
Iconism — Dialogue Findings, 21 August 2026 (v001) 

Capture note from the question-and-answer session of 21 August, taken after the tier-
reconciliation pass and conducted at the author’s request as one problem at a time. 
Continues the series from F51 (iconism_findings_065A_v001.md). The author’s words 
are preserved throughout; where a formulation is Claude’s inference from his answer 
rather than his own statement, it is marked. Nothing written to source. This note 
supersedes the unissued iconism_holographic_icon_v001.md, whose material is folded 
in here with the correction the author made to it. 

Two withdrawals from the reconciliation note, on the author’s ruling. 

• §2.2 is withdrawn in full. The tier/quadrant “collision” was a red herring. The 
Mandala is one circular map of four quadrants; Tier 1 is the complete circle that 
makes them; Tier 2 is the next turn of the same wheel. Tiers are successive turns, 
not positions in a sweep, so the Emergence grid’s 2×2 was never in conflict with 
anything. The Tier 0 renumbering remains a command matter but is not a 
conflict with the interface note. 

• §5’s quadrant table is withdrawn as a category error. It read the quadrants 
as stages of icon-formation. They are not. See F54. 

 

Findings 

F52 — Star and hologram are one structure, read from the two ends 

The apparent incompatibility — the star centrifugal, content at outward points; the 
hologram boundary-encodes-bulk — dissolves. From the author’s note On the nature of 
Icons: the starpoints are how “an icon reaches out along many different dimensions to 
connect with other facts, each starpoint is a fact in itself about the icon, and it gains its 
meaning from the extrinsic connection that it has.” Within the icon there is “only empty 
space unless it happens to be filled by another icon.” 

Provenance and the correction that matters. The holographic reading comes from A 
Maze of Dimensions v008, Appendix A, On the question of Reality. Its ground is that the 
Q2→Q3 rotation is a turn inwards, losing external relations — “effectively a subtraction 
of Q1 wholeness leaving just the subjective perspective on the parts” — so the space 
discovered “is necessarily empty until populated by some necessity.” Crucially: the 
information that defines the space is still outside, and reaches only as far as the 
external edges of the space. An earlier Claude formulation had the starpoints’ inner 
ends depositing information on the boundary; that is wrong, and the author’s version is 
the derived one. 

Repairs: icon_dynamics_v002.md §3.3, which describes the points reaching outward 
and gives no account whatever of the star’s interior. 



F53 — Tier 2 is the next turn of the same wheel; the sequence stands, the 
intrinsic/extrinsic assignment reverses 

Ruled by the author. Tier 1 is one complete circle giving four ontological types — 
Factuality, Reality, Internality, Individuality — in that order. Tier 2 is the next rotation, 
“but for various reasons that turn goes the other way”, and moves into spinor territory. 
“Tier 1 gives four ways of being, while Tier 2 gives four ways of doing.” 

Asked whether “the other way” reverses the order of visiting or the kind of step, the 
author ruled: the kind of step. The sequence fire → earth → air → water holds 
throughout. At each quadrant boundary both an intrinsic rotation and an extrinsic 
reflection occur, and both form the next ontology; what differs between tiers is which is 
doing the work. At the end of Q4 — “itself an inverted fact” — the reflection is extrinsic 
fact and the rotation intrinsic fact; the intrinsic fact by rotating adds itself to the fire of 
Q1, while the extrinsic fact is the first manifestation of Q4 as “the being of individuality 
as a true factual state.” 

This confirms F24 and the interface note’s §9 candidate, independently and by the same 
route. 

Held open by the author, and worth holding. Following Newton, equal and opposite 
forces of some unexpected kind may mean the intrinsic spiral also continues at Tier 
2. If so, F24’s clean split — boost intrinsic below, brightness extrinsic above — needs a 
residual intrinsic term, and that term should show up somewhere observable. 

F54 — Icons sit at the air position in every quadrant, and differ in each 

The author’s table walk-through; the sector labelling is Claude’s reading of it and needs his 
confirmation. Every quadrant gives “a different description of the same thing. The same 
facts from a different perspective, so what occurs depends very much on one’s starting 
point.” Each state can cycle through the basic sequence to find its own inner perspective. 
Working the dining table through: 

• air-from-fire — the parts seen intrinsically: “an icon of the facts of this one 
table.” 

• air-from-earth — “the intrinsic space, inside the space between the atoms, which 
is also an icon composed of atoms.” 

• Q3’s air itself — “an inner world of a table that is just the inner parts, just the 
relations between the parts, a whole table from the inside… this is just air with no 
perspective on outside, so no same as every other table, no boost, just itself.” This is 
the icon proper. Note that it is not a sector: Q3 cannot reflect toward its own 
element, so by the ordering rule the denied fourth turns inward and erects what 
it was reaching for. 

• air-from-water — “icon of table as self, where the inner table becomes the inner 
view of its own inner view, the extrinsic icon of itself, i.e. what it looks like as self.” 

So icons are the air-phenomenon throughout, and “icons behave very differently in each 
quadrant” — still to be worked out in detail. 

