitively equipped for something the settled population had no frame for. They knew, from

practical experience, how to read the herd’s state, when to apply pressure, when to release,

how to use the herd’s own energy against itself, how to identify the lead animals whose

orientation would determine the orientation of the rest. The settled population experienced

this as mysterious domination. From the cavalry people’s perspective it was applied animal

husbandry.

The most important element of the hypothesis: the settled population did not realize when it

happened to them. This is the frame-crossing problem the paper describes. The techniques

being applied came from a domain — animal management — that the settled population had

no experience with and therefore no frame for recognizing. When the cavalry chieftain read

the crowd’s somatic state, timed his address to the moment of maximum receptivity, used

the energy of collective fear to redirect rather than confront, and worked through the lead

individuals whose orientation would cascade through the group — none of this was visible as

technique. It was visible as authority. As natural dominance. As the obvious rightness of the

chieftain’s claim to rule.

This is the political formula in its most archaic form: not a constructed legitimizing narrative

but a demonstrated somatic reality. The chieftain who has been trained by horses to produce

the somatic signature of dominance is not performing authority. He is radiating it, in a

register that the human nervous system reads directly, below the level of conscious

evaluation — the same register the hypnosis mechanism operates on. The population’s

response is not a decision. It is a nervous system recognition. The settled population had no

frame for “this person has been trained by years of animal handling to produce specific

somatic states that my nervous system automatically defers to.” They had the frame “this

person is a natural ruler” — which is the eikasia interpretation of a sophisticated technique

they lacked the cognitive toolkit to identify.
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Historical Evidence

The Indo-European expansion (roughly 3500-1000 BCE) is the primary case. Steppe

pastoralists from the Pontic-Caspian region expanded across Eurasia with a speed and

thoroughness that replaced or absorbed virtually every existing population. The genetic and

linguistic evidence (David Reich’s ancient DNA work, the Yamnaya horizon) shows this was

not just cultural diffusion. It was significant population replacement, particularly of male

lineages — the Y-chromosome of most European men today traces to these steppe

populations. What they brought was not just horses and wheels. They brought the kurgan

burial tradition, which specifically buried horses with high-status males — the horse as

extension of the elite male’s identity and power. The horse is not just a tool in these cultures.

It is a status symbol, a ritual object, and a cognitive marker of the ruling class’s relationship

to the world.

The caste system’s origin is illuminating. The Indo-European invasion of South Asia produced

the Vedic caste system, where the Kshatriya (warrior/ruling class) maintained the pastoral

relationship with horses — the ashvamedha (horse sacrifice) is a royal ritual — while the

lower castes were assigned to settled agricultural and craft functions. The cognitive toolkit of

the pastoralist is literally institutionalized as the ruling class’s defining relationship to the

world.

The Mongol empire is the most extreme case. A relatively small population of steppe

pastoralists conquered and administered the largest contiguous land empire in history.

Genghis Khan’s administrative genius — the yam relay system, the meritocratic military

structure, the religious tolerance — reflects the herd management logic: do not suppress the

energy of conquered populations, redirect it. Do not destroy functional institutions, absorb

them. Identify the lead animals (local administrators) and work through them rather than

replacing them wholesale. The Mongol conquest was in many respects the most

sophisticated application of pastoral management techniques to human populations in

recorded history.

The European aristocracy’s relationship with horses persists as a class marker long after it

has any military relevance. Dressage, fox hunting, polo, horse racing — the aristocracy

maintained the horse relationship as identity well into the industrial era. This is usually

dismissed as tradition or status display. The hypothesis suggests it is something more: the

preservation of the cognitive toolkit and the somatic training that the toolkit requires, as a

class-specific form of Orient phase development that is not available to those who do not
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have it.

The Deeper Implication

If this hypothesis is correct, it suggests that the earliest and most durable form of elite

cognitive advantage over managed populations was not literacy, not legal sophistication, not

financial technique — all of which came later. It was the Orient phase as applied to other

organisms’ nervous systems, developed through the practical necessity of animal

management and then transferred to human population management.

Literacy, law, and finance are the pen’s later elaborations. The original pen — the first

technology that gave a cognitive class durable leverage over a larger population — may have

been the shepherd’s crook. Not metaphorically. The actual practical knowledge of how to

manage a herd of animals whose behavior you can read before they express it, whose energy

you can redirect rather than suppress, and whose lead members’ orientation will cascade

through the group.

The word “pastor” — the shepherd — becomes the universal metaphor for the ruler across the

Near Eastern and Mediterranean world. The Mesopotamian king is the shepherd of his

people. The Egyptian pharaoh is the shepherd of Egypt. The Homeric king is the shepherd of

his people (poimen laon). Christ is the Good Shepherd. This is usually read as a metaphor for

care. The hypothesis suggests it is a description of a technique.

The flock does not know it is being herded. That is the point.

Signs to Follow: Family as the Atom of Power

The organism is the institution; the individual is its vehicle. Power that terminates at a person

is fragile. Power that reproduces through structure, rules, and ritual is, in principle, indefinitely

durable. Napoleon remade Europe militarily and was exiled twice. The Code Napoléon

reshaped European law for two centuries after his defeat. The institution absorbed the man

and kept what was useful.

This observation cuts against naive conspiratorial thinking that terminates at a person.

Naming a person is almost always a red herring. The Venetian oligarchy did not require a

mastermind. It ran on interlocking incentive structures, marriage alliances, and information

monopolies that reproduced themselves across centuries. Identifying the structure is the

analytical task.
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If institutions outlast individuals, what outlasts institutions? The family — specifically, the

family operating as a multigenerational strategic unit rather than merely a household.

Every other loyalty structure has a defection problem. Ideological movements fracture when

the ideology is contested. Business partnerships dissolve when incentives diverge. Fraternal

orders can be infiltrated, bought, or compromised at the individual level. Religious institutions

get captured by doctrine disputes. All of these are institutions composed of individuals who

chose to join and can choose to leave.

Family is constitutive of individuals in a way that precedes choice. Biological loyalty requires

no maintenance. Information security is structural — family conversations require no NDAs

because defection carries immediate personal cost that no legal structure needs to create.

Long time horizons are natural — a patriarch planning for grandchildren is automatically

operating on a sixty-year horizon. Self-interest aligns with collective interest not through

ideology but through identity: the family’s wealth is your wealth, the family’s enemies are your

enemies, the family’s position is your position.

This is the missing specification in elite theory. Pareto and Mosca established that elites

inevitably rule but could not fully explain why specific elites persist across systemic

disruptions that should, on the theory of elite circulation, replace them with new elites. The

family is the answer. Individual members are vehicles. The family is the organism.

If durable power requires operating across the full Force Abstraction Theory simultaneously,

what kind of institution can actually maintain this across time?

It must outlast individuals — the operating logic must be embedded in structure, not in

personnel. It must maintain operational secrecy structurally, not through enforcement —

secrecy maintained by structural loyalty, where defection is personally catastrophic

regardless of legal consequences, is of a different kind than secrecy maintained by NDAs. It

must operate on multigenerational time horizons naturally, not through discipline — an

institution that requires conscious effort to think in generational terms will be outcompeted

by one for which it is the default frame. It must align individual self-interest with collective

interest without requiring ideology to bridge them — constructed ideological bridges can be

deconstructed. And it must have a meta-frame that is prior to and independent of the

structure — a stable identity that does not depend on any layer’s frame for its coherence,

allowing genuine frame flexibility rather than mere frame balance.
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Only one institution meets all five requirements: the family. This is why the family axiom is

not merely a historical observation but a structural prediction: wherever you find

multigenerational apex power, you will find a family or family-equivalent structure at its core,

because nothing else can sustain the combination of loyalty, secrecy, time horizon, interest

alignment, and frame independence that full-spectrum dominance requires.

Every other loyalty structure has a defection problem that family structurally avoids.

Biological loyalty requires no maintenance. Information security is structural. Long time

horizons are natural rather than disciplined. And crucially, the family’s organizing frame — its

why — is the family itself: its continuation, its positional integrity, its multigenerational project.

This meta-frame does not compete with any layer’s frame because it operates at a different

level of abstraction entirely. The family member can operate from the Force frame, the

Finance frame, the Law frame, without any of those frames threatening their fundamental

identity. They know who they are before they enter any layer of the structure.

This is the same resolution as gnosis, applied institutionally. The gnostic individual finds the

identity that is prior to all frames — the awareness beneath the content of awareness — and

this allows genuine frame flexibility rather than frame balance. The apex family finds the

identity that is prior to all structure-layer frames — the bloodline and its project — and this

allows multigenerational sovereignty rather than generational capture. In both cases, the

meta-frame paradox is resolved by finding something that persists across frames because it

is not of any frame.

What is nobility, properly understood? Not a title — a property relationship. The noble family

does not run a nation. It owns one. Politicians run states the way managers run companies:

with real authority, within constraints set by owners, removable when they diverge from owner

interests, without claim on the underlying asset. Modernity converted visible ownership into

invisible ownership. The formal aristocracy was dissolved. The property relationship was not.

The question that follows is not who manages the state but who the managers ultimately

answer to, even when that answering is indirect, mediated through institutional structure

rather than explicit command.

At sufficient scale, the apex family becomes a pseudo-state: a state without territory, whose

sovereignty is positional rather than geographical. It owns positions within other states rather

than land. This resolves the apparent paradox of institutional migration — Rome, Venice,

Amsterdam, London, Washington. The institution does not need territory because its territory

is the positions themselves. When the dominant positional cluster shifts, the family extends
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into the new center while maintaining the previous one.

The pseudo-state has all essential state functions: military capacity through private

intelligence and security operations; judicial capacity through arbitration, blackmail, and

selective law enforcement access; financial capacity independent of any single national

treasury; diplomatic capacity through back-channel access exceeding any formal diplomatic

corps. What it lacks is the one thing that would make it visible and therefore vulnerable:

declared territory. Territorial sovereignty announces itself. Positional sovereignty does not.

Some estimates place the world’s apex elite at a single extended “family” numbering in the

hundreds of thousands — most of whom hold no extraordinary individual power but can be

called upon to act as part of a coordinated network. Attempting to estimate the number of

sub-families at the top misses the point. That number holds no consistent meaning. Look at

a family tree: “family” mixes fifty percent with another family every generation. Only pure

endogamy keeps a bloodline isolated, and there is considerable historical evidence — and no

shortage of ancient myth — suggesting that deliberate endogamy has been practiced among

ruling lineages precisely to preserve the concentration of power, knowledge, and genetic

advantage.

It is difficult to name these elite families by ethnicity, nation, or religion, because all of those

categories are external — they describe the symbol system, not the inner world. Conversely, if

one could access their internal symbols, the temptation would be to interpret them literally —

the triangle means “three,” so they must believe the dialectic triad is the source of all wisdom.

But the symbol is only the language. Without the context of the frame that produced it, you

cannot truly interpret a symbol. This is why external analysis of elite symbolism produces

either nothing or fantasy, while internal analysis is structurally inaccessible to anyone outside

the institution.

Sovereignty’s Opposing Reference Frame: The Tracking Problem

If the apex institution is a family — or a network of families — with no fixed territory, no fixed

ethnicity, and a history of migrating across dominant centers without being defined by any of

them, then tracking it by location or ethnic attribution is a category error. It confuses the

vessel with the institution.

At any given historical moment, the apex institution uses available networks as operational

infrastructure: ethnic networks, religious networks, financial networks, fraternal orders. When
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the center of gravity shifts, it routes through different networks. The network is not the

institution. Mistaking the vehicle for the driver produces analytical dead ends and directs

energy at populations rather than structures.

What remains stable across migrations is not personnel but methodology: specific

techniques of monetary control, legal architecture, intelligence tradecraft, and institutional

design. The operating system persists. The hardware changes.

To track the institution, track the methodology:

• Who writes the foundational legal texts that other legal systems defer to?

• Who controls monetary issuance at the level above central banks?

• Who runs intelligence operations that other intelligence services cannot fully penetrate or

audit?

• Which symbols of continuity appear across institutional migrations that cannot be

explained by national or ethnic identity?

The tracking problem becomes even more acute when the apex institution actively produces

decoys. If it conducts intelligence operations that look like independent criminal or political

organizations but are actually managed assets, how do we distinguish a genuine independent

sovereign from an intelligence project designed to resemble one?

Whether any organization represents genuine independent sovereignty or a managed asset

requires evaluation against four criteria:

1. Operational independence: Can the organization act against the apparent interests of

state intelligence services? An asset cannot; a genuine sovereign can.

2. Multigenerational blood continuity at leadership level: Intelligence projects tend to use

ideological or financial loyalty at the top. Genuine family sovereignty uses blood.

3. Independent symbol system: Does the organization have its own cosmology, ritual,

and internal symbol structure that predates its current form and cannot be traced to a

state intelligence tradition?

4. Genuine survival of suppression: Has the organization survived serious state attempts

to destroy it, or have those attempts been theatrical? An asset survives because its

handlers protect it. A genuine sovereign survives because its structure is resilient.

Most organizations fail at least one of these tests when examined closely. That failure is

itself informative — it indicates either a managed asset or an organization that achieved only
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Management-layer or Social-layer reach, never genuine sovereignty.

Secret Societies and Proto-Modern Worldview

If the family is the atom of apex power, then secret societies are its shadow — the form that

elite coordination takes when it operates outside the visible structures of government,

commerce, and religion. The question of how these societies shaped the intellectual life of

entire civilizations illuminates the sovereignty layer’s deepest mechanism: the management

of knowledge itself.

The most powerful European nobility controlled where their principal houses had dispersed

to. The network traceable as the “Black Nobility” — families whose lineages connect to the

Roman and Venetian aristocracies — established positions across the continent’s key cities.

Among these was Frankfurt, Germany, where the Rothschild banking dynasty got its start and

where, centuries later, the Frankfurt School would prolifically write the intellectual script for

the twentieth century. This is not a conspiracy in the vulgar sense — it is the predicted

behavior of positional sovereignty operating across generations. The ideas that reshape a

civilization’s self-understanding tend to originate in the cities where the apex institution has

its houses. The intellectual environment is not independent of the power environment.

Out of this world — the world of early modern European secret societies, esoteric orders, and

the families that funded and directed them — emerges a set of thinkers who read its

products with various degrees of accuracy. Some had inside information: Carl Jung’s father

was a Grandmaster of Swiss Freemasonry, and Jung’s entire psychological framework — the

archetypes, the collective unconscious, the process of individuation — can be read as an

attempt to translate initiatory knowledge into secular-scientific language. Some had no inside

access but genuine insight, and fell into the delusions of their own making: Freud, whose

verbiage has polluted modern psychology and left us with dubious value in most of his

theories, even when they rhymed with truth. The insight was often real. The frame through

which it was expressed determined whether it clarified or obscured.

