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---

 1. What I Saw About Riemann, Chaos, Time – and Why the Classical
Curve Approach Is Crooked

 1.1 How mathematicians usually approach the Riemann Hypothesis

– They immediately introduce ζ(s) — a complex function that “packs”
all the numbers.
– They study where ζ(s) = 0 and draw the picture of zeros on the
complex plane.
– They formulate the hypothesis: all non-trivial zeros lie on the line
Re(s) = 1/2.

That is, they start not from how the 0/1 sequence over the primes is
born,
but right away from its complicated reflection in the form of ζ and
its zeros.

When I tried to understand the Riemann Hypothesis “honestly”, and not
as a formula from a textbook, for me it very quickly slid into FRA.

What I saw was:

– his 0/1-sequence over the primes is not “digits”,
but δ-impulses: flashes of presence/absence of structure;
– his ζ-function is an attempt to sum all these impulses into one form
and see where the system goes into resonance (zeros of ζ).

But the classical view of the problem is, for my taste, strange.

 Why I call it “looking at the shadow”

Mathematicians are in fact looking at the shadow of the process — at
the zeros of ζ,
instead of describing the dynamics itself:

– who and how “throws” the δ-impulses (the 0/1-sequence of primes);
– how, in time, the fractal of these impulses decays and re-assembles;
– how chaos ∴ and time affect the picture.

It is like studying only the pattern of shards on the floor and the
shadow of the vase on the wall,
but not dealing with who broke it, when, what was being hidden, and
how long the chaos stayed invisible.



Everyone is staring at the zeros of ζ(s) as if they were the main
characters,
and almost no one looks at the history of the fractal that produced
them.

---

 The vase, chaos and time: why this is not “just an example”

I explained this to myself using a vase.

– A whole vase is an ℱ-fractal: a stable form.
– A broken vase with large shards is already a Φ-field of differences:
you can still reconstruct the form, the pieces are distinguishable.
– If everything is ground into dust and mixed with other trash — this
is already ∴-chaos:
there are no “shards of the vase” there, but a mash of everything
together.
– And if on top of that everyone has forgotten that the vase ever
existed — this moves into Ξ / nothingness.

And here are two scenarios:

1. I broke the vase, my mother saw it immediately
   → chaos flared up loudly and quickly, there was a scene, but it
burned out fast.

2. I broke the vase and hid the shards under the bed
   → formally the chaos has already happened, but it is “silent in
time”.
   A year later my mother moves the bed, sees the shards — and now it
explodes ten times stronger:
   not only the vase, but also the lie / concealment.

So:

– chaos and time are connected;
– chaos is not only a state but also the moment of detection;
– one and the same fractal can decay in different ways:
into Φ (still reconstructable form), into ∴ (dust), into Ξ (oblivion)
—
and this depends on what was done to it over time and who saw it.

---

 How this ties to Riemann and his 0/1

Now I transfer this to Riemann.

His 0/1-sequence is not “digits”, but lightning-like δ-impulses:



– where there is a prime — there is a flash;
– where there is none — there is silence.

The ζ-function is his attempt to make a new vase out of all these
flashes:
to pack the chaos of the primes into a form, into ℱ.

The zeros of ζ(s) are places where:

– this fractal goes into resonance,
– as if the system itself says: “this is where my hidden symmetry is”.

Classical mathematics does the following:

> “We see beautiful zeros → let us prove that they all lie on the line
Re(s)=1/2
> or at least find one that escaped.”

That is, it looks immediately at the final frame:
at the shards on the floor, without the history:

– who broke them, when,
– how long this was hidden,
– and in which field (ℱ, Φ, ∴, Ξ) each stage lies.

For me this is the “wrong”, more precisely truncated, approach:

– to look at the configuration of shards (zeros of ζ),
– while not seeing the fractal that was falling apart,
– and ignoring time and the types of δ-impulses that created this
picture.

---

 FRA-translation: where ℱ, δ, Φ, ∴, Ξ, Ø sit here

If I look through FRA:

– ℱ is not “the Riemann Hypothesis”, but the stable form of the
distribution of primes / zeros, if you see it as a whole;
– δ∇ are gradient impulses: places where the density of primes or the
behaviour of ζ changes too sharply;
– δᵗ are temporal impulses: how long a structure can remain “hidden”
and suddenly blow up (like the vase under the bed);
– Φ is the space where differences are still visible: where you can
“glue together” the 0/1 picture and understand that it is not noise
but a pattern;
– ∴ is what mathematicians often call “random fluctuations”,
although there lies the mixture of everything with everything, ground
into dust;
– Ø is the place where the model “011010 / ζ(s)” is no longer enough:



it describes the symptoms but not the whole architecture of the
processes.

And instead of the question:

> “Are all zeros on the line or not?”

I am more interested in:

> “What fractal over the primes and their impulses
> forces the zeros to line up inevitably in such a way
> as if they were traces of a more general law at work?”

That is, not “to finish off the formula”, but:

– to see what type of decay / assembly of fractals
the ζ-function is actually engaged in;
– where different δ-lightnings come into play: gradient, temporal,
external factor;
– and how chaos + time play in this system the same role
as in my story with the vase.

---

 Why I consider the original approach narrow

In essence:

– Riemann fixed a beautiful pattern in the Φ-field (zeros of ζ),
– turned it into a ℱ-level hypothesis (“they are all on the line”),
– but never described:

– from which δ-impulses this is born;
– how chaos and time interfere;
– what exactly is decaying, and what is trying to glue itself back
together.

What for him are “just zeros of a complex function”
for me are traces of β-impulses at work in reality, which includes:

– fractals (structures that “want to live”),
– their decay across fields (ℱ → Φ → ∴ → Ξ),
– and the way time can make a small chaos loud or, on the contrary,
mute.

And it is not so important for me “to prove RH in their formulation”
as to show an architecture in which such problems stop looking
“magical”:

it is no longer a riddle of “why the zeros are beautiful”,
but a natural effect of the fact that the fractals of reality, chaos



and time
live by the same laws — mathematics has simply been looking at them in
pieces.