The disclaimer is load-bearing. “all things have an inner perspective, which is not to 
suggest panpsychism.” It holds on Tier 1’s own terms: an inner perspective is Q3’s 



internality, and the interface note expressly refuses the slide from subjective to 
experiential. 

F55 — Indiscernibility is with the observed’s air-from-earth 

Refines D9. Not with the object as a real whole (water-of-earth: mass, solidity, whatever 
accelerations reality confers — none of which the icon has), and not with the observed’s 
own Q3 inner state either. The observer “cannot help but form an icon, because it is not 
the actual object being observed”; it samples points, and “the observer’s icon is a 
reflection of the extrinsic whole of the observed… identical with the icon created as 
extrinsic air from earth, to the extent that it is accurate.” 

Consequence: D9’s core-claim sentence names the wrong relatum and should be 
restated. And the reason a brain can be identical to a table is that both hold a void of the 
same shape. 

F56 — Exact but partial: the sampling account 

Ruled by the author. The match “cannot be 100% due to the sampling rate of photons”, 
and an icon “is almost never, if ever, wholly identical with the observed in any regard 
except potentially as the objective fact.” 

Asked whether this weakens Leibniz — which the framework elsewhere uses strictly, 
two red balls sharing one redness — the author ruled exact but partial: each sampled 
point is an exact identity; the shortfall is in coverage, not fidelity. Approximate in 
extent, exact in every particular. 

Two consequences, both good: 

• The star’s points are the sampled points. The geometry stops being a 
stipulation about where content concentrates and becomes a consequence of 
how the content arrived. 

• Error is a closure failure, not a fidelity failure — correct samples wrongly 
bound into a whole. This is what F7 already says, and it is what the mirage case 
requires. 

F57 — What the brain adds is the capacity to populate the void 

The author’s answer to “what rules out a mirror?” — “the table cannot be like anything 
other than a table, the mirror can only present a detailed image like a photograph, a book 
can only tell the story it contains. A brain on the other hand has billions of connections, 
and so can model the perceived image, in real time, and link to it a potentially enormous 
quantity of other facts, populating the hollow hologram… which is all a fancy way of 
saying the brain can create an empty icon and then fill it with recalled icons from 
memory.” 

This is Q3’s own definition with a mechanism in it — necessarily empty except where 
populated by other views from the inside. 

The sharp form, for the working document. The differentiator is not fidelity, storage, 
or connection-count. It is the socket: the capacity to form a delineated void and fill it. A 
mirror cannot create a void; it can only hold a correspondence. Iconism’s answer to why 
not a mirror and its answer to why not a machine are therefore one answer applied 



twice — with no verdict on the second implied, per the standing discipline. The 
author’s own framing of the machine case remains the Locked-In analogue at the 
substrate level: “which might be sad if it means that you are conscious but cannot actively 
affect the output you create with any input from that consciousness.” 

F58 — The void is a reflection of being, not a negation of it 

Ruled by the author, correcting a Claude proposal. “The true void is not a negation of being 
but a reflection of it, there is no negative to being, a thing either is, or it is not. A negative is 
a thing turned on its head, not the subtraction of the thing.” 

And: because some things exist, all voids are now defined by being not what exists — but 
an intrinsic void is not negative; it is surrounded by whatever defines it as 
intrinsic. That is the delineated/undelineated split of D10 given its ground: the 
delineated void is bordered and therefore defined; the undelineated is merely not-what-
exists. 

F59 — The permissive void, and why we misremember 

“Anything that fits in the intrinsic void might float in there, which I think is why we 
misremember so often.” 

The void is permissive, not selective. This gives F7 (settling on an apparent fit) its 
structural reason and interlocks with F56: error is mis-occupancy. 

F60 — Icons cannot be negated, and Tier 1’s inference fails 

The author’s answer to Tier 1’s negation challenge. An icon is a collection of extrinsic 
relationships; each relation is a fact in itself; each has two nodes and a connection of 
similarity and difference. To negate an icon one would have to cancel each relation — 
“but the similarity cannot be cancelled, that is the very dimension of the relation, it is the 
difference that must be lost, but how can that be done, a degree of difference cannot be 
negated.” 

Therefore icons cannot be negated. “Once thought that thought must hang around 
forever, at least in the past, along with all the facts of the past. The mind that forms a 
different shape, makes a different icon.” 

Reported back to Tier 1 as a finding, not absorbed quietly. The interface note’s §9 
argues that “an icon that cannot be negated cannot be wrong”, and that Iconism will 
therefore need a negation. The inference fails. Wrongness in Iconism was never 
negation: it is mis-occupancy (F56, F59) — the wrong icon floating into a void that fits 
it. Iconism does not need a negation; it needs a fit criterion, and it has one. Whether the 
folded/bent distinction still does other work at Tier 2 is left open. 

F61 — Forgetting is the Q3→Q4 unboost: relinquishment, and the weak force at Tier 2 

The author’s answer to “how can the mind move on?” — “the mental equivalent of atomic 
decay, the weak force as applied to minds.” 