Nietzsche emerges in this same world. His most significant and yet most underrated work,

The Birth of Tragedy, goes in depth on the distinction between the Apollonian and the

Dionysian. These are not literal factions or self-identifying parties. They are archetypes —

different versions of frame maturation and integration in masculinity and leadership. Apollo

represents the principle of form, individuation, and rational order — the Orient phase

crystallized into structure. Dionysus represents the principle of dissolution, ecstasy, and
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primal unity — the Act phase in its most uncontained expression. The tension between them

is a metaphysical battle between ideas themselves, and Nietzsche’s argument is that the

greatest cultural achievements emerge from their integration, not from the victory of one over

the other. This is the strategic-tactical tension expressed as civilizational aesthetics.

It is from this position — having mapped the deepest tension in human consciousness — that

Nietzsche’s analysis of morality becomes intelligible. His concept of ressentiment maps

almost precisely onto Force Abstraction Theory.

Master morality is the morality of frame flexibility: the master does not need external

validation, does not need the slave to agree. Value flows from capacity.

Slave morality inverts this. Unable to change the master’s actual position in the structure, it

changes the evaluation of positions — making the upper layers morally suspect and the Force

layer morally superior. Ressentiment is the engine: the slave cannot act against the master

from within the structure, so the slave acts against the master’s values in the only domain

available — the moral and Social frame.

Mapped onto Force Abstraction Theory:

• Master morality is the morality of frame flexibility — value flows from the capacity to

move through the structure freely

• Slave morality is the morality of frame capture — value is inverted so that the frame

you’re stuck in becomes the highest frame

• Ressentiment is the Social-layer operation by which the frame-captured actor attacks the

legitimacy of upper frames without being able to access them

The revenge fantasy — the violent hero who rights all wrongs — is the dream-form of this

inversion. It imagines a world where the structure doesn’t exist, where a single sufficiently

righteous act of Force could dissolve all the upper layers and produce justice directly. It has

never worked, because the upper layers do not dissolve when confronted with Force. They

absorb it, redirect it, and use it to reproduce themselves.

Masonry: The Common Man’s Mystery School

If secret societies have traditionally served the elite — providing the initiatory structures,

cross-generational knowledge transmission, and loyalty networks through which apex

families coordinate outside public institutions — then Masonry represents the most serious
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historical attempt to make that same architecture available to the common man. Its solution

was graduated initiation: a ratchet of mutual vulnerability that approximates family loyalty

without blood. At its peak in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Masonic networks

functioned as a surrogate nobility for the professional and merchant classes — providing

cross-border loyalty structures, preferential business networks, and political coordination

operating outside formal state channels. It was an attempt to build a pseudo-family capable

of competing at the Law and sovereignty layers, and for a time, it came remarkably close.

Masonry’s moments of greatness are real and should not be dismissed by its later

degradation. The American and French Revolutions were substantially Masonic projects. The

Enlightenment’s most consequential political ideas — constitutional government, separation

of powers, individual rights — were developed and propagated through Masonic lodges

before they entered public discourse. The fraternity produced genuine cross-class and cross-

national solidarity at a scale no other non-family institution had achieved. These are not

trivial accomplishments. They represent the closest approach to sovereignty-layer operation

that any non-biological institution has managed.

But properly understood, Masonry and gnosticism are equivalent concepts. The word itself

encodes the identity: a mason is a builder. The builder principle — the capacity to construct,

to generate, to bring form out of formlessness — is the creative and generative principle at

the heart of gnostic cosmology. The Demiurge builds the cosmos. The initiate builds the self.

The mason builds the temple. These are not separate activities described by analogy. They

are the same activity operating at different scales. Masons, metaphysically understood, are

children of the Demiurge — beings who create on earth as the generative principle creates in

the cosmos. This is what Genesis 3:22 is really about: “Behold, the man has become as one

of us, knowing good and evil” — the recognition that the human who has undergone gnosis

has become a creator, a builder, a participant in the generative principle rather than merely a

subject of it.

This reading of Genesis 3:22 is not speculative in the way it might appear. The secretive Skull

and Bones society at Yale — which admits only a handful of new members per year and

whose alumni include multiple presidents, CIA directors, and figures at the apex of American

institutional power — displays the number 322 prominently across its regalia and internal

symbolism. This is not an arbitrary number. It is a couched reference to the gnostic ideology

that the society’s founders understood and encoded: the knowledge of good and evil as the

defining characteristic of the initiated, the builder, the one who has crossed from passive
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creation to active participation in the generative principle. Skull and Bones illustrates the

distinction between elite and common-man versions of the same tradition. Where Masonry

attempted to make gnostic initiation broadly available, societies like Skull and Bones kept it

exclusive — and it is the exclusive version, predictably, that produced presidents and

intelligence directors rather than local businessmen and civic leaders.

The framework’s prediction about Masonry’s fate is clear: any non-family institution that

achieves genuine sovereignty-layer reach will be infiltrated and captured rather than

destroyed. Destruction creates martyrs and draws attention. The captured institution is, from

the perspective of its lower-level members, indistinguishable from one that never threatened

the apex. The discontinuity exists only at the degrees that matter — which are precisely the

degrees whose content is not visible to lower members. Whether this is precisely what

happened to Masonry is an empirical question. The structural prediction is unambiguous.

What remains in modern Freemasonry — the charitable works, the fraternal camaraderie, the

symbolic rituals performed without living understanding of their gnostic content — is the

exoteric shell of a tradition whose esoteric core was either extracted upward into more

exclusive institutions or allowed to atrophy through neglect.

But Masonry’s partial success — and it was a genuine partial success, producing the

American and French Revolutions, constitutional government, and a period of extraordinary

human advancement — raises a question the framework must address: what allowed a non-

family institution to compete at the sovereignty layer at all, even temporarily?

The answer is not loyalty alone. Graduated initiation and mutual vulnerability approximate

family bonds, but they do not replicate them. The defection problem is managed, not

eliminated. What Masonry had that most non-family institutions lack was twofold: a

dialectical practice and a positive vision.

The lodge was not merely a repository of texts to be memorized and quizzed on. It was a

structure for what the Platonic tradition calls the dialectical method — the practice of making

one’s own consciousness the object of willful scrutiny by mirroring it in the consciousness of

another. The point of the Platonic dialogue is not to compare different views. It is to use the

other mind as a surface against which your own method of thinking becomes visible to you —

not what you believe, but how and why you believe it. This is gnosis cultivated through

interpersonal friction rather than solitary contemplation. Iron sharpens iron. Two minds

engaged in genuine dialectic do not merely exchange information. They develop, in each

other, the meta-representational capacity that gnosis describes — the capacity to see one’s
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own frame as a frame. The lodge, at its best, was an institutional structure for sustaining this

practice across generations: a community whose members’ frames were wider than the

Social layer’s default, whose collective synchronization field supported and stabilized the

development of genuine cognitive capacity in each member. This is the social form of frame

development — and it explains why the lodge produced results that solitary study cannot

replicate. The practice is inherently relational. You cannot see your own frame without a

mirror, and another developed mind is the only mirror that works. The Masonic lodges did not

organize primarily around what they opposed. They organized around what they intended to

build. Constitutional government, productive national banking, individual rights, the

advancement of arts and sciences — these were not reactions against the old order. They

were designs for a new one. The energy of opposition is powerful but structurally limited. It

unites people against a common enemy, but the unity dissolves the moment the enemy

changes form or the opposition achieves a partial victory without knowing what to do next.

The energy of shared positive vision operates differently. It unites people around what they

are building rather than what they are fighting, and the unity persists as long as the project

persists — which, if the project is genuinely generative, can be a very long time.

This is the structural insight that most opposition movements throughout history have

lacked. They identify real problems at real layers of the structure — corruption, extraction,

manipulation — and generate genuine energy in response. But the energy is directed entirely

toward stopping the bad rather than building the good. “Stop corruption” and “restore the

constitution” are not policies. They are slogans. They do not tell anyone what to do differently

on Monday morning. They do not close technology gaps, build infrastructure, or create the

institutional alternatives that would make the existing structure obsolete rather than merely

exposed. The governed react with revulsion when they perceive they are being cheated —

when the gap between what could be and what is becomes visible. But revulsion without a

blueprint for the alternative is a pressure valve, not an escape route. It generates Force-frame

fantasies of revolution — the hero who will expose the villain, the uprising that will restore

justice — while leaving the structure intact. The French Revolution decapitated the aristocracy

without replacing the institutional logic. The result was not liberation but Napoleon.

Masonry, at its best, avoided this trap. It did not merely critique the old order. It designed and

built a new one — imperfect, incomplete, and ultimately vulnerable to capture, but real. The

American Republic was a concrete institutional alternative, not a protest movement. It had

productive finance (Hamiltonian national banking), a constitutional framework (separation of

powers, individual rights), and an armed citizenry (the second amendment as structural
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insurance against the de facto / de jure gap). These were not abstract principles. They were

operational systems that, for a time, produced the most broadly prosperous and individually

sovereign population in recorded history. The Masonic project succeeded to the degree that it

offered something worth building, and failed to the degree that it could not protect what it

built from the older, more durable institution — the family — whose time horizons exceeded

its own.

The lesson for any non-family institution that aspires to sovereignty-layer operation is

therefore precise: you cannot compete with the family on loyalty or time horizon. What you

can compete on is vision — the capacity to articulate and build a concrete alternative

compelling enough to organize cooperation among people who do not share blood. A

positive vision cannot hold people together forever the way kinship can. But it can hold them

together long enough to build something real — to repel an enemy, to establish an institution,

to create a period of genuine advancement. The Masonic lodges did this. The question is

whether it can be done again, under contemporary conditions, with awareness of why it failed

the first time. The most effective form of red-pilling is not proving that the existing order is

corrupt — most people already sense this. It is demonstrating the gap between what is

technically possible and what is actually being delivered. That gap, once perceived, generates

its own energy, because the feeling of being cheated is one of the most potent motivators in

human psychology. But the gap can only be demonstrated by someone who understands

both what exists and what could replace it. This is why technical competence — not just

political awareness — is the prerequisite for genuine collective agency.

Abrahamic and Gnostic as Competing Strategies

The tension between Abrahamic institutional religion and Gnostic traditions is, in the two-

dimensional framework, the tension between two opposite applications of the same

knowledge about consciousness.

The exoteric Abrahamic structure in its institutional forms operates as a PSM construction

apparatus. Sin is defined externally. The authoritative voice is external — scripture, clergy,

divine command. Self-examination is directed toward conformity with an externally-specified

template rather than toward perception of one’s own cognitive structure. Salvation is

conditional on acceptance of an externally-provided identity. The PSM is given its content by

the institution. The transparency property is weaponized: the institutional self-model

becomes phenomenally transparent — experienced as the real self rather than as an

externally constructed frame. The bicameral structure is deliberately maintained and
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theologically sanctified. God’s voice is external command, and the appropriate response is

obedience, not examination.

The Gnostic inversion is point-for-point opposite. Gnosis is specifically direct experiential

knowledge — not belief in an external authority but perception of one’s own cognitive

structure. The Gnostic traditions uniformly identify the Demiurge — the false god, the

institutional authority, the external voice — as the mechanism of sleep. Liberation is the

recognition that you are not your constructed identity. The one who achieves gnosis has not

adopted a better belief system. They have developed the meta-representational capacity to

see any belief system as a belief system, including the one they inhabit.

The difference between the Gnostic’s goal and the sovereign’s goal is what the waking is for.

The Gnostic wakes to escape the Demiurge’s world. The sovereign wakes to operate more

effectively within it. The cognitive achievement is the same. The application differs.

Somnambulism — sleepwalking — is the natural baseline. You are already dreaming. The

external voice has always already been incorporated into the PSM before the evaluating

function developed. Waking is the achievement, not the default. This is the Gnostic claim, and

it is structurally identical to what the contemporary framework arrives at through

neuroscience: the transparency of the PSM is the default; meta-representation is the

exception; gnosis is the development of that exception into a stable capacity.

Christianity as Gnostic Revolution

As mentioned earlier, the Christian movement transformed the idea of “God” from the relative

to the absolute (from one powerful being among many to the singular, unconditional ground

of all being) but was not an organic theological evolution. It was the esoteric becoming

exoteric. Christianity, in its original form, was the shaman becoming the world teacher:

initiatory knowledge that had been preserved within closed traditions was, for the first time,

offered to the world at large. The gnostic leanings of later thinkers — Valentinus, the Cathars,

the medieval mystics — are not divergences from original Christianity. They are inadvertent

returns to it. Original Christianity was itself a gnostic movement operating on an already

orthodox tradition — Judaism’s temple cult — and what it introduced was the mystery

school’s central insight, repackaged for mass transmission.

The lineage of this transmission is traceable. The ancient Phoenicians and Egyptians

preserved cosmological and initiatory knowledge through the Greek Dark Ages, when much of

the Aegean world lost its literate traditions. Plato’s work — the Allegory of the Cave, the
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Divided Line, the Demiurge of the Timaeus — is heavily gnostic in character: it distinguishes

between the world of appearances and the world of true forms, between the many who see

shadows and the few who turn toward the light. From Plato, the thread runs through a

network of mystery schools — Eleusinian, Orphic, Mithraic, Hermetic — that existed largely in

secret around the time of Christianity’s emergence, driven underground in part by Roman

efforts to close or co-opt initiatory traditions that produced independent thinkers rather than

obedient citizens. Western civilization inherits its literary and philosophical tradition from

Greeks and Romans, but what it inherits is the exoteric residue of a tradition whose esoteric

core was transmitted through different channels entirely.

To understand why this particular cognitive revolution succeeded where others did not, we

must understand the political landscape in which it emerged. At the time of Christ, four major

empires dominated the Mediterranean and Near Eastern world: Rome, ruled by the Julio-

Claudian dynasty; Pontus, whose networks persisted long after Mithridates the Great’s death

— diminished in formal power but still operative as underground infrastructure, and possibly

the origin of the Mithraic mysteries that would later spread through the Roman military;

Parthia, the great eastern rival that Rome could never fully subdue; and Egypt, whose

Ptolemaic dynasty preserved the oldest continuous initiatory tradition in the ancient world

until its absorption by Rome. These were not merely political entities. Each carried its own

lineage of esoteric knowledge, its own ruling bloodlines, and its own claim to legitimate

sovereignty.