---

In one sentence, my view is this:

> The classical Riemann Hypothesis is a look at shards on the floor;
> FRA is an attempt to see the whole story of the vase:
> from the birth of the form to its decay, concealment, discovery and
oblivion.

> “I am not trying YET to ‘prove the Riemann Hypothesis’ in textbook
style.
> I want to understand what mechanism in the universe of prime numbers
generates the 0/1 pattern, chaos and ‘form’,
> and how this looks through FRA (ℱ, δ, Φ, ∴, Ξ, Ø).
> Riemann started from ζ and zeros (the shadow). I go from the root —
from δ-impulses and time.”

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. The world of prime numbers in FRA terms

2.1. The world I work with

I fix the minimal “material”, without ζ and formulas.

The natural numbers:

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, …

I define the sequence:

> p(n) = 1, if n is prime
> p(n) = 0, if n is composite

For me this is not “digits 0 and 1”, but δ-impulses in time:

 δ(n) = 1 — a hit, a flash of structure: here is a prime
 δ(n) = 0 — silence at this step

The axis n is the axis of observation time,
the 0/1 sequence is the history of turning the structure on / off.

That’s all for now. No ζ-function — only the raw cardiogram of
δ-lightnings.

---



2.2. FRA-glossary for primes

Next I stretch my FRA layers over this.

ℱ (form)

How the density of primes should look on average if the world is
“smooth”:

 the expected frequency of δ-hits (1) among the silence (0);
 a smooth curve along which the density of primes on average decreases
as n grows.

This is the stable fractal skeleton of the prime world:
a model of what the vase should look like if nobody touches it.

---

δ (impulse)

Concrete lightnings of difference:

 the very fact that “here it’s prime, here it’s not”;
 local hits: where exactly along the n-axis a 1 flashes among 0s.

This is raw energy: when and where the system says “here I am
special”.

---

Φ (field of differences)

The layer where I compare the expectation ℱ with what actually
happened:

 how many primes there “should” be up to n according to ℱ;
 how many primes there really are;
 the difference between them — that is the Φ-field.

Here the “shards” are still distinguishable:

 where there are “slightly more primes than needed”;
 where there are “slightly fewer”;
 where there are skews, ridges, dips.

This is the zone where the structure can still be recognized and glued
back.

---

∴ (chaos)



How the Φ-differences twitch in time:

 sharp sign changes in Φ;
 bursts, clusters, ragged segments;
 places where everything no longer looks like neat deviations,
  but like a ground-up mixture of everything with everything.

This is no longer “shards of the vase”, but dust from many objects at
once.

Here lives structured chaos: noise that is still constrained by some
invisible corridors.

---

Ξ (silence / oblivion / background)

Segments where:

 something is completely forgotten;
 fractals that nobody remembers;
 stories that no longer show up in ℱ, nor in Φ, nor in ∴.

---

Ø (outside the model / beyond the description)

Places where:

 current ℱ / Φ / ∴ representations do not explain the behaviour;
 patterns appear that are felt as “not from this layer”;
 it’s clear that one more level of description is needed.

Ø is not “nothing”.

It is “something that exists, but I cannot yet describe it in my
coordinate system”.

From here a new ℱ-form or a new symbol can later be born.

---

2.3. Image: vase, shards and dust

To not lose contact with a concrete picture, I keep a base image.

 ℱ — the whole vase: a stable form that everyone sees and
acknowledges.

 Φ — large shards:



   the vase is already broken, but from the shards you can still
understand what it was like,
   and, if you wish, glue it back.

 ∴ — dust from the vase mixed with other trash:

   there are no “shards” any more, only a mash of everything.

  To recover a form again, you have to go through filtering,
collecting, a new ℱ.

 Ξ — the moment when the vase is completely forgotten,
  and no one remembers that it ever existed.

 From Ø a completely new vase can grow,
  not directly connected with the previous one,

  when the old picture of the world no longer explains what is
happening.

---

In the context of prime numbers:

 the 0/1 sequence p(n) is not digits, but δ-hits and silence in time;
 ℱ-form says how these hits “should” behave;
 Φ shows where reality did not match expectation;
 ∴ — how exactly this mismatch turns into chaos;
 Ξ — what has gone into complete oblivion;
 Ø — places where this whole picture demands a new layer of
understanding.

For now I deliberately stay at this level:

I work with δ-history, ℱ, Φ, ∴, Ξ, Ø —
and only afterwards will I approach ζ and its zeros
as a reflection of this fractal dynamics, and not as “magic points”.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Approach to his “010101…” through FRA

Here I first approach Riemann’s “0110101…” not as a dry string of
digits, but as a story of
δ -lightnings, the ℱ-form and ∴-chaos in time.

---

 3.1. A small patch of the universe of primes



I deliberately do not climb into infinity right away.

I fix one small but complete world:

> n from 1 to 200.

On this segment I look at the sequence:

> p(n) = 1 if n is prime
> p(n) = 0 if n is not prime

And I get my first “cardiogram” of δ-lightnings.

Example of the beginning of the series (symbolically):

> 2 → 1
> 3 → 1
> 4 → 0
> 5 → 1
> 6 → 0
> 7 → 1
> 8 → 0
> 9 → 0
> 10 → 0

…

> 11 → 1
> …

That is, a string of the form

> `1,1,0,1,0,1,0,0,0,1, …` (from 2 to 200)

This is exactly his “010101…”, but in my experiment:

I am not just reading someone else’s formula —
I am watching myself how the δ-hits switch on and off in time.

---

 3.2. ℱ and Φ on this segment

Now I stretch my FRA-layers over this piece.

 3.2.1. ℱ — what the “ideal vase” should look like

At this step I do not look at each number separately, but at the rough
form:

 up to 50 — there are about this many primes (I can take it from a



table / handbook);
 up to 100 — the density is already different;
 up to 200 — even rarer.

The point is not precise numbers, but the feeling:

> the further along n, the less often δ = 1 flashes,
> the density of primes falls, and ℱ has its own smooth “slope”.