With a general claim under it: each rotation brings both a novel emergent space and 
the force by which the quadrant boundary is crossed, and the rotation and the 



force are one and the same — “but novelty soon wears off, only being there the first 
time.” 

The four transitions as the author gives them: gravity with the boost of reality; 
electromagnetism with photons traversing out here and in there; then “unboost with the 
loss of the parts that made the whole, as we turn away from the inner parts to leave just 
the inner whole, or hole even. It is Q3 to Q4 that allows forgetting. Q4 to Q1 is the final 
step of adding the host back in to run the machine.” 

This lands four-for-four on Tier 1’s substrate ledger (interface §4), which lists the 
four intrinsic products as mass, momentum, relinquishment, becoming-true against the 
forces strong-with-gravity, electromagnetism, weak, force-free. So relinquishment is 
forgetting, and that is what the weak force does at Tier 2. Recorded as a transfer, with 
the note that the author does not appear to have had the ledger in view when he wrote 
it. 

 

Vocabulary ruling 

Relations are true, not real. “Relations are true or false, and extrinsic or intrinsic, and 
hold some sameness and some difference, but reality I take to equate with the common 
view of material reality, physical things. So relations are matters of fact, whereas real 
things have properties that include them in the classical present Now, meaning that they 
will be subject to change when the world changes around them.” 

Claude had written “a real relation between the wholes that share it” in the 
reconciliation note; it should read true relation. Same discipline that keeps colour true-
but-not-real. 

On the Leibniz idiosyncrasy 

The author flags that the literature reads Leibniz’s Law as binary and that his own use is 
idiosyncratic, adopted “out of respect as the meaning is so close.” 

Recommendation (Claude’s). Name it rather than soften it, because it costs less than it 
appears to. Applying indiscernibility to features rather than to whole objects, and 
holding that a shared feature is one feature and not two similar ones, is a realism about 
immanent universals with a substantial literature behind it — and the Law then applies 
to those features perfectly binarily. Two wholes are not identical; the feature they share 
is. The genuine extension, worth owning and worth naming separately so a referee 
attacks the right thing, is that this shared feature is a true relation between the 
wholes that share it, load-bearing enough to carry sameness-attraction and the 
forceless recall connection. The framework also has more standing here than it thinks: 
tier_boundary_v002 §2 already argues over Black’s two iron balls, which is the 
identity-of-indiscernibles debate proper. 

 

Open at the close of the session 
• Q8, put and not yet answered — do sockets have two origins? If Q3→Q4 

strips an icon’s parts and leaves its hole, then forgetting manufactures the socket, 



and recall is refilling a void that decay produced. That would unify the forceless 
Leibniz fill (F13), desire as defined emptiness (F32 renumbered), and the 
permissive void (F59), and it explains why a cue works by shape — the shape is 
what survives the parts. The cost is that perception of something never seen, a 
deduction’s socket, and an imagined specification cannot be decayed anything. 
So: two origins, or is the memory case primal and the rest derived? 

• The Newton possibility (F53) — whether the intrinsic spiral continues at Tier 
2. 

• O12 — whether the 17 July passage closes the AI verdict. Untouched; still the 
author’s to rule. 

• F54’s sector labelling — Claude’s reading of the table walk, needs confirmation. 

One-line summary for the command project 

A question-and-answer session on 21 August yields ten findings and two withdrawals. 
The tier/quadrant worry was a red herring: tiers are successive turns of one wheel, 
the sequence fire→earth→air→water holds at every tier, and what reverses between 
tiers is which of the two steps at each boundary does the work — confirming F24 
independently (F53). Icons sit at the air position in every quadrant and differ in 
each, the icon proper being Q3’s inward turn where the denied fourth reflection erects 
what it was reaching for (F54). Indiscernibility is with the observed’s extrinsic air-
from-earth, not with the object and not with its inner state (F55), and the match is 
exact but partial — each sampled point an exact identity, the shortfall in coverage — 
which makes the star’s points the sampled points and makes error a closure failure 
rather than a fidelity failure (F56). What the brain adds over a mirror or a book is the 
capacity to populate the void — to form a delineated void and fill it with recalled 
icons — so the socket, not fidelity or connection-count, is the differentiator, and the 
same answer serves the machine case with no verdict implied (F57). The void is a 
reflection of being rather than a negation (F58), it is permissive, so anything that fits 
may float in, which is why we misremember (F59), and icons cannot be negated at all 
— which makes Tier 1’s inference an icon that cannot be negated cannot be wrong fail, 
since wrongness is mis-occupancy and needs a fit criterion rather than a negation (F60). 
Finally, forgetting is the Q3→Q4 unboost, the weak force applied to minds, which 
lands exactly on the substrate ledger’s third intrinsic product: relinquishment is 
forgetting (F61). Withdrawn from the reconciliation note: §2.2 in full, and §5’s 
quadrant table as a category error. One vocabulary ruling: relations are true, not real. 