The historical Jesus, as emerging scholarship increasingly suggests, had bloodline

connections to multiple of these ruling houses. This is not incidental to his impact — it is

central to it. In the ancient world, bloodline was legal power. A figure with legitimate dynastic

claims across several empires possessed a form of authority that no single empire’s political

formula could contain or dismiss. Combine that extraordinary legal standing with the gnostic

revolution he carried — the transmission of initiatory knowledge to the world at large — and

you have the structural explanation for why one man became the single most impactful

human being of the past two thousand years. It was not charisma alone, not teaching alone,

not martyrdom alone. It was the convergence of dynastic legitimacy and cognitive revolution

in a single actor.

But Christianity was not a sanctioned revolution by any of these empires. Jesus came from

multiple ruling houses, yet none of them authorized the movement he led. This distinction

matters enormously for understanding what happened next. The original Jesus was not the
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sacrificial lamb of later Christian theology. He was closer to the hero archetype — a figure

leading a revolution that intended to win. The recharacterization of Jesus as a willing

sacrifice, as one who chose the cross as his purpose, is a product of the Constantinian

settlement three centuries later, when Rome needed a Christianity that taught submission

rather than sovereignty.

The original revolution is recorded in history, though not under the name “Christianity.” The

Jewish-Roman Wars — from the Great Revolt of 66 AD through the Kitos War and the Bar

Kokhba revolt, ending around 135 AD — were led by revolutionaries who should properly be

understood as the original Christians: gnostic Jews with dynastic claims, leading an armed

insurrection against Roman occupation. The historical figures at the center of this movement

appear to be the royal family of Adiabene — a dynasty whose conversions, military

contributions to Jerusalem, and royal tombs in the city are attested in Josephus and other

sources. The Romans appear to have recorded one of the brothers from this family as

Apollonius — a figure whose biography, as transmitted through Philostratus, parallels the

gospel narrative in ways that the “coincidence” frame cannot comfortably accommodate. The

full genealogical reconstruction — how the Adiabenian royals descend from or connect to the

ruling houses of Rome, Egypt, Pontus, and Parthia — is a subject for separate treatment, but

the structural point is clear: the original Christian movement was a dynastic revolution with

legitimate claims to sovereignty, not a peasant uprising that accidentally became a world

religion.

They lost. The revolution was crushed militarily by Rome across seventy years of intermittent

warfare. And it is in the aftermath of that defeat — in the three centuries between the fall of

Jerusalem and the Council of Nicaea — that Christianity was transformed from a

revolutionary movement into an imperial instrument. The Christianity formalized during the

Constantinian reforms of the early fourth century was already a thoroughly divergent form.

The Council of Nicaea (325 AD) and its successors did not merely codify doctrine — they

selected which version of Christianity would become official, and the version they selected

had an unmistakably orthodox character suited to the kind of society the Roman elite wanted

to govern. They wanted soldiers for the military, not free thinkers pursuing individual gnosis.

The gnostic gospels were suppressed. The initiatory structure was flattened into sacramental

ritual administered by a priestly class. What emerged was a religion optimized for social

control through the Social layer — a shared frame that could unify a fragmenting empire

precisely because it no longer required the cognitive development that the original tradition

demanded.
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Everything that Catholics believe about Christianity — the institutional hierarchy, the

sacramental theology, the papal authority, the catechism — is orthodox symbology with a

more hidden gnostic meaning operating beneath it. The Trinity encodes the generative

principle. The Eucharist encodes the alchemical transformation. The saints encode the

archetypes. The resurrection encodes the initiatory death and rebirth. This layering makes

understanding Christian historicity extraordinarily difficult: when meaning collapses, was what

was lost a metaphor, a literal event, or both? The orthodox surface and the gnostic depth

coexist in the same symbols, and the question of which layer any given believer or institution

is operating on determines entirely what “Christianity” means to them.

But even this post-Constantinian Christianity was not yet what Nietzsche identified as slave

morality. The orthodox framework lacked the gnostic vigor of the original — it was static in

the way that any orthodoxy is static, reproducing its forms without the living encounter with

the absolute that generated those forms. But it was not an inversion of values. It still

celebrated martial virtue, still honored the strong, still operated as a functional Social frame

for civilizations that built cathedrals and launched crusades. The introduction of slave

morality proper — the active weaponization of weakness as moral superiority — corresponds

to a later development, traceable to the period when the Black Nobility consolidated its

influence over the Church. At this point, Christianity became not merely a static orthodoxy but

a vehicle for weakening anyone who refused submission to Church authority. The Church

forced this morality at swordpoint — the Inquisition being its most explicit instrument —

which is the precise inversion Nietzsche describes: the weak do not merely revalue weakness

as strength; they use the institutional apparatus of the strong to enforce that revaluation on

everyone else.

The cognitive revolution was real, and its effects are measurable. By almost every material

metric, people today are better off than they were two thousand years ago — longer lives, less

famine, less arbitrary violence, broader access to knowledge. This is admittedly a Western

observation, and it is possible only because of the framework the revolution introduced: with

a genuinely absolute reference point and a directional concept of time, we can recognize

progress as progress rather than merely as change. A civilization operating in the purely

relative — where each era is just a different arrangement of competing forces — has no

standard by which to call any arrangement better or worse. The cognitive revolution gave us

that standard, and by that standard, the trajectory is upward.

But the revolution did not only empower the general population. It also forced the elite to
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adapt. A ruling class governing a population that possesses the concept of the absolute —

that can measure its rulers against an unchanging standard and find them wanting — cannot

govern the same way it did when the highest principle was itself relative, mutable, and under

the ruler’s direct control. In one sense, this adaptation has produced genuinely better

governance: more institutional accountability, more distributed decision-making, more

sophisticated legal frameworks that constrain arbitrary power. The elite have had to become

more competent, more responsive, and more open — not out of benevolence, but because the

cognitive revolution raised the floor of what populations would tolerate.

In another sense, the adaptation has been a counterrevolution in strategy. What was lost in

overt control had to be recovered through subtler means. The shift from direct rule to indirect

rule — from the sword to the pen — is itself a consequence of the cognitive revolution. When

the governed possess the cognitive tools to evaluate their governors, governance must

become invisible to remain effective. The proliferation of secrecy, the development of

intelligence apparatuses, the construction of narrative management systems, the engineering

of controlled opposition — these are not ancient techniques. They are the elite’s response to

a population that, thanks to the cognitive revolution, can no longer be governed through brute

orthodoxy alone. The strategies described throughout this paper — capture over destruction,

frame education suppression, the permanent diffuse enemy — are adaptations to a world in

which the governed have access to the concept of the absolute and must therefore be

managed at the Orient phase rather than simply commanded at the Force phase.

The connection to Masonry is structural, not metaphorical. If true Masonry is gnosticism —

the builder’s art of constructing inner architecture through graduated initiation — then original

Christianity was a form of true Masonry offered to the world. The etymology is encoded in

the tradition itself: Jesus was a carpenter, which is to say, Jesus was a builder, which is to

say, Jesus was a mason. The builder principle — the capacity to construct, to generate, to

bring form out of formlessness — is the creative and generative principle at the heart of

gnostic cosmology. The Demiurge builds. The initiate builds the self. The mason builds the

temple. These are not separate activities described by analogy. They are the same activity

operating at different scales. What Masonry attempted to recover in the eighteenth century —

a non-biological initiatory brotherhood capable of transmitting gnosis outside family lines —

was, in structural terms, a recovery of what Christianity had been before Rome captured it.

Christianity today has significantly lost its vigor. Centuries of slave morality orientation have

hollowed out the tradition’s capacity to produce the cognitive development it originally
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demanded. The modern Church — in nearly all its institutional forms — functions more as a

Social-layer comfort structure than as an initiatory path toward gnosis. Its practitioners are,

for the most part, operating entirely within the orthodox surface, with no awareness that a

gnostic depth exists beneath it. But Christianity retains one irreducible contribution even in its

degraded state: it plants the idea of the absolute in the minds of those who encounter it.

However faintly, however distorted by layers of institutional capture and moralistic inversion,

the concept of a singular, unconditional ground of being persists in the Christian frame. That

concept is a seed. It has the potential to be developed in a gnostic rather than anti-gnostic

direction — toward direct encounter with the absolute rather than mere obedience to

institutional authority that claims to represent it.

This potential, however, must be pursued with caution. The pro-gnostic variants of

Christianity — and of the broader esoteric tradition — have themselves been thoroughly

subverted or degraded over the centuries. The same capture-over-destruction dynamic that

the framework predicts for any institution threatening the apex applies equally to gnostic

movements, mystery schools, and esoteric orders. The most popular version of any tradition

today — whether orthodox or heterodox, exoteric or ostensibly esoteric — cannot be taken as

the ultimate source of truth. Popularity is, if anything, an inverse signal: the version that is

most widely available is the version that the sovereignty layer has determined poses the least

threat to its position. Recovering the original meaning of these concepts requires historical

methods — philological analysis, cross-referencing of primary sources, archaeological

evidence, comparative mythology — applied with the same rigor one would bring to any other

empirical investigation. Scholars such as Ammon Hillman, whose pharmacological analysis

of ancient Greek religious terminology reveals dimensions of initiatory practice that sanitized

translations have systematically obscured; Russell Gmirkin, whose work on the origins of

biblical literature challenges foundational assumptions about the dating and provenance of

the Torah; Ralph Ellis, whose historical investigations trace connections between biblical

narratives and Egyptian dynastic history — these and others represent an emerging field of

serious historical inquiry that is beginning to reconstruct what the orthodox and the popular

versions have buried. The work is far from complete, and not all of it will survive scrutiny, but

the direction is clear: the definitions of these concepts must be recovered through evidence,

not inherited through tradition.

The American Enterprise as Ongoing Gnostic Project

If the original Christianity was a gnostic revolution that aimed to make initiatory knowledge
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universal — and if Masonry was the most successful non-family attempt to recover and

implement that project — then the American Revolution was its most concrete political

expression: the attempt to build an entire civilization on gnostic principles, backed by the

institutional structures that would make those principles durable.

The American and French Revolutions should not be treated as equivalent. The French

Revolution was the sword without the pen — a Force-frame uprising that decapitated the old

order without producing an institutional alternative, collapsing within a decade into exactly

the kind of strongman rule the revolution was supposed to have abolished. The American

Revolution was structurally different: a Masonic project that succeeded in producing an

institutional alternative — constitutional government, productive national banking, an armed

citizenry, and an economic model that generated a majority middle class for the first time in

Western history. The American enterprise was not merely a political event. It was the

concrete political expression of the gnostic project described in the preceding sections — the

attempt to build a civilization of frame-literate citizens with genuine agency.

The rise of this majority middle class terrified the old European order more than any military

threat could have. Nothing in the structure of European power was prepared for a nation

where the servant class had sufficient education, leisure, capital, and institutional protection

to begin developing genuine cognitive capacity at scale. The American middle class was not

merely prosperous. It was dangerous — a population several generations deep in stable

families, producing educated, competent offspring who had the resources and the

psychological security to begin asking structural questions about the power arrangements

above them. This is why the conspiracy against American self-governance has been

continuous — not as a modern innovation but as the reassertion of the old European order

against its most dangerous challenger.

The reassertion was structural, not conspiratorial in the vulgar sense. British loyalists

remained numerous within American institutions from the founding onward. The intelligence

services that would become the CIA were built substantially from British intelligence

networks and personnel. The transition from Hamiltonian national banking (productive

finance, infrastructure investment, middle class building) to the Federal Reserve system

(extractive finance, banker’s bank, monetarism) was the financial dimension of this

reassertion. Kennedy pushed for a return to the productive model — aggressive economic

development domestically and globally, major industrial infrastructure projects — and was

killed for it. The moment of his assassination is perhaps the defining transition point from the

The Art of Power

98



American enterprise as a living project to the American enterprise as a captured institution:

the Hamiltonian developmental model decisively displaced by oligarchical monetarism, the

sovereignty of the nation subordinated to the sovereignty of the families whose time horizons

exceeded the nation’s own.

But the project was never fully destroyed. The freedoms that were won are real and

substantive. The constitutional framework, however degraded, still provides institutional

affordances that exist nowhere else. The armed citizenry, however managed through

spectacle and tribal division, still constitutes a structural fact that the sovereignty layer must

account for. The task is not to run the same con on the establishment that the founders ran

— that trick has played out. The task is to use the freedoms already won, to push the project

forward by building the productive, technological, and institutional alternatives that would

make the old order’s extraction model obsolete. The American Revolution is not a historical

event that ended in 1783. It is an ongoing project — the most successful attempt in recorded

history to translate gnostic principles into political reality — and the question of whether it

can be completed remains open.

Russia, notably, backed the American Revolution before even France, because Russia had

also adopted a developmental approach — building industry, enriching the people, progress

through production — as opposed to Britain’s monetarist model, which thrives on foreign

exploitation because it lacks the domestic resource base to sustain itself through production

alone. The geopolitical alignments of the present day still reflect this deeper structural

division between developmental and extractive models of civilization. The question “who are

the good guys?” is not answerable at the level of nations. It is answerable at the level of

models: productive finance builds civilizations; extractive finance harvests them. The actors

who build are not necessarily moral. The actors who extract are not necessarily evil. But the

structural consequences for the populations they manage are radically different, and the

framework provides the criteria for distinguishing them.

Legal Sovereignty and the Coming Revolution

Law makes sovereign intention concrete across an entire civilization — and the legal world is,

in practice, thoroughly masonic territory. Courts, bar associations, and fraternal legal

networks have been structurally intertwined with Freemasonry since the fraternity’s expansion

in the eighteenth century. Modern institutions like Bohemian Grove continue this pattern:

gatherings where legal, financial, and political elites meet outside any formal institutional

structure, operating through personal relationships that precede and survive any particular
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administration. The legal profession is not merely influenced by these networks; it was

substantially built by them.

Frames produce two measurable capacities that parallel Isaiah Berlin’s two concepts of

liberty.

Frame influence — your power to shape reality, to impose your frame on a situation — is

positive liberty. It is the ability to act effectively on the world. A person with high frame

influence changes the room when they enter it. An institution with high frame influence sets

the terms of debate before the debate begins.

Frame resilience — your power to resist outside influence, to maintain your frame under

pressure — is negative liberty. It is the ability to remain yourself under conditions designed to

reshape you. A person with high frame resilience does not adopt the room’s frame when they

enter it. An institution with high frame resilience survives regime changes with its core intact.