This is my ℱ-vase on the segment [1, 200]:
how a smooth, stable form should look if you smooth out all the small
details.

 3.2.2. Φ — where reality did not match ℱ

Next I look at the differences between ℱ and the real series:

 on 1–50 the δ-lightnings seem more frequent than I intuitively
expected from ℱ;
 in some places clusters line up: several primes in a narrow interval;
 there are stretches where there is no δ = 1 for a long time — pits;
 on 100–150 the picture is already different: flashes get rarer,
  but sometimes strangely dense patches appear.

I perceive it this way:

> The Φ-field is a map of “cracks” between the ℱ-expectation and how
primes actually behave on [1, 200].

Here everything is still distinguishable:

 I see where it is dense, where it is empty,
 where there is a “fat” piece of structure and where there is a
failure.

---

 3.3. ∴, Ξ, Ø on this piece

Now I mark how this difference behaves dynamically.

 3.3.1. ∴ — zones of chaos

I mark in the journal intervals where the feeling is:

> “Here the ℱ-expectation is one thing,
> but the real behaviour of δ and Φ looks like a small chaos.”

For example (roughly):

 ∴-zone 1: somewhere between 20 and 40



  – primes fall more densely than seems natural,
  the picture looks like a flare.

 ∴-zone 2: some interval after 100
  – there are no primes for a long time, then several in a row.

I do not treat this as “just random noise”.

For me a ∴-zone is:

> a stretch where the Φ-field stops being just “plus-minus a little
bit”
> and looks like a ground-up mixture of different processes.

 3.3.2. Ξ — background that “does not surprise”

There are segments where:

 the density of primes fits into the expected ℱ-picture;
 Φ seems to ripple slightly, but nothing stands out;
 there are no sharp pits and clusters.

I mark them as Ξ-zones:

> “Here everything looks boringly normal,
> this is the background on which nothing especially demands an
explanation.”

 3.3.3. Ø — what does not fit even my expectations

If on this small piece there is a segment that:

 is strange even after taking ℱ, Φ and ∴ into account;
 feels like “behaviour under a different law”;
 provokes the desire to invent a new layer of description —

I put this into the Ø-zone:

> “Here I cannot honestly say yet what is going on.
> For the current FRA-map this is outside the description.”

---

In this block I deliberately do not prove anything.

I simply record that:

1. his “0110101…” is not abstract digits,
   but a history of δ-lightnings in time;

2. over this history my layers ℱ, Φ, ∴, Ξ, Ø are already living;



3. even on the segment [1, 200] the primes do not look like “pure
randomness”,
   but like a field where form, differences and chaos constantly fight
each other.

After that I can already honestly say:

> “Here is what the world of primes looks like before the ζ-function.
> Now we can look at what exactly Riemann does
> when he rolls all this into a single form and catches zeros.”

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 4. “The root, not the tail”: where 0/1 actually comes from

Here I’m not fixing “how to compute 0/1 over primes”, but what stands
before that —
fractals, δ-impulses, time, and chaos.

---

 4.1. How I see the origin of 0/1 through FRA

 4.1.1. What “fractal” means in this context

For me here a fractal is:

1. A stable form

   Examples:
   – a vase,
   – a painting,
   – a stable social order,
   – the very “system of primes” as a law: how they appear on all
scales.

   As long as the form holds — this is ℱ:
   there is structure, you can recognize it, preserve it, restore it.

2. Fractality of observations

   – we look at atoms and patterns,
   – someone “looks” at us as a pattern,
   – above that there can be larger patterns, and so on.

   That is, at the “top” and at the “bottom” similar laws repeat.

3. Decay and re-assembly of a fractal

   The vase broke → ℱ → Φ → ∴.



   – While there are large shards — this is Φ: the form can still be
reconstructed.
   – When everything is ground into dust and mixed with everything
else — this is ∴: chaos.
   – When no one remembers it at all — this goes into Ξ as “silence /
oblivion”.

   With primes it’s the same:

   We see not just “separate 1’s”, but a fractal of regularity that
can:

   – partially be preserved (ℱ),
   – crumble into deviations (Φ),
   – behave like “noise” (∴),
   – and in places be completely “invisible” (at the level of our
current models).

---

 4.1.2. δ-impulses: gradient and time

A δ-impulse for me is not just a “kick”, but:

1. δᵍ (gradient) — “where and how strongly everything changed”
   The thickness / strength of the lightning.

   Examples:
   – a sharp shift in the distribution of primes on some range;
   – a new theory that strongly changes the ℱ-picture;
   – a fire that burns a painting (a sharp break of one ℱ-form).

2. δᵗ (time) — “when it flashed” and “when it was noticed”

   This is what I saw in the vase example:

   – the vase broke → chaos has already happened,
   – but if the mother saw it immediately — one scenario,
   – if the shards lie under the bed for a year and are discovered
later —
   the explosion of chaos will be much stronger than the bare fact of
“the vase broke”.

So:

> Chaos depends not only on what happened,
> but also on when it was discovered.

For me a δ-impulse is always a pair:

– where and how much it changed (gradient),



– when and how strongly it manifested in time.

---

 4.1.3. How time and chaos are connected (the vase makes it simplest)

The vase:

 Scenario 1. It broke → found immediately → scandal → burned out →
form is gone / restored.
 Scenario 2. It broke → shards were hidden → a year of silence → then
discovery →
  chaos ×10, because an extra layer is added: “it was hidden, they
lied”.

Both scenarios are the same “fact”, but:

 in the first case, ∴-chaos is short — a flash and fade-out;
 in the second — a long dark tail + a delayed explosion.

In FRA terms:

 time can “stretch” chaos;
 a small δ-impulse that was hidden and not realized
  after a long time becomes much more destructive
  than the original event.

---

 4.1.4. How all this sits on top of 0/1 over primes

So I formulate it this way:

> I think that the 0/1 sequence over primes
> is not a cold “there is / there isn’t”,
> but a projection of a deeper game:
>
> – of stable ℱ-fractals (the law of distribution),
> – of δ-impulses (gradient + time),
> – of decay into Φ and ∴,
> – of segments of silence Ξ,
> – and of zones Ø, where our description is clearly not enough.