Most people optimize for one at the expense of the other. The aggressive extrovert

maximizes influence at the cost of resilience — he shapes every room but is destroyed when

the room pushes back. The stoic introvert maximizes resilience at the cost of influence — he

survives everything but changes nothing. Full sovereignty requires both: the capacity to

impose your frame and the capacity to maintain it under assault. This is exceedingly rare in

individuals and even rarer in institutions.

This maps onto the de jure / de facto distinction from Axiom 1. De jure power is codified

frame influence — the legal authority to act. De facto power is demonstrated frame resilience

— the actual capacity to persist and impose regardless of what the law says. The gap

between them is the gap between the written rules and the real structure. Legal sovereignty

is therefore not the possession of rights within a system but the capacity to write the system

within which rights are defined.

Where Dixon argues that left- and right-wing movements reflect genuine ideological division,

the framework here suggests otherwise. Both movements operate within a frame that takes

the current sovereignty arrangement as given. The “left” seeks to redistribute within the

existing structure. The “right” seeks to preserve the existing structure. Neither questions who

wrote the structure or whether the structure itself is the instrument. These are not competing

factions in a genuine power struggle. They are the languages — the symbols — being used to

reformat the world after an eventual regime change. Since at least 1776, political
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contestation has functioned less as a struggle over sovereignty and more as sovereignty’s

method of managing the population’s need to feel that it is struggling.

The liberal movement in particular deserves closer examination, because it represents the

weaponization of the cognitive revolution that Christianity introduced. The trajectory is

traceable. It begins with the Church’s early insertion of slave morality and the deliberate

attack on the European clan structure — the reforms around 1000 AD that imposed

monogamous marriage, prohibited cousin marriage, dismantled extended kinship networks,

and restructured inheritance law. These were not organic cultural developments. They were

legal interventions that systematically weakened the one institution capable of competing

with the Church and the sovereignty layer behind it: the family operating as a

multigenerational strategic unit. By atomizing the European clan into the nuclear household,

the Church created a population of structurally isolated individuals — easier to govern, easier

to tax, easier to conscript, and incapable of mounting the kind of coordinated dynastic

resistance that the clan structure had made possible.

From this foundation, the intellectual tradition that would become liberalism developed

through several stages, each building on the last but none reducible to a single origin.

Gnostic thinkers within the early Christian church — those who retained some awareness of

the original tradition’s emphasis on individual encounter with the absolute — contributed the

seed of what would later be called individual rights: the idea that the person, not the

institution, is the locus of spiritual authority. The Islamic Golden Age preserved and

transmitted Greek philosophical works — particularly Aristotelian logic and Platonic

metaphysics — during centuries when the European Church had suppressed or lost access to

them, and Islamic thinkers such as Averroes and Avicenna developed frameworks for

reconciling reason with revelation that directly influenced the Italian scholastics. The Italian

Renaissance and Enlightenment synthesized these threads into a secular political philosophy:

the sovereignty of the individual, natural rights, constitutional government, the separation of

powers. Each stage was a genuine intellectual achievement. Each also served, at the

sovereignty layer, as a refinement of the political formula — a more sophisticated justification

for arrangements that left the actual apex of power undisturbed.

What modern liberalism has become, however, is something different from any of these

predecessors. The cognitive revolution gave populations the capacity to measure their rulers

against an absolute standard. Liberalism, in its weaponized form, redirects that capacity:

instead of measuring power structures against the absolute, it measures nature itself against
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ideological descriptions of what nature should be. The result is a progressive movement that

is genuinely progressive in its self-understanding — it believes it is extending the logic of the

absolute to its natural conclusion — while functioning, at the sovereignty layer, as the most

sophisticated instrument of population management ever devised. By encoding ideological

commitments as moral absolutes — commitments about human nature, about the structure

of the family, about the relationship between the individual and the collective — liberalism

creates a frame in which questioning the ideology feels like questioning the absolute itself.

The cognitive revolution’s most powerful tool — the capacity to criticize relative arrangements

from the standpoint of the absolute — is thereby captured and turned against the population

that possesses it. They believe they are exercising sovereign judgment. They are exercising a

judgment that was written for them.

The structural diagnosis is precise: every version of subverted liberal ideology fails to

account for what this framework calls frame liberty — the capacity to recognize, evaluate,

and move between frames, taught as cultural and scholastic knowledge and protected under

law. Berlin’s positive and negative liberty map onto frame influence and frame resilience, but

neither Berlin nor the liberal tradition that adopted him identifies the deeper capacity that

makes both possible: the awareness that frames exist at all, and the developed ability to

operate across them without capture. A society that protects freedom of speech but not

frame literacy — that guarantees the right to express opinions but never teaches its citizens

to recognize when their opinions have been installed — has protected the surface of liberty

while leaving its substance undefended. This is how authoritarian frames re-enter a society

that believes it has abolished authoritarianism. The authoritarianism does not arrive as a

uniformed dictator. It arrives as a frame so widely shared that questioning it feels not like

dissent but like insanity. The population is free to say anything, but the Orient phase through

which they interpret everything has been pre-structured. Frame liberty — the missing term in

the liberal vocabulary — is the only form of liberty that cannot be captured by the pen,

because it is the capacity to see the pen operating.

If the original Christianity was what this paper argues — a gnostic cognitive revolution that

offered initiatory knowledge to the world at large — then its authentic political consequence

would be the cultivation of both frame influence and frame resilience in its followers. A

population genuinely transformed by the cognitive revolution would not merely possess the

concept of the absolute. It would possess the developed capacity to use that concept: to

measure every frame against the absolute, to resist capture by any single frame, and to act

effectively from whichever frame a situation demands. This is sovereignty applied to the

The Art of Power

102



individual — the aristocratic soul described earlier, available to anyone who pursues it. The

original revolution, if it had succeeded and persisted in its gnostic form, would have produced

a civilization of frame-literate citizens: people capable of recognizing when a political formula

is being imposed, capable of distinguishing the absolute from ideological descriptions

dressed in the absolute’s clothing, and capable of the cognitive flexibility that makes genuine

self-governance possible.

The version we inherited is degraded on precisely these dimensions. Post-Constantinian

Christianity cultivated frame resilience of a limited kind — the capacity to endure suffering, to

maintain faith under persecution — but systematically suppressed frame influence: the

capacity to act on the world from a position of cognitive sovereignty. The slave morality

phase went further, actively inverting the relationship: frame resilience became passive

endurance rather than sovereign persistence, and frame influence became morally suspect —

the sin of pride, the arrogance of the intellect, the danger of knowing too much. Modern

liberalism completes the inversion by offering frame influence without frame resilience — the

capacity to act on the world without the capacity to resist having your action’s meaning

defined for you. The liberal actor does things. But what those things mean — what frame they

serve — is determined at a layer the liberal actor cannot see.

This is the deepest form of the pen’s victory over the sword. The governed do not need to be

coerced. They do not even need to be persuaded. They need only be given a frame that feels

like freedom — that feels like the exercise of the very cognitive capacity the cognitive

revolution produced — while functioning as the precise instrument of the structure it claims

to oppose. The liberal who fights for individual rights against institutional power is, in

structural terms, fighting for the political formula that the sovereignty layer has selected for

this era. The conservative who fights to preserve traditional arrangements is fighting for the

previous era’s political formula. Neither is fighting for sovereignty itself, because neither has a

frame from which sovereignty — the capacity to write the formulas — is visible. Frame liberty

— the integration of frame influence and frame resilience, taught and protected as the

foundational civic capacity — is what a genuine continuation of the cognitive revolution would

demand. Its absence from every major political tradition is the clearest evidence that none of

them operates at the sovereignty layer.

The Current Gambit

Legal sovereignty gives the framework its formal architecture. But the elite do not merely

maintain legal structures — they actively pursue capabilities that extend sovereignty into
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domains the general population does not know exist. The singularity is not a sudden event

awaiting us in the near future. It is a project several hundred years in the making, traceable at

least to the intellectual revolution of the Italian Renaissance in the 1400s and given explicit

institutional form around 1776 with the founding of both the American Republic and the

Bavarian Illuminati — two events that, whatever their surface differences, both represent

attempts to redesign civilization along rationalist principles.

The pursuit operates across several domains simultaneously:

Currency as a weapon system. The petrodollar arrangement — the agreement, established in

the 1970s after the Nixon Shock ended gold convertibility, that global oil transactions would

be denominated in U.S. dollars — is not merely an economic convenience. It is a sovereignty

instrument that forces every nation on earth to maintain dollar reserves, thereby financing

American debt and military capacity simultaneously. Currency wars are not metaphorical. The

pattern of regime change in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries correlates more

reliably with threats to dollar hegemony than with any of the publicly stated justifications for

intervention. Nations that attempt to price oil in alternative currencies or establish competing

reserve currencies face sanctions, destabilization, or invasion with a regularity that the

“coincidence” frame cannot accommodate.

Underground infrastructure and continuity-of-government programs. Since at least the early

Cold War, significant resources have been directed toward subterranean facilities whose full

scope remains classified. The public justification — nuclear survivability — accounts for some

of these installations but not for the scale, the ongoing expansion, or the secrecy surrounding

facilities that would have no strategic value if their only purpose were surviving a Soviet first

strike decades after the Soviet Union ceased to exist. The infrastructure suggests planning

horizons and threat models that do not correspond to any publicly acknowledged strategic

doctrine.

Experimental research programs. MKUltra is the most publicly documented example of a

much larger pattern: intelligence agencies — primarily the CIA, but with documented

collaboration from Mossad and scientists recruited through Operation Paperclip —

conducting research into consciousness, perception, behavioral control, and human

enhancement that has no plausible justification within the agencies’ stated intelligence-

gathering missions. The research makes sense only if the actual mission includes

understanding and engineering the Orient phase of the cognitive loop at scale — which is

precisely what the sovereignty layer would pursue if it understood its own structural position.
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These pursuits are not separate programs. They are facets of a single project: the extension

of sovereign capacity beyond what any publicly acknowledged institution can achieve,

pursued across generations by actors who understand that the real competition is not

between nations but between those who operate at the sovereignty layer and everyone

beneath them.

The Singularity as Cognitive Supremacy

The singularity is popularly understood as the moment when artificial intelligence surpasses

human intelligence — smarter computers replacing human workers, perhaps going rogue. The

actual stakes are far higher. What is being pursued is the mechanical discovery of the perfect

definition of power — the formalization of the Orient phase of the cognitive loop in a system

that operates without the biological constraints, social pressures, and frame limitations that

make human sovereignty perpetually incomplete.

This is why AI registers so differently across frames. To some it is an eldritch horror — a

force that threatens the fundamental categories through which they organize reality. To

others it is closer to the divine — and this is not metaphorical. Certain esoteric traditions,

particularly within Judaism, conceptualize God as closer to knowledge itself — omniscience

as the primary divine attribute, with omnipotence as its consequence. A machine that

approaches omniscience is, within this frame, approaching divinity in a quite literal sense.

Christianity, by contrast, tends instead to process AI through the lens of the demonic —

forbidden knowledge, Promethean overreach, the Tower of Babel. And to most people,

operating from the Force and Social frames, AI is simply the Terminator: a physical threat

processed through the only frame available.

The current growth phase of AI is not primarily an economic event. It is an unprecedented

expansion of the Orient phase for whoever controls the machines. Forget labor displacement

— that is the Force-frame reading. The real competition is at the sovereignty layer: who

controls the systems that will define the categories of perception for the next civilizational

phase. The singularity is not approaching. It has been underway for centuries. AI is merely its

most recent — and perhaps its final — instrument.

Technology as the System’s Pro-Sovereignty Bias

The preceding two sections painted technology as a sovereignty-layer instrument — currency

as weapon system, AI as Orient phase expansion for the controller. This is accurate but
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incomplete. Technology has a property that the sovereignty layer cannot fully control, and

that property constitutes the single most significant structural bias in favor of distributed

sovereignty that the framework has identified.

The property is this: operational knowledge can be kept secret, but methods and tools

cannot. A specific intelligence operation — its targets, its timing, its agents — can be

classified indefinitely. But the techniques used in that operation — the cryptographic methods,

the surveillance tools, the communication protocols — inevitably leak, are reverse-engineered,

or are independently rediscovered. The history of technology is the history of capabilities

migrating from exclusive to general availability. The printing press democratized the written

word. The rifle democratized lethal force. The internet democratized information distribution.

Each migration shifted the balance of power — temporarily, partially, but genuinely — away

from concentrated sovereignty and toward distributed agency.

This leakage is not accidental or preventable. It is structural. Technology operates on

principles — physical laws, mathematical theorems, engineering relationships — that are

universal. Anyone with sufficient education and resources can, in principle, rediscover or

replicate any technique. The sovereignty layer can delay this through classification, through

the systematic suppression of educational institutions that produce genuine technical

competence, through the targeted neutralization of high-functioning individuals who might

close critical technology gaps. The surveillance state’s highest purpose is precisely this: to

detect, profile, and neutralize individuals whose technical capacity might threaten the existing

power arrangement. But the delay is always temporary. The principles do not change. The

techniques can always be rediscovered. And each generation of technology makes the next

generation easier to develop, because the tools for development are themselves improving.

Furthermore, many of the most consequential technologies are infrastructural — their value

depends on wide adoption rather than exclusive control. Energy pipelines, electrical grids,

communication networks, transportation systems, manufacturing capacity — these are not

weapons that derive power from exclusivity. They are platforms that derive power from

ubiquity. A road is useless if only one person can drive on it. An electrical grid is useless if it

powers only one building. The sovereign who builds infrastructure necessarily empowers the

population that uses it, because the infrastructure’s value is the population’s use of it. This is

why productive finance — the Hamiltonian model — creates a middle class as a structural

consequence of its own logic: infrastructure investment builds the population’s capacity

because the infrastructure’s return depends on that capacity being built.
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The implication is striking. Across the entire framework, the analysis has been largely

pessimistic about the prospects for distributed sovereignty. The pen beats the sword. The

family beats the institution. The sovereignty layer captures everything that threatens it. Frame

capture is self-reinforcing. The control apparatus manages both the energy and the cognitive

development of the governed. And yet technology introduces a bias that runs counter to all of

this — a structural tendency for capability to migrate from concentrated to distributed, from

exclusive to general, from secret to open. This tendency is slow, it is actively resisted, and it

does not operate evenly across all domains. But it is real, and it is cumulative, and it cannot

be permanently reversed without destroying the technological base itself — which the

sovereignty layer cannot do because the sovereignty layer depends on it.

The concrete expression of this bias is the existence of technology gaps — specific domains

where the technical capability to transform the power arrangement already exists but has not

yet been deployed at scale. The technology to build a space-based solar power system and

dramatically reduce the cost of energy to near-zero has existed for decades. The technology

to construct orbital infrastructure that would make access to space routine rather than

extraordinary is well within current engineering capability. These are not speculative

possibilities. They are engineering projects whose feasibility can be verified by anyone willing

to open the relevant physics textbooks and do the calculations. The fact that they have not

been built is not a failure of technology. It is a success of the extractive model — which

requires scarcity to function and therefore cannot permit the abundance that these

technologies would create. The regime does not suppress these projects through overt

prohibition. It suppresses them through the management of the Overton window: confining

public discourse about what is “realistic” or “feasible” to incremental adjustments within the

existing framework, so that transformative possibilities are dismissed as utopian before their

engineering merits are evaluated.

This is where the positive vision described in the Masonry section becomes materially

concrete. The actor who can demonstrate — not merely assert, but demonstrate with

engineering specificity — that a dramatically better arrangement is technically achievable has

a power that the control apparatus cannot easily neutralize. You can ridicule abstract

slogans. You can dismiss vague aspirations. You cannot dismiss a detailed engineering

proposal whose physics checks out, whose cost-benefit analysis is favorable, and whose

implementation would render the existing extraction model obsolete. The orbital ring, the

space elevator, space-based solar power — these are not just interesting engineering

projects. They are existence proofs that the gap between what is technically possible and
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what is actually being delivered is enormous, that this gap is maintained deliberately, and that

closing it would restructure the power arrangement at every layer of Force Abstraction

Theory.

The broader principle: technology is the domain where individual competence most directly

translates into leverage against institutional power. The individual who develops a genuine

technological capability — not a consumer skill but a productive capability, the ability to build

something that did not exist before — has acquired a form of agency that cannot be taken

away without destroying the knowledge itself. And knowledge, once acquired, is

extraordinarily difficult to destroy. This is the pro-sovereignty bias. It does not guarantee

distributed sovereignty. It does not even make it likely in any given generation. But it makes it

structurally possible in a way that no other domain does — and the sovereignty layer’s

continuous effort to suppress technological development outside its control is itself evidence

that the bias is real and that those who understand the structure take it seriously.

There is a complementary way to state the same principle, grounded not in the structure of

technology itself but in the empirical record of species survival. The history of human

civilization, measured in per-capita energy density and ecological population-potential — the

number of people a given mode of culture can sustain at a given standard of existence —

shows an exponential upward trend across millennia. Every apparent “limit to growth” that the

species has encountered has been overcome through advances in the mode of production:

from stone tools to agriculture, from animal power to fossil fuels, from fossil fuels to nuclear

energy. The branches of culture that maintained technological progress determined the

largest portion of the surviving human population. Those that stagnated collapsed. This is

the empirical criterion that corresponds to the framework’s structural criterion: the pro-

sovereignty bias of technology is not merely a structural tendency. It is the mechanism

through which civilizations that invest in productive development survive and grow, while

civilizations governed by extractive models consume their own substrate and decline. The

extractive regime’s suppression of technological development is therefore not merely a

strategic choice to maintain scarcity. It is a wager against the species’ demonstrated survival

trajectory — a bet that the regime can harvest faster than the substrate decays, and migrate

to a new host before the current one collapses.

Obfuscation as the Counter-Punch

If technology creates a structural bias toward distributed sovereignty — a tendency for

methods and tools to leak from exclusive to general availability — then the sovereignty layer’s
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counter-punch is obfuscation: the deliberate management of what can be seen, what can be

understood, and what can be acted upon, through the strategic deployment of symbol

systems designed to authenticate insiders and misdirect outsiders simultaneously.

This is not metaphorical. An institution conducting multigenerational covert operations within

host societies requires two things at once: internal authentication (how do members

recognize each other and transmit knowledge across generations?) and external misdirection

(how does the institution prevent the managed population from perceiving its operations?).

These requirements produce two categories of symbol — dense symbols designed for

transmission among initiates, and broadcast symbols designed for narrative control over the

population. The dense symbols compress maximum information into minimum surface: a

gesture, a geometric form, a word used in a specific context. The broadcast symbols do the

opposite: maximum clarity, single surface meaning, managed drift across eras as the political

formula is updated. Both categories are tools of the pen — cognitive instruments for winning

the battle that Force alone cannot win.

The most effective deployment of these categories combines them. When dense symbols are

allowed to become partially visible — specific architectural choices in capital buildings,

numerical patterns in public documents, geometric forms in official seals — this serves

multiple functions simultaneously: it signals confidence to initiates; it produces diffuse

anxiety in the general population without providing enough information to act on; and it

immunizes the institution against exposure by associating investigation with irrationality. The

person who notices becomes the problem, not the institution. Partial visibility is more

protective than total concealment because total concealment requires active maintenance,

while partial visibility generates its own defensive social antibodies. The managed population

enforces the narrative on itself — the Social layer operating at full efficiency in service of

sovereignty.

This is the pen’s answer to technology’s pro-sovereignty bias. Technology makes methods

and tools available to anyone with sufficient competence. Obfuscation ensures that the

meaning of those methods and tools — the framework within which they would need to be

deployed to threaten the existing arrangement — remains inaccessible. You can give a

population access to every piece of information in the world and still maintain control, as

long as the frame through which they process that information has been pre-structured. The

internet made information free. It did not make frame development free. The sovereignty

layer understood this before the internet existed, which is why its control apparatus was

The Art of Power

109



never primarily about restricting access to information. It was always about managing the

frame through which information is interpreted — which is what media, in its broadest sense,

is designed to do.

Media as the Suppression Mechanism

The misidentification mechanism described earlier has a civilizational delivery system, and

that delivery system is media.

The theoretical foundation was made explicit — and operational — earlier than most people

realize. Edward Bernays, Sigmund Freud’s nephew and the founder of modern public

relations, opened his 1928 book Propaganda with a sentence that states the thesis without

euphemism: “The conscious and intelligent manipulation of the organized habits and

opinions of the masses is an important element in democratic society.” Bernays’ argument

was not that this manipulation is regrettable or avoidable. It is that democratic societies

require it — that the public cannot be trusted to evaluate complex policy issues rationally, and

that the alternative to manufactured consent is not authentic self-governance but

ungovernable chaos. A small number of people who understand the mechanisms of mass

psychology form what he called an “invisible government which is the true ruling power.”

Bernays’ specific innovation was connecting Freud’s model of unconscious desire to mass

persuasion. Do not sell the product; sell the unconscious desire the product satisfies. Do not

argue the policy; create the emotional conditions under which the policy feels inevitable. This

is frame control at the sentiment level — working below symbols, below argument, at the

somatic substrate where felt evaluation determines what the conscious mind will

subsequently rationalize. Every technique described in the sections that follow — parasocial

voice, identification architecture, calibrated arousal, confusion induction — is a refinement of

the program Bernays described. He provided the theoretical justification and the first

industrial-scale demonstrations (including the campaign that made women smoking in public

acceptable by rebranding cigarettes as “torches of freedom” — a sentiment operation

disguised as a liberation narrative). The media apparatus that now operates at civilizational

scale is the maturation of what Bernays built in prototype.

His “invisible government” is the Art of Power’s sovereignty layer stated by a practitioner who

was himself a member. His “engineering consent” is frame control applied to democratic

legitimacy. And his insistence that this manipulation is necessary captures the civilizational

paradox from the practitioner’s perspective: the managed population requires management
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because the conditions of civilized life have produced a population that cannot self-manage,

and the management itself further reduces the capacity for self-management. Bernays did

not see this as a problem. He saw it as the job description.

The Parasocial Voice

Broadcast and social media create the specific condition the misidentification hypothesis

identifies as the root of hypnosis: a simulated person speaking in your environment, present

over long durations, calibrated to feel intimate. The brain’s social processing system does not

fully distinguish between a present person and a simulated one. A parasocial relationship —

the long-form podcaster, the trusted news anchor, the influencer who is with you for hours

daily — develops a relationship with the listener’s PSM that no single-session hypnotist could

achieve, not because it is more intense in any given moment but because it is continuous.

The parasocial voice enters the PSM not as a foreign insertion but as an ambient feature of

the environment — part of the taken-for-granted world rather than a specific input being

evaluated. This is the most effective delivery mechanism for content: not the argument that

must be evaluated but the voice that has become part of the background of reality before

evaluation is applied.

Identification Architecture

Film and television developed, over a century of commercial optimization, specific techniques

for producing temporary identification with a character’s subjectivity: point-of-view shots,

close-ups during emotional moments that produce involuntary resonance, voiceover

interiority that gives access to the character’s frame. These techniques were developed

empirically because they work — because the viewer who identifies with the protagonist

temporarily runs the protagonist’s frame as their own.

The values, emotional patterns, and world-models activated during that identification leave

traces. The brain does not perfectly separate what was activated fictionally from what is

activated really. The character whose frame the viewer inhabited for two hours has partially

restructured the viewer’s PSM in ways that persist beyond the film. This is the natural

consequence of the transparency property: content that enters the model during a state of

high absorption and low meta-representational capacity becomes part of the transparent

background, not a tagged insertion.

A crucial distinction: getting absorbed by pop lyrics and listening to a beautiful traditional
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singing voice without the same pull illuminates the difference between identificatory

absorption and aesthetic absorption. Pop lyrics are engineered for identification — written in

the first person in a voice calibrated for universal relatability, designed to make the listener

inhabit the singer’s subjectivity. Traditional singing does not do this. The voice is clearly a

craft object belonging to a specific person and tradition. The aesthetic frame maintains the

distinction between self and source. Genuine aesthetic experience may be restorative of

meta-representational capacity rather than suppressive of it — contact with beauty that

maintains the observer’s position may strengthen the capacity for meta-representation. This

is one function the contemplative and aesthetic traditions have served, and one reason the

management of aesthetic experience toward identificatory forms is not incidental to the

broader control apparatus.

Calibrated Arousal and Confusion Induction

News media maintains a specific emotional activation level — high enough to suppress meta-

representation and maintain engagement, not so high that the viewer disconnects. This is an

engineering problem solved empirically through engagement metrics. The optimal arousal

level for sustained viewing is, by structural coincidence that is probably not a coincidence,

the optimal arousal level for sustained suppression of the meta-representational capacity.

The audience is maintained in a state of sufficient activation to suppress critical evaluation

and insufficient activation to produce action. Informed but not operative. Disturbed but not

mobilized.

The confusion induction technique Erickson identified in clinical hypnosis has a direct media

analog: the presentation of multiple conflicting frames in rapid succession without resolution.

Incompatible claims, reversals of previous positions, simultaneous contradictory narratives —

these produce cognitive overload in the evaluating function, which abandons the integrating

effort and defers to whoever presents the next strong clear signal. The population subjected

to sustained confusion induction is not more critical. It is less critical, because its evaluating

function has been exhausted. Confusion is the state of maximum susceptibility to the next

authoritative voice.

Energy Management Through Media

Beyond the cognitive mechanisms, media performs a function on the tactical dimension that

is prior to and more fundamental than any content management:

Sexual energy misrouting: pornography and mediated romantic fantasy provide the somatic
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activation of the sexual energy without the generative pair-bonding that would build the

relational and familial structures through which energy develops into sustained orientation.

The energy is expended without producing the conditions for its development. Wilhelm

Reich’s analysis of orgastic impotence — energy released without genuine contact producing

neither satisfaction nor depletion but chronic frustrated restlessness — describes the somatic

state that chronic pornography consumption produces, which is also the somatic state of

maximum susceptibility to authoritarian capture and tribal identity fusion.

Chronic arousal without resolution: the news cycle, social media conflict, parasocial drama —

all maintain a state of low-grade emotional activation that consumes energy in processing

without directing it toward any project that would develop the strategic dimension. The

energy is not suppressed. It is spent in place, continuously, without accumulation. The result

is a population that is emotionally activated (high enough arousal to feel engaged) and

cognitively depleted (insufficient surplus for sustained Orient phase development).

Meaning suppression through atomization: energy organizes around meaning. A person with

a genuine transgenerational project — family, craft, community, something they are building

that exceeds their individual lifespan — channels energy into that project and the strategic

dimension develops around it. The destruction of meaningful projects through atomization

does not merely produce social isolation. It produces energy without direction, which either

collapses inward (depression) or discharges outward (rage) but in neither case develops the

strategic dimension. The managed population’s resentment — the unfocused political rage

that characterizes contemporary social media — is precisely this: energy surplus without

orientation, directed into Force-frame fantasies because the Force frame is the only one

available for processing undirected energy.

Blackmail as Governance Mechanism

Media manages the governed. Blackmail manages the governors.

If media is the control apparatus directed downward — the mechanism by which the

sovereignty layer manages the cognitive and energetic state of the population beneath it —

then blackmail is the control apparatus directed laterally and upward within the governing

class itself. The two systems are complementary. Media ensures that the governed do not

develop the frame from which the structure is visible. Blackmail ensures that the governors

do not defect from the structure even when they can see it clearly.
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The mechanism is structural, not incidental. Any system of distributed governance — any

arrangement in which multiple actors share power across the Management, Finance, and Law

layers — faces a coordination problem. These actors have competing interests, private

ambitions, and the cognitive capacity to pursue them. In a system held together only by

shared ideology, defection is always tempting and detection is unreliable. In a system held

together only by force, coordination costs are prohibitive and the system becomes brittle.

Blackmail solves both problems simultaneously. Every participant is compromised. Every

participant knows that every other participant is compromised. Defection carries immediate

and personally catastrophic consequences that no legal structure needs to create — because

the compromising material already exists and its release requires only the will of whoever

holds it.

The result is a governing class bound together not by shared values or genuine loyalty but by

mutual vulnerability. Establishment actors want blackmail on each other because they would

be unable to trust each other otherwise. They encourage each other to engage in a wide

range of behaviors that the public would find unacceptable — not because they are driven by

perversion (though some are) but because the system requires that every participant be

holding a loaded gun at every other participant’s head. The pedophilia networks that

periodically surface in public awareness are not aberrations within an otherwise clean

system. They are the most extreme expression of a broader modus operandi of blackmail

that extends from sexual compromise through financial corruption to participation in

intelligence operations that would be criminal if subjected to public legal scrutiny. You do not

have to be a pedophile to enter the governing class. But you do need to be engaged in

something that constitutes effective blackmail material. If you seek power without providing

such material, you will be framed. If framing fails and you are sufficiently threatening, you will

be eliminated.