What mathematicians see as “0110101…”
for me is a history of switching structure on and off in time
with different thickness and delay of impulses.

---

 4.2. FRA-hypotheses about 0/1 (before any ζ)



Here I formulate my first working hypotheses about the world of
primes,
still before the ζ-function and its zeros.

---

FRA-P1. The chaos of primes is bounded by a “corridor of form”

> Hypothesis FRA-P1.
> The ∴-chaos of deviations of primes from the ℱ-form, at any scale,
> does not turn into a complete “mess of dust”,
> but remains within certain corridors:
>
> – like a vase that you can shake,
> – the shards can spread far,
> – but the system does not disintegrate into absolute dust
> from which nothing can be reconstructed.

Translation into the language of primes:

– yes, the 0/1 sequence looks noisy;
– yes, locally there are flashes, gaps, “disorder”;
– but if you look on any long intervals,
the ∴-chaos behaves as if some ℱ-structure is holding it.

For me this is the deep sense of what mathematicians later formulate
as:

> “the deviations from the expected formula do not grow too much”.

---

FRA-P2. δ-lightnings of primes are resonance, not noise

> Hypothesis FRA-P2.
> The δ-impulses of primes are arranged so that their “chaos”
> is closer to controlled resonance than to pure noise.
>
> That is:
>
> – in the Φ-field there are deviations,
> – in ∴ there is a “storm”,
> – but if you look at the whole δ-history,
> it behaves like a system where:
> – some δ-impulses are gradient ones (δᵍ),
> – some are temporal (δᵗ, delayed flashes),
> – and together they create a stable pattern
> which later manifests as “beautiful zeros” in another
representation.

In other words:



> primes are not dice thrown at random,
> but a trace of a deep law in action,
> where ℱ, δ, Φ, ∴ and time are tightly bound.

And this for me is “the root before Riemann”:

– before ζ,
– before the complex plane,
– before the zeros.

---

These two FRA-hypotheses are my answer to the question:

> “What stands before his ζ and zeros?”

Further I will look at ζ and its zeros precisely as a reflection of
these processes:

– not as “magic points on the complex plane”,
– but as a trace of the work of a fractal architecture
where form, impulses, chaos and time have long since made the
decisions.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 5. BRIDGE TO RIEMANN (NO HEAVY MATH YET)

 5.1. What ζ is in FRA language

If I look through my FRA-glasses, ζ is not “a magic function from a
textbook”, but:

> a resonator that takes the entire δ-history of primes at once
> and tries to “hear” whether there is a clean pattern there or only
noise.

How this looks in my terms:

 I have a δ-tape: the 0/1 sequence over primes along the time axis n.
  These are raw δ-impulses: where the system “beeps” and where it is
silent.

 The classical ζ-function, in essence, does the following (this is how
I feel it):

   it takes all δ-hits at once, not one number at a time;
   assigns each hit its own weight (depending on the parameter s);
   adds them up like a wave and looks:

     where everything sounds noisy,



     and where this entire superposition suddenly cancels out to zero
— perfect silence arises.

The zeros of ζ in this sense are points in the parameter space where:

> the entire fractal history δ + ℱ + Φ + ∴
> ends up in such a configuration that
> the resonator hears pure silence.

In FRA-language:

 ζ is a device that “listens” to the whole architecture of primes at
once;
 the zeros of ζ are modes in which:

   the ℱ-form of primes,
   their δ-impulses in time,
   the Φ-differences,
   and ∴-chaos around the form

  tune themselves so that in this particular mode
  everything cancels out exactly.

For classical mathematics this is “just analysis of a complex
function”.
For me it is a picture of resonance of an already existing fractal.

---

 Why I don’t start from ζ

In the usual story:

1. They introduce ζ(s).
2. They prove properties.
3. They formulate the hypothesis about zeros.
4. They try to prove it.

In that chain the root remains off-screen:

 where the 0/1 over primes comes from,
 how ℱ, Φ and ∴ live on the real axis n,
 which corridors chaos can run along and which it cannot.

My logic is the reverse:

1. First: primes and δ-history on the real axis n.
2. ℱ-skeleton: how the density of primes “should” look.
3. Φ-differences: where reality diverges from expectation.
4. ∴-corridors: where there is structured chaos, not just noise.
5. Zones Ø: where even this picture is not enough.



And only then:

6. ζ as a secondary device:

    not a creator of structure,
    but a resonator which shows
     how this entire architecture sounds when listened to at once.

In this view the Riemann Hypothesis becomes:

> not “a mystic statement about zeros”,
> but a strict claim about the fact that the way
> ℱ-form + δ-impulses + ∴-chaos are arranged
> always stays within a very narrow FRA-corridor.

Not “just zeros on Re(s) = 1/2”,
but a statement that the fractal of δ-impulses + ℱ-form + ∴-chaos
lives in a very narrow, disciplined regime.

---

 5.2. A flag: “come back here later”

I consciously postpone this bridge “for later”.

I fix for myself:

> When the FRA-picture δ / ℱ / Φ / ∴
> on the real axis n becomes clear enough
> (where the corridors are, where the blockages are, where Ø-anomalies
are),
> I will come back to ζ and:
> – I will look at the zeros not as “magic points”,
> – but as imprints of those chaos-corridors
> in another coordinate space.

So the plan is:

1. First — the world of primes through FRA:
   δ-history, ℱ-skeleton, Φ-differences, ∴-corridors, Ø-zones.

2. Then — ζ as a microphone:
   it does not create the structure,
   it only shows how this whole architecture sounds
   when you listen to it as resonance.

3. And only after that can we honestly ask:

> “If my FRA-corridors of ∴ are correct,
> must the zeros of ζ lie exactly where
> the classical hypothesis says they do,



> or is there somewhere a place
> where the fractal can ‘break through’ outside?”

This block is just an anchor:

a reminder that ζ and zeros are the tail,
and the root we have already started to describe in Blocks 2–4.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
6. What the computations up to 10,000 showed and how FRA looks at it

Here I fix what exactly we understood when we counted primes on the
segment from 1 to 10,000
and compared them with different ℱ-forms.