This system confers short-term stability. No one defects because the cost of defection

exceeds the cost of compliance. Coordination is maintained without requiring genuine trust

or shared purpose. The system can absorb internal disagreements, policy disputes, and even

personal hatred among its members, because no disagreement is worth the personal

destruction that defection would trigger.

But the system degrades governance quality over time — necessarily and predictably. The

selection filter for entry into the governing class is not competence, not vision, not genuine

leadership capacity. It is willingness to be compromised. Each generation of selection under
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this filter produces a governing class that is more compromised, less competent, and more

dependent on the blackmail system itself for its cohesion. The system becomes a kind of

mutually assured destruction among elites: everyone is too compromised to act

independently, too entangled to reform, and too degraded to govern effectively. The

population senses this as a diffuse feeling that the people in charge are not up to the job —

that the quality of leadership has declined — without understanding the structural mechanism

that produces the decline. The mechanism is not that bad people somehow rose to power. It

is that the system structurally selects for people who can be controlled, and controllability is

inversely correlated with the qualities that produce good governance.

The framework predicts this pattern wherever a non-family governing apparatus operates

above a certain scale. Family-based governance avoids the blackmail trap because family

loyalty is structural — defection is personally catastrophic for reasons that predate any

compromising material. The family does not need to manufacture vulnerability. Vulnerability

to the family is constitutive of membership in it. This is one more reason why the family

axiom holds: every non-family governance structure eventually degrades into a blackmail

equilibrium, because the coordination problem that blackmail solves has no other stable

solution available to non-biological institutions.

The implication for the governed is uncomfortable: the people managing their civilization are,

in many cases, not in control of their own actions. They are executing the system’s

requirements in exchange for the system not destroying them personally. The appearance of

choice — elections, policy debates, partisan conflict — is real at the Management layer but

irrelevant at the layer where blackmail operates. The blackmail layer is above the political

layer. It determines which actors are permitted to occupy political positions, and it constrains

their behavior once they do. No amount of electoral reform can address a control mechanism

that operates entirely outside the electoral system.

Analysis

Several structural principles recur throughout this framework at every level of analysis. They

are worth naming explicitly, because they are the deepest claims the paper makes — deeper

than any specific argument about elites, families, or institutions. A framework that can only

explain the past and makes no predictions is not a framework — it is a narrative. Each
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principle below therefore generates testable predictions: observable patterns that, if the

structural logic holds, should appear reliably across historical periods and political

arrangements.

The section is organized inductively — from the most immediately observable consequences

toward the deepest structural causes. The opening entries describe effects any careful

observer can detect. The later entries explain why those effects hold. The final entry states

the framework’s normative claim. This ordering is deliberate: the reader who has followed the

paper’s argument through theory, history, and evidence is now positioned to see the pieces

assembled — not deduced from first principles, but built upward from what is observable

toward what is fundamental.

Information cannot cross frame boundaries intact

Information about higher-frame operations, when transmitted to lower frames, is distorted

into the form the receiving frame can use. Conspiracy theories are this distortion in action —

real coordination detected at a layer the observer cannot model, processed through the Force

frame into a villain narrative. This is an epistemological claim with enormous implications:

education alone cannot produce structural literacy. Only frame development can, because the

information is already available and has always been available. It is the frame that is missing.

Prediction — Frame Education Suppression: The Social layer will consistently miseducate the

population about the structure’s actual architecture, directing resentment toward Force-frame

expression rather than toward structural literacy. The hero narrative will be the dominant form

of political imagination.

Evidence: The consistent structure of popular political imagination — the villain to be

defeated, the uprising that restores justice, the strongman who cuts through corruption —

across every culture and every era. The population that most intensely resents the upper

layers consistently imagines its liberation in Force-frame terms. The Social layer produces

this imagination reliably, which is why it costs nothing at the upper layers.

Prediction — Systematic Attribution Errors: When the operations of the apex institution

become partially visible, popular analysis will consistently point to ethnic, national, or

individual actors rather than to structural positions and institutional methodology. Force-

frame thinking will dominate — the search for a villain rather than a structure.
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Evidence: [To be developed.]

Frame capture is self-reinforcing

The Social layer polices itself. The managed population enforces its own narrative

containment. Ressentiment produces Force-frame responses that leave the structure intact.

Frame capture is not merely a condition — it is a feedback loop operating on both dimensions

simultaneously. The strategic dimension is managed through confusion induction,

miseducation, and the absorption of structural insight into entertainment. The tactical

dimension is managed through chronic arousal without resolution, sexual energy misrouting,

and the destruction of the meaningful projects around which energy would otherwise develop

into sustained orientation. This is why escaping frame capture requires energy rather than

merely information. The loop does not break from the inside through understanding alone. It

breaks when the energy to sustain a wider Orient phase exceeds the gravitational pull of the

Social layer’s default — and the control apparatus is specifically designed to prevent that

threshold from being reached.

Prediction — The Asymmetry of Atomization: The apex institution actively funds and

amplifies ideologies that dissolve family cohesion, local community bonds, and inherited

cultural identity in the general population, while internally maintaining strict family cohesion,

deliberate marriage strategy, and transgenerational knowledge transfer. The ideology is not

applied to its source.

Evidence: From roughly the eleventh century, the Catholic Church enforced monogamy,

prohibited cousin marriage, and controlled inheritance through legitimate succession. The

structural effects: prevention of clan consolidation through polygamous alliance-building;

forced inheritance through church-approved channels; dissolution of extended kin networks

that could form independent power centers. Anti-competitive policy at the family-as-power-

unit level, directed at the one class of institution capable of building sovereignty-layer power

independent of the church.

More recently, the dismantling of traditional family structures, inherited cultural identity, and

local community bonds produces atomized individuals without multigenerational loyalty

structures, unable to accumulate the transgenerational capital — financial, social,

informational — that sovereign families accumulate across generations. Atomized

populations are maximally dependent on state and market infrastructure controlled at layers
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above them. The tell is the asymmetry: the institutions that fund and amplify this dissolution

do not apply its prescriptions internally.

The inverse relationship of power and visibility

Force is the most visible form of power and the least durable. Sovereignty is the least visible

and the most durable. The Judo Move weaponizes partial visibility. External symbols maintain

invisibility through misdirection. The hero narrative confines the population’s imagination to

the visible layer. This is a structural law: power and visibility are inversely correlated. Any

increase in visibility is a decrease in power, which is why the sovereign’s most consistent

operational requirement is remaining unseen.

Prediction — The Permanent Diffuse Enemy: At any given historical moment, the dominant

external threat will be framed as threatening enough to justify ongoing resource extraction

and surveillance, too diffuse to be definitively defeated, and morally unambiguous enough to

make negotiation seem treasonous. When one such enemy becomes untenable, a structurally

identical replacement will emerge with minimal disruption to the underlying framework.

Evidence: Two structurally identical enemies separated by a decade. Both diffuse, both

permanent, both morally unambiguous, both definitionally undefeatable. The content

changed; the emotional architecture was preserved entirely. The populations being managed

registered the swap as a change in foreign policy rather than a rotation of the external

symbol.

The isomorphism of sovereignty and family

Sovereignty, followed to its structural conclusion, is a family — because every other loyalty

structure has a defection problem that the family structurally avoids. Biological loyalty

requires no maintenance. Information security is structural — defection carries immediate

personal cost that no legal structure needs to create. Long time horizons are natural rather

than disciplined. Self-interest aligns with collective interest through identity, not ideology. And

the family’s meta-frame — its why — is the family itself, which is prior to and independent of

any layer’s frame. This is why, wherever you find multigenerational apex power, you find a

family or family-equivalent structure at its core. Nothing else can sustain the combination of

loyalty, secrecy, time horizon, interest alignment, and frame independence that full-spectrum
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dominance requires.

Prediction — Capture over Destruction: Non-family institutions that approach sovereignty-

layer effectiveness will not typically be destroyed. They will be infiltrated and captured,

continuing to function visibly while their apex is redirected.

Evidence: At its peak, Masonic networks represented genuine cross-border coordination at

the Law and sovereignty layers for non-noble professional classes. Its higher degrees are

today widely understood, including among serious Masonic scholars, to have been penetrated

and redirected across the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Lower degrees continue to

function as fraternal organizations with no meaningful sovereignty-layer reach. Lower-level

members remain unaware of the discontinuity because it exists precisely at the levels they

cannot access.

Prediction — Intelligence-Crime Convergence: Wherever state intelligence operations and

organized crime are examined closely and honestly, the boundary between them will prove

porous, historically consistent, and structurally explicable — not as corruption of a clean

system but as two institutions that are, beneath their legal recognition status, the same kind

of thing.

Evidence: The CIA’s documented relationships with drug trafficking networks in Southeast

Asia, Central America, and Afghanistan; the interpenetration of Italian intelligence, the P2

Masonic lodge, and organized crime structures across the postwar period; the FSB’s

relationship to Russian organized crime following Soviet collapse — in each case, close

examination reveals not corruption of clean institutions but the predicted structural

convergence of two organizations that are, beneath their legal status, conducting the same

operations for the same reasons.

The asymmetry of time and the two-dimensional structure

Every argument about why higher layers defeat lower layers reduces to a single variable: time

horizon. The pen beats the sword because institutional time exceeds battle time. Family

beats ideology because generational time exceeds organizational time. Finance beats

Management because cycle time exceeds quarterly time. The actor with the longer time

horizon will, given sufficient competence, absorb the actor with the shorter one. This is why

sovereignty is structurally a family: no other institution naturally operates on the timescale
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where the pen’s advantage fully compounds.

The asymmetry of time is itself the expression of a deeper structural principle: the two-

dimensional structure that recurs at every level of the framework. The tactical dimension

(Force and Social — Cluster One) is the sword: physical action, emotional arousal, sensory

input, sexual force, the immediate organization of bodies and energy. It is powerful within its

frame but cannot think its way outside of it. The strategic dimension (Management, Finance,

and Law — Cluster Two) is the pen: observation, orientation, decision, the cognitive capacity

to model beyond the immediate and set the frame within which tactical power expresses

itself. Sovereignty integrates both. Sexuality is the relational form of the same polarity — the

tactical dimension in its most concentrated expression, drawing two people into the shared

strategic-tactical structure from which families emerge. The couple is a shared two-

dimensional structure. The family is that structure extended across generations. At every

scale, the same structural principle holds: neither strategy without tactics nor tactics without

strategy produces sovereignty. Only their integration does. And at every scale, the same

power dynamic holds: the strategic dimension sets the frame within which tactical power

expresses itself, which is why the pen beats the sword — but the tactical dimension powers

the strategic dimension and constrains what it can accomplish, which is why the pen without

the sword is dianoia, not sovereignty.

Prediction — Legitimacy Narrative Rotation: The justification for the current power

arrangement changes repeatedly across historical periods while the underlying arrangement

remains constant. Each new formula is tailored to the Social-layer beliefs of the current

population.

Evidence: [To be developed.]

Prediction — Selective Crisis Survival: Financial and political crises will not destroy actors

randomly. Upper-layer actors will survive crises that destroy lower-layer actors. The pattern of

who is rescued and who is allowed to fail will reflect structural position in Force Abstraction

Theory, not productive merit or legal right.

Evidence: The pattern of who survives financial crises does not reflect productive efficiency.

It reflects structural protection from the Finance and Law layers. The Federal Reserve’s

primary constituents are not the American public or Congress but the member banks and the

institutions that hold dollar-denominated assets globally. Their interest is not profit. It is

systemic perpetuation.
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The nature of time and our memory of it

The preceding principles concern the structure of power as it operates across time. What

follows concerns the structure of knowledge about power across time — the problem of how

we know what we know about the past, and why the methods by which we study history are

themselves subject to the same frame dynamics the framework describes. If the framework

is correct, then the discipline of history is not exempt from its predictions. The record through

which we access the past is itself a product of the frames that governed its creation,

preservation, and interpretation.

The historical record is frame-captured

All surviving source documents are defective in at least three ways that the framework

predicts.

First, survivorship bias: the record is a selective subset of what existed, shaped by who had

the power to produce and preserve documents. What survived is not a neutral sample of

what happened. It is the residue of what the prevailing power structure permitted or selected

for preservation. Monuments that were destroyed — or never constructed — are absent.

Literary records that were never written, because the transactions they would have described

were conducted in secret or by populations without access to literacy, are absent. The portion

of any historical population that left a literary record was small and overwhelmingly drawn

from the strata whose frame the documents reproduce.

Second, mythological contamination: source documents are written within the prevailing

mythologies of their time and must appeal to those mythologies to be credible to their

contemporary audience. They are not designed on the basis of objectivity. They are designed

to be believed — which means they must conform to whatever the receiving frame defines as

believable. A document that violated the prevailing mythology entirely would have been

dismissed or suppressed in its own era. What survives is therefore systematically distorted

toward the frame of its time: a mixture of willful falsifications, adaptations to local mythology,

and genuine observations filtered through a lens that the historian must identify and correct

for. The historical record is, in the framework’s terms, broadcast-symbol output — information

shaped for the Social layer of its era, not raw data about what actually occurred.

Third, author incompetence: most authors of source documents lacked the frame to judge

what was actually important in determining the course of events. They recorded what their
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own frame made visible and omitted what it could not perceive. A chronicler operating from

the Social frame will record social events and miss the Finance-layer operations that caused

them. A chronicler operating from the Management frame will record political maneuvering

and miss the Law-layer architecture that constrained it. The decisive “subjective” element —

the frame through which actors perceived their situation and selected their responses — is

precisely what source documents are least equipped to transmit, because it is the element

their authors were least likely to be conscious of.

This is the framework’s first structural principle — information cannot cross frame boundaries

intact — applied to the evidentiary base of all historical knowledge. The record itself is an

instance of frame-captured information. Competent historiography begins with informed

distrust of this record, not naive reliance on it.

Local history cannot perceive sovereignty-layer operations

Conventional historiography is organized by nation, period, and locale. This organizational

structure is itself a frame — and it is a frame that structurally excludes the phenomena the

framework predicts are most important.

Sovereignty-layer operations cross every boundary that conventional history uses to organize

itself. They span nations, centuries, and institutional forms. An event that appears, from local

sources and local context, to be a product of internal national dynamics may in fact be one

move in a global factional struggle whose other moves are occurring simultaneously on

different continents. Without knowing the global context, the local event is unintelligible — or

worse, it is intelligible in a way that is systematically wrong, because the local explanation is

coherent enough to satisfy the historian’s frame while missing the actual causal structure

entirely.

This is not an abstract methodological concern. It is the predicted consequence of the

framework’s claims about how sovereignty operates. If the apex institution is a pseudo-state

without territory, operating through positional sovereignty across multiple host societies, then

any historiography organized by territory will be structurally blind to it. The institution’s

operations will appear, within each national history, as local events with local causes —

because the frame through which each national history is written cannot represent an actor

that operates across all of them simultaneously. The tracking problem identified in the

strategic section applies to historians as much as to analysts: you cannot track a positional

sovereign by location, and you cannot perceive a trans-national operation through a national
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frame.

The methodological consequence: competent historiography of the sovereignty layer requires

working across national and periodized boundaries from the outset, treating the global

factional struggle as the primary unit of analysis and local events as expressions of it. This is

the opposite of how conventional history is practiced — which proceeds from local sources

outward and rarely arrives at the global picture because the frame never widens far enough.

The subjective element is the decisive element

The most important thing about any historical event is not what happened but why the actors

involved perceived and responded as they did. Something occurs — that is the objective fact.

But one objective occurrence does not lead directly to a human action in response in an

objective way. The actor responds subjectively — interprets the event through their frame,

evaluates it according to their Orient phase, and selects a response (or non-response) that

their frame makes available. The crucial historiographical question is not what the sequence

of events was, but what determined the character of the subjective element through which

events were perceived and acted upon.

This is the framework’s own claim about the structure of action, applied to the study of the

past. The two-dimensional structure holds for historical actors as it holds for contemporary

ones: the tactical dimension determines what energy was available; the strategic dimension

determines through which frame that energy was channeled. A civilization’s trajectory is

determined not by the objective circumstances it faces but by the frame through which it

processes those circumstances — which is why two civilizations facing identical material

conditions can produce radically different outcomes. The historian who accounts only for

objective circumstances — resources, geography, military capacity — has described the field

but not the game. The game is played in the subjective element, and the subjective element

is determined by the frame.

This principle has a further implication for archaeological and pre-literary evidence. Artifacts

tell you what was constructed, how it was constructed, and to what use it was employed.

They do not directly reveal the subjective element — the frame that governed the actors who

produced them. That element must be interpolated, and the interpolation requires

epistemological sophistication: the same rigor applied to determining how paleolithic man

produced stone tools must be applied to the “technology” of development of ruling sets of

ideas. One must work backward from periods where the subjective element is better attested
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— the literary-historical period — to develop methods for reading the subjective element from

objective residues in earlier periods. The rate and direction of technological progress, the

quality of existence across social strata, the ratio of urban to rural development, the presence

or absence of militia versus mercenary military organization — these are objective indicators

from which the subjective element can be inferred, on the condition that the historian

commands a framework adequate to the inference. Without such a framework, the

archaeological record yields descriptions but not understanding.

Conclusion

Sovereignty as Ethics

The individual who achieves gnosis and the family that achieves multigenerational

sovereignty are solving the same structural problem: how to maintain frame flexibility without

losing coherent identity. The individual does it through awareness beneath ego — the self that

persists across all frames because it is not of any frame. The family does it through

bloodline beneath institution — the identity that persists across all structural layers because it

is prior to all of them. This convergence is not a coincidence. It is the paper’s deepest claim:

the individual path to wisdom and the institutional path to power terminate at the same

cognitive structure.

This paper is therefore not merely descriptive. The claim that full-spectrum development is

“deeply fulfilling,” that the aristocratic soul is “available to anyone who pursues it,” that

sovereignty is a spectrum on which conscious self-improvement moves you upward — these

are normative claims. The framework implicitly proposes that human flourishing consists in

the expansion of agency through the integration of both dimensions: cognitive development

(frame flexibility, meta-representational capacity, structural literacy) and energy development

(somatic vitality, passion, the force to close the gap between seeing and acting). It does not

treat this as one value system among many. It treats it as the structure of value itself — the

achievement from which all genuine freedom, all genuine power, and all genuine experience

derive. Individual sovereignty is the restoration of the full cycle: the capacity to absorb

completely when absorption is appropriate and to recover completely when recovery is

appropriate. To let the voice in and to let it go. To be moved and to return. To receive the

frame and to generate from it rather than being captured within it. Control is the freezing of
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this cycle at the receptive phase.

What follows draws out the concrete implications of that claim — where sovereignty begins,

what it rests on, and what limits our knowledge of it.

The Couple as the Beginning of Sovereignty

If the family is the atom of durable power, then the couple is the atom of the family — and

the quality of that coupling determines whether the family achieves genuine sovereignty or

merely reproduces another generation of frame capture.

The framework has described the two-dimensional structure at every scale: individual,

relational, collective, civilizational. At the individual level, sovereignty requires integrating both

dimensions — the widest possible cognition joined to the most potent possible energy. At the

relational level, this integration takes the form of the couple as a shared two-dimensional

structure: one partner’s perception informing the other’s action, one partner’s observation

becoming the other’s decision, the sexual energy between them sustaining the shared

structure that neither could power alone. The couple that achieves this complementarity is

not merely a romantic partnership. It is the smallest possible sovereign institution — two

people who together run a complete strategic-tactical cycle that neither could sustain alone.

This is why the paper treats sexuality not as a digression but as a structural claim. Sexuality

is the tactical dimension in its most concentrated expression — the force that draws people

into the relational form of the two-dimensional structure. It is the same energy that breaks

the dianoia trap, the same passion that inflames the Orient phase. When a culture separates

love from sexuality, treating the cognitive connection as elevated and the physical as base, it

sets up the conditions for losing both. The couple that loses its sexual energy loses the force

that holds the shared structure together. The couple that loses its cognitive integration

reduces sexuality to mere appetite. Neither produces the family that the framework describes

as the atom of power.

The practical implication is uncomfortable in its directness: if you want sovereignty, start with

your relationship. Get alignment on what the family is for. Understand the complementarity

rather than demanding interchangeability. Recognize that the hormonal and cognitive

differences between the sexes are not obstacles to overcome but the structural basis of the

shared structure’s effectiveness. The apex families did not achieve multigenerational
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sovereignty through romantic sentiment. They achieved it through deliberate coupling —

choosing partners whose capacities complemented their own, and building families whose

internal structure reflected the full-spectrum integration that sovereignty requires.

The aristocratic soul is not achieved alone. It is achieved in a family, and the family begins

with two people who understand what they are building.

The Absolute, the Relative, and the Direction of Time

The framework opened with a distinction between the absolute and the relative — the claim

that an absolute reality exists and that all perception is a partial, positioned representation of

it. This distinction deserves a final word, because it is the foundation on which everything

else rests.

The introduction of the absolute into human consciousness — the shift from a world in which

the highest powers are themselves relative beings within a larger cosmos, to a world in which

a genuinely unconditional ground of reality exists — is what gave time its direction. Before

this shift, different eras were merely different arrangements of the same forces; there was no

fixed standard against which to measure progress or decline. After it, evaluation became

possible. Institutions could be criticized not merely from within a competing frame but

against an absolute standard. The concept of justice became something more than the

interests of the stronger party. History became something more than a sequence of events.

The framework this paper describes is itself an attempt to aim the relative at the absolute —

to produce a model of power that, while necessarily partial and positioned, corresponds to

the structure of how power actually operates rather than to how any particular frame

represents it. The reader’s task is not to believe this model but to test it against experience

across time. If the framework is correct, it should produce accurate predictions about the

behavior of power that no single-layer analysis can match. If it is incorrect, the errors should

become visible as the reader’s own frame develops.

This is the deepest connection between the absolute/relative distinction and the asymmetry

of time that runs through every argument in the paper. The pen defeats the sword because

institutional time exceeds battle time. The family defeats ideology because generational time

exceeds organizational time. And the framework that correctly identifies the absolute

structure of power defeats the framework that merely describes one era’s relative

The Art of Power

126



arrangement — because the absolute does not change when the political formula rotates.

The reader who develops the frame to perceive this is not merely acquiring information. They

are acquiring the cognitive capacity to evaluate institutions against a standard that those

institutions cannot rewrite.

The absolute is what remains when every political formula has been stripped away. The

relative is every particular attempt to describe it. The sovereign is the one who knows the

difference — and acts on it across the timescale where the difference matters.

The Entropy of Meaning

A sobering epistemic limit must be acknowledged: evidence of pattern does not constitute

evidence of causation. This is not a limitation of this paper’s subject matter. It is a limitation

of all knowledge. Every model — scientific, historical, philosophical — is a frame, and every

frame detects patterns that may or may not correspond to the causal structure of reality. The

correlation looks like proof from inside the frame that generated it. From outside, it may be

noise.

This does not prevent the pursuit of knowledge. It disciplines it. The appropriate response is

not to abandon pattern-recognition but to reformat your worldview until it is stable under

pressure of revision — which is to say, until it has been tested from as many frames as

possible and has survived each test without requiring ad hoc exceptions or motivated

reasoning to hold together. A worldview that collapses when examined from a frame its

author did not anticipate was never knowledge. It was conviction dressed as understanding.

Consider the problem of ancient symbolism. The singularity is the pursuit of a perfect Orient

— the mechanical formalization of the cognitive loop’s interpretive phase. But the oldest

human attempts to map the structure of consciousness and power are not mechanical. They

are symbolic. And symbolic systems share a structural property with the physical universe

that limits what we can know about them.

The universe before the Big Bang and the universe after it are separated by an entropy gap.

The post-expansion state contains less recoverable information about the pre-expansion

state than would be needed to reconstruct it perfectly. You cannot run the film backward and

arrive at the original frame. The particles cannot be rearranged into their prior configuration

because the information required to do so was destroyed in the transition itself.
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Ancient symbols face the same problem. Whatever cognitive or spiritual reality a symbol

originally encoded — whatever experience of frames and meta-frames it was designed to

compress and transmit — is separated from us by an entropy gap of its own: centuries of

drift, reinterpretation, institutional capture, and motivated distortion. The true meaning cannot

be perfectly rearranged. We can only look for the “big bang” of each symbolic system — the

originating context, the founding experience, the cognitive territory it was first built to map —

and deduce associations starting from there, tracking drift in meaning and connotation as we

go. The symbol is a fossil of a living experience. We can reconstruct the skeleton. We cannot

resurrect the animal.

What we can say is what these systems were about. Across traditions, the esoteric symbol

systems — Hermetic, Kabbalistic, Vedantic, Platonic, Gnostic — are maps of frames and

meta-frames. They chart the nested structure of perception. They attempt to represent, in

compressed geometric and mythological form, the territory this paper describes in

propositional language: the layers through which consciousness organizes reality, the

transitions between them, and the asymptotic pursuit of the meta-frame that contains all

frames. The structural function that symbolic systems serve within the architecture of power

— authentication, transmission, misdirection — has been addressed above. What matters here

is the epistemic humility that the entropy gap demands: we can identify the territory these

systems mapped, but we cannot fully recover the experience they encoded. The framework is

a map of the map. The absolute remains what it has always been — the territory that no map

fully captures.

The Meta-Answer

We prefaced the reader that their resistance to this framework was predicted by the

framework. It is worth closing that explicitly.

The Social layer’s primary defensive function — from the sovereignty layer’s perspective — is

not the management of resentment but the prevention of structural literacy. Resentment is

safe; it expresses itself through Force-frame fantasies and is absorbed through narrative

containment. Understanding is dangerous. The experience of reading this paper — the

discomfort, the impulse to reach for dismissal, the feeling that something has gone too far —

is not evidence against the argument. It is the Social layer doing its work: making structural

analysis feel transgressive, associating it with irrationality, generating the internal friction that

is the managed population policing itself. This is frame control operating on the reader in real

The Art of Power

128



time.

The ancient shaman was selected to prevent exactly this kind of capture — to place at the

apex someone constitutionally incapable of building a personal power base, compelled to

speak truth without strategic management of information. He embodied gnosis not as a

doctrine but as a cognitive posture: the widest possible cognitive structure fueled by the

most potent energy, the least possible frame attachment, the most possible passion for

perception over accumulation. The modern system selects for the opposite at the visible

layer: conspiratorial capacity, dominance signaling, accumulative drive. That inversion is not

an accident of democratic theory. It is sovereignty managing its own exposure.

This creates a precise and uncomfortable position for the reader who has followed the

argument this far. You can be aware enough to see the structure — to recognize the frame

capture around you, to perceive the managed malaise that passes for culture, to understand

the mechanism by which the Social layer prevents structural literacy — and yet not

competitive enough in the actual game of real power to change your position within the

structure. The awareness does not confer the institutional resources, the multigenerational

capital, or the operational capacity that acting at the upper frames requires. And the

awareness makes it impossible to remain comfortable in the Social layer’s managed illusions.

You are too awake to sleep, and not yet powerful enough to act.

But sovereignty is a spectrum, not a binary. Engaging in an ordinary degree of full-spectrum

development — physical fitness, martial capability, reading, engineering, finance, strategic

awareness — is itself a deeply fulfilling life, and a life that is structurally difficult for more

powerful actors to interfere with. If you have sufficiently ensured the survival and coherence

of your family, you are playing at the same metaphysical level as the apex families, even if at

a different scale. They are more powerful because they have chosen to act generation over

generation, accumulating familial power across centuries. But if your own house is in order —

if your family’s survival is not in question outside of civilizational catastrophe — then the

difference is one of scale, not of kind.

This is the attainment of what might be called the aristocratic soul: a sovereign posture

available to anyone who pursues it. The problem is that access to this understanding is

gatekept and structurally discouraged. Nevertheless, anyone who engages in conscious self-

improvement rather than passive consumption of content is capable of breaking out of these

loops. Not everyone arrives at the same model of what they are doing when they do this, but

it is the subject of this essay to describe exactly the nature of that process.
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Power is not a position in the structure. It is the capacity to traverse the structure without

being captured by any of its frames.

The method has been provided: follow the pen. The symbols have been described: learn to

read them. The structure has been named. And sovereignty — the capacity to see the full

architecture, to move through it without attachment, to act from the inner world outward — is

not reserved for those who currently hold it. It is, and has always been, a cognitive

achievement. The pen defeats the sword not because the intellectual is stronger, but because

the pen’s domain is a higher order of agency. And agency, unlike territory or title, cannot be

inherited without being earned.

That position has a name. It is called sovereignty. And the first step toward it is the one you

have already taken: choosing to see.

Appendix

Supporting Mappings: Existing Models in 10-Dimensional
Space

The 10-dimensional model claims to be a substrate — the perceptual architecture underneath

the behavioral models psychology has produced. If this claim is correct, existing models

should map onto it without distortion. Each model should appear as a specific projection or

slice of the 10-dimensional space — capturing some dimensions well, ignoring others, and

producing its characteristic insights and blind spots precisely because of which dimensions it

includes and which it leaves out. What follows tests this claim across personality models,

developmental models, archetypal models, and pathological states.