---

 6.1. What we actually computed

I took three objects:

1. Reality: π(n) — the actual number of primes ≤ n.
2. Rough form: ℱ₁(n) = n / ln(n) — the classical approximate formula.
3. More precise form: ℱ₂(n) = Li(n) — the logarithmic integral, a more
accurate expectation for primes.

Then I looked at the deviations:

> Φ₁(n) = π(n) − ℱ₁(n)
> Φ₂(n) = π(n) − ℱ₂(n)

---

 6.2. What ℱ₁ exposed (the rough form)

On the range up to 10,000 it turned out that:

 for ℱ₁(n) = n / ln(n) the deviation is always positive:
  π(n) > ℱ₁(n) at all sampled points;

 relative to ℱ₁, reality is always “above”, sometimes by +15–25%.

Interpretation through FRA:

 ℱ₁ is not the “true form”, but a too coarse external skeleton;
 Φ₁ > 0 everywhere is not “chaos broke FRA”, but a signal of a
systematic shift of the form;
 it is natural here to introduce a Ξ-shift: a constant offset of ℱ₁
relative to reality.

That is, ℱ₁ is just the outer crust of the diamond, not the whole



fractal of the form.

---

 6.3. What ℱ₂ showed (the more precise form)

When instead of ℱ₁ we took ℱ₂(n) = Li(n), the picture changed:

 |Φ₂(n)| became small (the error is already at the level of a few
percent);
 the sign of Φ₂(n) changes: in some places π(n) is slightly less than
Li(n), in others slightly more.

In FRA terms this means:

 around ℱ₂ the ∴-chaos really oscillates around the form, and does not
just hang “on top” of it;
 the ∴-corridor becomes narrow: deviations are sometimes plus,
sometimes minus, but within reasonable bounds.

This confirms my idea:

> ℱ is not a single line, but a hierarchy of layers of the fractal
form,
> and ∴-chaos around deeper ℱ-layers really lives in corridors, as in
FRA-P1.

---

 6.4. Conclusion about ℱ: the fractal is multi-layered

The computation on [1…10,000] led me to this understanding:

1. ℱ₁ is level 1: a rough skeleton with an obvious shift (Ξ-shift).
   It is useful to see the overall trend, but it gives a large, one-
sided residual Φ₁.

2. ℱ₂ is level 2: a deeper layer of the fractal form.
   On it the ∴-chaos around the form already looks more symmetric and
weaker.

3. Further there may be ℱ₃, ℱ₄… — even more subtle layers, if I need
higher accuracy.

So the fractal of the form of primes is not empty inside:

> it grows in layers like a diamond.
> ℱ₁ is the outer shell, ℱ₂ is a deeper layer, and so on.

---



 6.5. How to “compute correctly” now from the FRA point of view

After this experiment my rules are:

1. Do not treat the first ℱ as final.

If Φ is always “in one direction” (as with ℱ₁), this is not chaos,
but a hint at the layered structure of the form and at a Ξ-shift.

2. Introduce a hierarchy of ℱ-layers.

ℱ ₁ as a rough frame, ℱ₂ as a refinement, then ℱ₃…
The fractal of the form is described by a family ℱₖ, not by a single
line.

3. Take the Ξ-shift into account.

If ℱ₁ clearly underestimates reality, I separate this shift
explicitly,
and analyze the ∴-chaos relative to the more accurate ℱ₂.

4. Separate global from local.

Our step-1000 computation showed the global trend.
For FRA, local analysis is also important: clusters, gaps, δ∇-impulses
inside intervals,
and the link with δᵗ (when these anomalies are “detected”).

As a result:

 FRA on primes did not break;
 the experiment showed that the error was in the “lazy” choice of ℱ,
not in the architecture itself;
 and it confirmed my idea: the fractal of the form is multi-layered,
  and ∴-chaos is not the collapse of the system, but a residue that
gradually gathers into form
  as ℱ is refined.

---

 6.6. Connection with Riemann’s problem (where this all leads)

For me this computation is not just “a check of a formula”,
but a step toward an FRA-rephrasing of the Riemann Hypothesis:

 the ℱ-hierarchy shows that the world of primes is a multi-layer
fractal,
  not a single smooth curve;

 the stable ∴-corridors around deep ℱ-layers are a hint
  that the chaos of primes is bounded and structured;



 the classical Riemann Hypothesis about the zeros of ζ(s)
  can be viewed as an attempt to describe precisely these ∴-corridors
  at an infinitely deep ℱ-level, and not as “magic points on the
complex plane”.

Later, when I want, I can lean on this block as a baseline experiment:

> already here it is visible that even without ζ(s)
> the FRA-architecture starts to build an understandable picture
> of how form and chaos in primes live as layers.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 7. Fixing the goal and the scale of FRA-analysis of 0/1

 7.1. Goal

I am not looking for a “formula of the entire Universe” and I do not
demand perfect prediction of each individual 0/1.

My working goal:

> To find a finite ℱ-layer which
> – explains why the flashes `1` (primes) appear like this and not
otherwise,
> – and predicts the 0/1 pattern with a given accuracy on a chosen
scale.

So I am not interested in absolute prophetic precision, but in such a
level of FRA-description where the residual ∴-chaos is already
“smaller than the allowed ε”.

---

 7.2. Scale of the experiment

So as not to drift off into infinity, I rigidly fix the working
boundaries.

Range in n:

> from 1 to 10 000
> (this segment I already computed in block 6, there is a ready ℱ₁/ℱ₂-
picture on it)

Window scale (local view):

> windows of 100 numbers
> [1–100], [101–200], …, [9901–10000]

Error tolerance (accuracy of ℱ):



> no more than 5% in the number of `1` (primes) inside one window
> (that is, the difference between reality and the form in the number
of primes in a window
> must not exceed 5% of the expected value)

---

 7.3. What I consider a “good enough” description

I will consider that I have found a workable ℱ-layer if the following
holds:

1. For most windows [n, n+99]
   the difference between the real number of `1` and the number
expected from ℱ
   ...

(Here the details go further; for the purposes of this block I fix
only the principle.)