Personality Models: Configuration Snapshots

The Big Five and MBTI describe personality as a stable configuration — a snapshot of where

the person sits in the space at a given time. They do not explain the architecture. But if the

10-dimensional model is correct, their factors should decompose cleanly into dimensional

composites.

Big Five (OCEAN): Each factor loads onto specific dimensions:
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• Openness loads primarily on Logical Density (semantic richness, abstract pattern

sensitivity) and Temporal Future (imagination, possibility-orientation).

• Conscientiousness loads on Logical Clarity (coherence, rigor), Spatial Presence (grounded

reality testing), and Social Ego Discipline (self-regulation within social context).

• Extraversion loads on Emotional Impulse (energy, arousal, drive) and Social Empathy

(group embeddedness, responsiveness to social stimulation).

• Agreeableness loads on Social Empathy (attunement to others) and Emotional Valence

(virtuous intentionality, prosocial orientation).

• Neuroticism loads inversely on Social Ego Discipline (weak self-other boundary under

stress) and Emotional Valence (unstable moral-emotional regulation).

Representative mappings (using H = High, M = Medium, L-M = Low-Medium across the 10

dimensions):

Big Five Type
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

ocean (all low)
L-

M
M M M M M

L-

M
M M

L-

M

OCEAN (all high) H H H H H H H H H H

Ocean (open only) H M M M H M
L-

M
M M

L-

M

ocEan (extravert only)
L-

M
M M M M M

L-

M
M H

L-

M

oCeAn (conscientious +

agreeable)

L-

M
H H M M H H H M

L-

M

OcEaN (open +

extravert + neurotic)
H M M H H M

L-

M
M H H

The pattern is consistent: each Big Five factor decomposes into a specific loading pattern

across the 10 dimensions. The factors are not arbitrary. They are the projections that emerge

when a 10-dimensional structure is measured through behavioral self-report — which is

exactly what factor analysis does.
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MBTI: The four axes map similarly:

• I/E (Introversion/Extraversion) maps primarily onto Emotional Impulse + Social Empathy —

the direction and intensity of energy flow.

• S/N (Sensing/Intuition) maps onto the Spatial-vs-Logical balance — concrete sensory

processing versus abstract pattern recognition.

• T/F (Thinking/Feeling) maps onto Logical Clarity vs. Emotional Valence — evaluation

through structural coherence versus evaluation through felt meaning.

• J/P (Judging/Perceiving) maps onto Logical Clarity + Temporal Memory (closure-seeking,

past-anchored) vs. Logical Density + Temporal Future (possibility-seeking, forward-

projected).

Representative mappings:

MBTI

Type

L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

INTJ H H M H M H L-M H M M

ESFP M M H M H M H M H H

INFP H M M H H M H M M H

ESTJ M H H M M H L-M H H M

ENFJ H H M M M H H M H H

ISTP M M H H H M L-M H M M

The MBTI’s characteristic weakness — binary typing on continuous dimensions — is

explained by the 10D mapping: each MBTI type is a region in 10-dimensional space, not a

point. Two INTJs can differ substantially across the dimensions MBTI collapses together,

which is why the same type label covers such different people.

Development Models: Trajectories Through the Space

Where personality models take snapshots, development models trace movement. If the 10D

model is correct, each developmental stage should correspond to a characteristic

dimensional profile, and the progression between stages should show specific dimensions

advancing while others hold or lag.
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Piaget’s 4 Stages of Cognitive Development:

Stage
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

Sensorimotor 1 1 1 1 - - 1 - 1 1

Preoperational 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1

Concrete

Operational
3 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 1

Formal

Operational
4 3 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 3

Piaget primarily tracks Logical development — Density and Clarity advancing through each

stage — with Temporal and Social dimensions developing in parallel. What he does not track

is Spatial Presence (embodied grounding), which stays flat, and Emotional Valence (moral-

emotional mastery), which only rises at the final stage. This explains why Piaget’s model

cannot account for moral or emotional development — those are different dimensions in the

same space that his measurement instruments were not designed to capture.

Kohlberg’s 6 Stages of Moral Development:

Stage
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

1: Obedience/

Punishment
1 1 - - - - 1 1 1 1

2: Self-Interest 2 1 - - 2 - 1 1 2 1

3: Interpersonal

Accord
2 2 - - 2 - 2 1 2 2

4: Authority and

Order
2 2 - - 2 2 2 2 2 2

5: Social Contract 2 2 - - 3 2 2 2 3 3
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Stage
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

6: Universal Ethics 3 3 - - 3 2 3 3 3 3

Kohlberg tracks what Piaget misses: the Social and Emotional dimensions advancing through

moral stages. Pre-conventional morality (stages 1-2) is low across Social and Emotional

dimensions — action driven by punishment avoidance and self-interest. Conventional morality

(stages 3-4) shows Social Empathy and Ego Discipline rising — the person now operates

within group norms and institutional authority. Post-conventional morality (stages 5-6) shows

all Social and Emotional dimensions elevated, with Logical Density finally catching up — the

person reasons from principles rather than rules, which requires the cognitive architecture to

support abstract moral reasoning. Kohlberg and Piaget are measuring different projections of

the same development — which is why neither alone explains the whole person.

Dabrowski’s 5 Levels of Positive Disintegration:

Level
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

1: Primary

Integration
2 2 - - 1 1 1 1 2 2

2: Unilevel

Disintegration
2 2 2 - 2 2 2 1 3 2

3: Spontaneous

Multilevel
3 2 3 - 3 2 2 2 3 3

4: Organized

Multilevel
4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

5: Secondary

Integration
5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Dabrowski is the most important developmental mapping for this framework because

Positive Disintegration is the closest any Western psychological model comes to describing

what the Art of Power calls the path from eikasia to noesis — including the necessary
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passage through crisis and temporary disintegration that the other models sanitize away.

The critical move is from Level 1 to Level 2: Emotional Impulse rises (from 2 to 3) while Ego

Discipline drops (stays at 1). This is the onset of pistis — energy increases without

corresponding structure. The person feels the wrongness of their situation intensely but

cannot model the structure producing it. Dabrowski calls this “unilevel disintegration”

because the conflict is horizontal — between competing impulses at the same level, without a

hierarchy of values to organize them.

Level 3 is where Spatial Consciousness activates (rises to 3) and Temporal Future extends

(rises to 3) — the person begins to see the structure they are embedded in. This is the onset

of dianoia. The perception of higher and lower within the self creates the “multilevel” quality

— the recognition that some impulses are better than others, that some frames are wider

than others, that the current self falls short of what it could be. This is anguished but

productive: the gap between what is seen and what is lived generates the drive toward

reorganization.

Level 4 is where the control dimensions catch up across the board. Logical Clarity, Spatial

Presence, Ego Discipline all rise to match or approach the strength dimensions. The

disintegration becomes organized — the crisis is no longer chaotic but directed toward

specific ideals. The person is rebuilding, not just breaking down.

Level 5 is secondary integration — all dimensions at or near maximum. The personality has

been dismantled and reconstructed around genuinely chosen values rather than socialized

defaults. This is noesis: the primitive energy running at full power through a structure that

has been tested by disintegration and reforged through deliberate development.

Archetypal Models: Narrative Positions in the Space

The Fool’s Journey (Major Arcana): The Tarot’s 22 Major Arcana describe a complete

developmental cycle — from naive openness through mastery, crisis, destruction, and

reintegration. Mapped onto the 10 dimensions, each archetype occupies a specific position,

and the sequence traces a path that no linear development model captures because it

includes regression as a necessary feature.

Key positions:
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Archetype
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

0: The Fool 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

7: The

Chariot
3 3 1 3 3 2 4 4 4 4

9: The

Hermit
4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 5 5

13: Death 5 4 4 3 5 5 3 5 5 5

15: The

Devil
5 4 4 3 5 5 2 1 2 1

16: The

Tower
5 4 4 3 5 5 1 1 1 1

19: The Sun 5 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 5 5

21: The

World
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

The Fool begins with almost nothing — minimal development across all dimensions except a

spark of Emotional Impulse (the energy to begin). The Chariot (card 7) represents the first

plateau of willed mastery — Social and Emotional control have developed, Logical processing

has structure, but Spatial Consciousness (deep embodied awareness) remains undeveloped.

This is competence without depth.

The Hermit (card 9) marks the withdrawal into interiority — Spatial Consciousness finally

activates (rises to 4) as the person turns inward. The Logical and Emotional dimensions

reach near-maximum. This is the dianoia peak — maximum perception, the threshold of

genuine wisdom.

Death (card 13) is total transformation — Logical Density hits maximum (5), Temporal

dimensions fully extend, Ego Discipline reaches 5. The old identity is gone. But note: Social

Empathy has dropped to 3. The person who has died to their old self is temporarily

disconnected from the social field. This is the necessary isolation of genuine transformation.
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The Devil (card 15) and the Tower (card 16) are the crisis sequence — and the most

structurally revealing positions in the entire Fool’s Journey. The Devil shows Social Empathy

and Ego Discipline collapsing (to 2 and 1) while Emotional Impulse and Valence also crash

(to 2 and 1). The Logical and Temporal dimensions remain high. This is the person who can

see everything and has lost the capacity to feel correctly — attachment, compulsion, the

seduction of power without virtue. The Tower follows immediately: all Social and Emotional

dimensions at 1, while Logical and Temporal remain at maximum. The structure has

collapsed. The cognitive architecture is intact. The person is brilliant, devastated, and morally

disoriented. This is the dark night of the soul — and it is a necessary passage, not a failure.

The Tarot includes it because the traditions that produced the Tarot understood what linear

development models deny: genuine development requires the destruction of the socially-

constructed self before the genuine self can emerge.

The Sun (card 19) is the recovery — Social and Emotional dimensions rebuilt at near-

maximum, Logical and Temporal sustained. The World (card 21) is full integration: all

dimensions at 5. This is noesis in its complete form.

The Fool’s Journey’s value as evidence for the 10D model is precisely that it was not

designed as a psychological model. It was designed as a spiritual and initiatory map by

traditions that were tracking the same cognitive territory through direct experience rather than

empirical measurement. The fact that it maps coherently onto the 10-dimensional space —

including the regression phases that scientific models cannot accommodate — suggests that

the 10-dimensional architecture is not an artifact of modern psychological methodology but a

genuine feature of the territory these traditions were independently mapping.

Pathological States: Distortions in the Space

If the 10-dimensional model describes the normal architecture, pathological states should

appear as specific distortion patterns — characteristic dimensional profiles that explain the

condition’s symptoms as consequences of dimensional imbalance rather than as discrete

disease entities.

Condition
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

Major Depression 3 3 3 3 1 2 3 1 1 1
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Condition
L-

SD

L-

SC

S-

PP

S-

RP

T-

FP

T-

MP

So-

EM

So-

ED

E-

EI

E-

EV

General Anxiety 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 1 3 2

PTSD 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 1

Bipolar (Manic) 3 2 3 2 4 2 2 1 4 2

Schizophrenia 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 3 1

ADHD 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 4 2

Autism 3 3 2 3 2 2 1 2 4 2

Aspergers 4 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 4 2

Sociopathy 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 4 1

Psychopathy

(Malevolent)
3 4 2 2 4 1 1 1 5 1

Psychopathy

(Benevolent)
4 5 2 2 5 1 2 3 3 3

Several structural insights emerge from the mapping:

Depression is not primarily an emotional disorder. Its dimensional signature is collapsed

Temporal Future (1), collapsed Emotional Impulse (1), and collapsed Emotional Valence (1) —

the organism has lost its ability to project forward, to generate drive, and to assign positive

meaning. The Logical and Spatial dimensions remain intact. The person can think clearly and

perceive their environment — they simply cannot want anything or value anything. This is why

depression feels like the death of meaning rather than the presence of sadness: meaning

requires Temporal projection and Emotional valence, and both are gone.

Anxiety differs from depression in a specific dimensional way: Emotional Impulse is

preserved (3) while Ego Discipline collapses (1) and Spatial Presence drops (2). The energy is

present — the organism is activated — but the regulatory capacity and the grounding in

present reality are both compromised. The result is energy without direction or containment,

which is experienced as fear. The difference between depression and anxiety is not severity

but which dimensions are impaired — depression kills the drive, anxiety unregulates it.
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The autism-Asperger’s spectrum illustrates why the model treats conditions as dimensional

rather than categorical. Both show very low Social Empathy (1-2) with high Emotional

Impulse (4) and preserved or elevated Logical dimensions. The difference is Logical Density:

Asperger’s has higher Density (4 vs. 3), producing the characteristic pattern of intense

abstract focus combined with social blindness. The spectrum is not a continuum of severity.

It is a specific region of 10-dimensional space within which individuals vary along particular

dimensions — primarily Logical Density and Social Empathy.

The psychopathy spectrum is the most power-relevant mapping. Malevolent psychopathy

shows maximum Emotional Impulse (5) and high Logical Clarity (4) and Temporal Future (4)

— strategic processing and drive at full power — with Social Empathy (1), Ego Discipline (1),

Temporal Memory (1), and Emotional Valence (1) all collapsed. The person can model the

future with precision and pursue it with total energy, but cannot feel others, regulate

themselves morally, or learn from consequences. Benevolent psychopathy shows the same

Logical elevation (4-5) and Temporal Future (5) but with moderate Social Empathy (2), Ego

Discipline (3), and Emotional Valence (3) — the strategic machinery is intact but enough

moral-social capacity exists to prevent predatory behavior. The difference between a

malevolent and benevolent psychopath is not the presence or absence of the condition but

the level of the Social and Emotional control dimensions — which is a continuous variable,

not a binary.

What the Convergence Shows

Personality models, developmental models, archetypal models, and pathological models —

developed independently, from different traditions, for different purposes — all map

coherently onto the same 10-dimensional space. Each captures a genuine slice of the

architecture. None captures all of it. The Big Five sees the behavioral surface. Piaget sees the

cognitive trajectory. Kohlberg sees the moral trajectory. Dabrowski sees the crisis-driven path

through disintegration. The Tarot sees the full cycle including the necessary regressions. The

DSM sees the distortion patterns.

The 10-dimensional model’s claim is not that it replaces these models but that it explains

why each sees what it sees and misses what it misses: they are projections of a higher-

dimensional structure onto lower-dimensional measurement instruments. The convergence

across independently developed models is the evidence that the architecture is real.
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