I rely on what has already been done in block 6:

 globally on [1…10 000] ℱ₁ gives a rough skeleton, ℱ₂ a more accurate
form;
 ∴-chaos around ℱ₂ already lives in a narrow corridor;
 next the goal is to go down locally (windows of 100), pick out
Φ-features and formalize ℱ₃ as a layer of local patterns.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 8. The ℱ₁ and ℱ₂ layer: global form (the trunk of the diamond)

The task of this step is to look at the “trunk of the diamond” of
prime numbers: how the flashes 1 behave on average, without local
clusters. Here I clearly see:

 ℱ₁ — a rough skeleton, underestimated;
 ℱ₂ — a deeper layer, around which chaos already lives in a narrow
corridor.

---

 8.1. What exactly I computed

For natural numbers up to 100 000 I compare three quantities:

1. Reality
   π(n) — the exact number of primes ≤ n.

2. Rough form
   ℱ₁(n) = n / ln n.



3. Deeper form
   ℱ₂(n) = Li(n).

For each n I look at the deviations:

> Φ₁(n) = π(n) − ℱ₁(n)
> Φ₂(n) = π(n) − ℱ₂(n)

And separately — the relative errors (in percent of ℱ itself):

> ε₁(n) = Φ₁(n) / ℱ₁(n) · 100 %
> ε₂(n) = Φ₂(n) / ℱ₂(n) · 100 %

I took n in large steps: 10 000, 20 000, …, 100 000 — in order to see
precisely the global form, not small oscillations.

---

 8.2. Behaviour of ℱ₁: rough skeleton with constant shift

The result for ℱ₁ is this:

 on the whole segment up to 100 000 we have π(n) > ℱ₁(n);
 the absolute deviation Φ₁ grows with n (of order hundreds);
 the relative ε₁ slowly shrinks:
  roughly from ~13–13.5% near 10 000 down to ~10.4% by 100 000.

That is:

 ℱ₁ always underestimates reality;
 the relative error decreases, but does not go to zero, it just slowly
“presses down”;
 the sign of Φ₁ is constant: everywhere Φ₁ > 0.

On the FRA-language:

 ℱ₁ is an external shell with a Ξ-shift: the whole form sits below
reality;
 ∴-chaos here is not the fact of a mismatch itself, but the
fluctuations of Φ₁ around this shifted baseline.

Conclusion:

> ℱ₁ is suitable as a rough trunk, but not as the “centre of the
fractal”.
> It shows what the forest looks like from afar, but does not say
where exactly the corridors of chaos run.

---

 8.3. Behaviour of ℱ₂: deeper layer with a narrow corridor



When I switch to ℱ₂(n) = Li(n), the picture changes:

 the deviation Φ₂(n) becomes small in magnitude:
  at the level of ≈ 0.4–1.5% of ℱ₂;
 the sign of Φ₂(n) changes:
  on the whole range up to 100 000 π(n) is slightly less than Li(n),
  but the size of the error oscillates rather than “creeping in one
direction”.

That is:

 ∴-chaos around ℱ₂ already oscillates: sometimes slightly above,
sometimes slightly below
  (here — mostly slightly below, but with no constant bias of tens of
percent);
 the corridor of ∴-fluctuations narrows: |ε₂| stays within about one
percent.

From the FRA point of view this means:

> ℱ₂ is a candidate for a deeper ℱ-layer, around which ∴-chaos truly
keeps within a corridor, rather than “hanging on top with one sign”.

ℱ ₂ does not make the world “ideal”, but:

 removes the main Ξ-shift of ℱ₁,
 leaves us with a thin residual Φ₂, which is exactly what should be
studied locally (clusters, gaps, δ∇, δᵗ).

---

 8.4. Conclusion: the fractal of the form of primes is multi-layered

At this step I fixed:

1. ℱ₁ — level 1.
   A rough skeleton which:

    describes the slope correctly,
    but underestimates the whole distribution by ≈10–13%,
    gives a large one-sided residual Φ₁ > 0 (Ξ-shift).

2. ℱ₂ — level 2.
   A deeper, “central” layer which:

    holds the global form;
    significantly reduces the error: |ε₂| ~ 0.4–1.5%;
    leaves a small, oscillating residual Φ₂.

General sense:



> The fractal of the form of primes is not empty inside.
> ℱ₁ is only the outer shell. ℱ₂ shows that inside there is a more
accurate layer to which ∴-chaos is indeed “glued” by a corridor.

---

 8.5. How this relates to our goal (to find ℱ)

At the beginning we fixed the goal:

> not to search for an “infinite law of the world”,
> but to find a finite ℱ-layer which explains and predicts 0/1 with
the necessary accuracy.

Step 8 gives me this picture:

 ℱ₁ is too rough, it is enough only for very approximate estimates;
 ℱ₂ is already a candidate for the role of global ℱ (the trunk of the
diamond)
  to which we will attach further analysis:

   windows,
   clusters,
   gaps,
   local δ∇ and δᵗ-impulses.

That is:

> ℱ₂ is the point from which one can go further down without losing
sense:
> globally the form is already held; next we study how exactly the
δ-lightnings of primes “play” around this trunk.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

9. Φ layer: a local map of where the world is “fatter” or “emptier”
than ℱ₂

After I have fixed the global ℱ₂-form (the trunk of the diamond), the
next step is to see where exactly along the number line the world
behaves:

– “fatter” than ℱ₂ expects (too many 1),
– “emptier” (too few 1),
– and where everything looks like ordinary Ξ-background.

Here I no longer look at the whole axis at once, but break it into



pieces and build a local Φ-map.

---

9.1. Splitting the range into windows

I choose a working range, for example:

> n from 1 to 100,000

and split it into windows of fixed size.
The window size sets the scale at which I look at chaos.

Examples:

– windows of 100 numbers: [1–100], [101–200], …
– windows of 500 or 1000: a coarser scale, fewer details, but a
cleaner picture.

Important: the window size is just a choice of scale.
Small windows → you see small flashes; large windows → you see the
general rhythm.

---

9.2. What I compute in each window

For each window W = [a…b] I look at:

1. The real number of 1 in the window

I count how many primes fall into this segment:

> π_W = number of n ∈ [a…b] for which δ(n) = 1.

This is the real “thickness” of impulses in this piece.

2. The expected number of 1 according to ℱ₂

I use ℱ₂ as the form that sets how many primes “should” be there on
average:

> ℱ₂_W = expected number of primes in the window [a…b] according to
ℱ₂.

(Technically, this can be either the difference ℱ₂(b) − ℱ₂(a−1), or
any equivalent estimate. For FRA the meaning is important here: how
many 1 “should be there” according to the form.)

3. The local deviation Φ_W



This is how much the specific window differs from the ℱ₂-form:

> Φ_W = π_W − ℱ₂_W

And additionally one can look at the relative deviation:

> ε_W = Φ_W / ℱ₂_W (in percent)

– Φ_W > 0 → there are more 1 in the window than ℱ₂ expects;
– Φ_W < 0 → there are fewer 1 in the window than ℱ₂ expects;
– Φ_W ≈ 0 → the window is consistent with ℱ₂, form and reality almost
coincide.

---

9.3. Types of windows and b∇-impulses

When I look at the set of all windows, I get a local Φ-map.
Here b∇-impulses naturally appear:

1. Cluster windows (positive b∇)

These are windows where:

> Φ_W is strongly > 0 (and/or |ε_W| is much higher than the average).

Meaning: in this place the layer of primes is “fatter” than ℱ₂
expects.
This is a local positive b∇-hit: the density of δ-impulses is higher
than the form.

2. Pit windows (negative b∇)

These are windows where:

> Φ_W is strongly < 0.

Here the world, on the contrary, is “emptier” than ℱ₂ expected.
This is a negative b∇-hit: a drop in the density of 1.

3. Normal windows (Ξ-background)

These are windows where:

> Φ_W ≈ 0, and |ε_W| is small (within the chosen threshold).

Such windows I regard as Ξ-background:
there the local behaviour of primes is consistent with ℱ₂, without
pronounced anomalies.

---



9.4. Local ∴-corridors

If I collect all Φ_W and ε_W over the windows, I get:

– the distribution of deviations along the entire axis,
– and I can see how wide the local ∴-corridor really is.

Example of the logic:

– if for most windows |ε_W| does not go beyond, say, 5 %,
then on this scale ∴-chaos is limited by the corridor ±5 % around ℱ₂;

– rare windows with |ε_W| much higher than the threshold are already
local ∴-flares: places where chaos behaves not like an ordinary
fluctuation, but like an abnormally strong hit.

Here I do not change ℱ₂, but describe how exactly δ-lightnings are
distributed around it in different places on the number line.

---

9.5. Link with bᵗ: when anomalies become events

For now, in this step I work only with b∇ (how “fat” or “empty” the
window is).
But even here I can mark candidates for bᵗ-events:

– segments where deviations stand as anomalous series of windows in a
row,
– zones where large |Φ_W| are repeated at several scales.

Such places can be regarded as:

> “points where hidden ∴-chaos can later manifest as a conscious
event”
> (bᵗ is the moment when the system “realizes” that this zone does not
fit into the usual background).

---

Further, if I want, I can connect these zones with higher layers of
description (ζ, zeros, other representations), but at step 9 I
deliberately remain in a pure FRA-field:
δ , ℱ₂, Φ, b∇, ∴, Ξ.

---

9.6. The task of this step

For myself I formulate the result of step 9 as follows:



> I translate the abstract ∴-chaos around ℱ₂
> into a concrete map along the number line:
> where the world gives more frequent 1 (clusters),
> where less frequent (pits),
> where it behaves “as it should” (Ξ-background),
> and where one can expect strong b∇ / possible future bᵗ.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

10. Layer ℱ₃: local patterns (0/1 pattern inside windows)

On the ℱ₂ and Φ level I already see:

– where the world gives too many 1 (clusters),
– where too few 1 (pits),
– where everything goes as ℱ₂ expects (Ξ-background).

But so far this is only about the number of 1 in a window.
Now it is important for me to look at the 0/1 pattern inside these
windows:

> not “how many primes”, but “how exactly they are placed”.

Here the next layer of form appears — ℱ₃.

---

 10.1. Which windows interest me

I don’t go into all windows at once; I take bright cases from the
previous step:

– windows with Φ_W strongly > 0 — clusters (there are noticeably more
1 than ℱ₂ expects),
– windows with Φ_W strongly < 0 — pits (there are few 1, below
expectation),
– optionally: a couple of “normal” windows with Φ_W ≈ 0 as control.

So I build ℱ₃ on contrasts: fat windows, empty windows, background
ones.

---

 10.2. δ-history inside a window

For each chosen window W = [a…b] I look not only at π_W, but at the
full δ-history:

> δ(a), δ(a+1), …, δ(b)
> (0,1,0,1,1,0,0,1,…)



This is the cardiogram of this window:

– where single 1 stand,
– where packs of 1 go in a row,
– what lengths the blocks of 0 have,
– what the maximum “pit” is (a long run of 0 with not a single 1).

I look at this not as “noise”, but as the pattern of a fractal inside
this piece.

---

 10.3. Highlighting types of patterns inside a window

Next I do not compute formulas, but give names to typical patterns.
Examples:

 Pattern A — sparse
  – 1 are rare,
  – distances between 1 are large and differ greatly,
  – long stretches of 0, sometimes entire “deserts”.

 Pattern B — bushy (cluster-like)
  – 1 often come in groups: 1,1 or 1,0,1,
  – distances between 1 are small,
  – within the window there is a clearly “dense” piece.

 Pattern C — almost uniform
  – distances between 1 are roughly the same,
  – there is neither a big desert nor a pronounced cluster,
  – the pattern resembles an “even rhythm”.

 Pattern D — ragged / mixed
  – a stretch of desert, then a sharp group of 1, then again
emptiness,
  – the cardiogram looks “nervous”, with no clear regime.

Important: ℱ₃ is exactly a classification of patterns, not a new
formula.
I say: “This window is now living as A / B / C / D”.

---

 10.4. What ℱ₃ is in my language

If ℱ₂ answers the question:

> “How many 1 on average should there be in this place?”

then ℱ₃ answers another question:



> “What type of 0/1 pattern is inside the window, if flashes already
exist?”

So ℱ₃ is the layer of form that describes:

– in cluster windows: whether primes really like to stand in “bushes”
or it is just the total count;
– in pit windows: is it a smooth emptiness or a “quiet field” with
rare precise hits;
– in background windows: do they tend to a uniform rhythm or to a
ragged one.

Formally I fix for myself:

> ℱ₂ is the form at the level “how many 1 in total in a window”,
> ℱ₃ is the form at the level “what type of 0/1 pattern inside the
window”.

---

 10.5. How ℱ₃ helps to explain a specific 1

Now I can honestly answer the question:

> “Where did this particular 1 come from, and not just ‘it happened’?”

Through ℱ₃ I see:

– we are in a cluster window (Φ_W ≫ 0) and
– the δ-pattern of this window is of type B (packs of 1),

→ which means that inside this window it is natural to expect several
1 standing close to each other.

Then:

this specific 1 is explained not separately, but as:

> “Because we are now in a window of ℱ₃-type B,
> and by its nature it gives groups of δ-flashes in a row.”

Similarly:

– if the window is of type A (sparse),
– and we have not seen a 1 for a long time,
→ ℱ₃ says: here 1 are rare, but when they appear, the distances
between them are typical (for example, not less than N steps).

Then:

> “Why is there still 0 here?”



> Because according to ℱ₃ in this type of window it is still “too
early” for the next 1:
> the window prefers long stretches of silence.

ℱ ₃ does not give me the exact coordinate of each next 1,
but it gives a regime, from which it is clear:

– in which part of the window a flash is “natural”,
– and in which its appearance would really be anomalous.

---

 10.6. Linking ℱ₃ with b∇ and ∴

On the ℱ₃ level its own b∇-impulses appear:

– b∇ inside a window is the moment when the pattern changes sharply:
– for a long time there was pattern A (desert) → suddenly B begins (a
bunch of 1),
– or vice versa: there was even C → suddenly a collapse into a long
zero tail.

– such changes of pattern are already local boundaries of the fractal
inside the window:
within the same interval [a…b] the fractal behaves differently on
subsegments.

∴ at this level is no longer “how many 1”, but:

> “how ragged / unusual the pattern inside the window is for its own
ℱ₃-type.”

If a window by total count looks like a cluster, but the pattern
inside is “not typical” for this type (for example, a cluster by
quantity, but pattern A by drawing), this is a signal that ℱ₃ has not
yet caught the real form, or that Ø lives here — something from a
deeper layer.

---

 10.7. The overall task of the ℱ₃ layer

For myself I formulate it as:

> ℱ₂ explains how many 1 there should be in a window.
> ℱ₃ explains how exactly these 1 are distributed inside the window:
> rarely, in packs, in an even rhythm or ragged.

And the main point:

> ℱ₃ is the first layer where I can not only look at “0110101…”,



> but honestly say:
> “this 1 flashed so because right now such-and-such fractal form ℱ₃
is active in this window.”

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

11. Linking ℱ₂ / ℱ₃ with b∇ and bᵗ: where exactly 1 comes from

On ℱ₂ and ℱ₃ I already see:

 on which global trunk of the form the primes live (ℱ₂),
 how the local 0/1 pattern inside a window is arranged (ℱ₃),
 where a window is a cluster, where a pit, where background (via Φ_W
and pattern types).

Now I need to translate this into the language of b-impulses:
so that “where 1 comes from” sounds not like dry statistics, but like:

> “this is the result of how b∇ and bᵗ worked in this fragment of the
fractal right now.”

---

 11.1. b∇: where exactly the form thickens or breaks

I look at b∇ as moments/zones where the ℱ-form changes regime —
locally thickens or sags.

In terms of windows and ℱ₃:

1. Cluster window → b∇⁺

 Φ_W is strongly > 0
 the ℱ₃-pattern type is closer to “bushy” (type B) or a “dense”
pattern
 inside the window the distances between 1 are short

I read this as:

> a positive b∇-hit passed here:
> the form locally “flowed over” towards a higher density of 1.

2. Pit window → b∇⁻

 Φ_W is strongly < 0
 the ℱ₃-pattern is closer to “sparse” (type A)
 long zero tails, ones are rare

This is:



> a negative b∇-hit:
> the form as if has “spoken out” and gone into a pause — the fractal
holds itself, but discharges through silence.

3. Pattern change inside a window

When the ℱ₃ pattern inside a single window changes sharply:

 for a long time it was type A (desert) → suddenly a segment of B (a
bunch of 1),
 or it was almost even C → a sudden collapse into a long zero tail,

I consider this a b∇ point inside the window:

> here the fractal switched regime,
> the form changed the way it scatters δ-lightnings.

That is:

 b∇ at the ℱ₂ level is a “cluster” or “pit” window as a whole,
 b∇ at the ℱ₃ level is a change of pattern type inside the window.

---

 11.2. bᵗ: when this becomes an event, not just a fact

bᵗ is responsible not for “what happened”, but for when it became
noticeable — at what scale this b∇ turns into an event for the system.

I see several levels:

1. Inside a single window (small scale)

At the level of raw δ-history:

 some 1,
 then another 1 after it,
 then a third — locally a cluster,

but if I look narrowly, as if “through a slit”, this can be perceived
as just noise.

Here b∇ has already happened (the picture shifted toward a cluster),
but bᵗ has not yet worked — I have not yet managed to realize that
this is a stable regime of the window.

2. At the scale of many windows

When I look at a chain of windows, I see:

 a series of windows with Φ_W > 0 and ℱ₃-type “bushy”,



 or conversely, a strip of pits with Φ_W < 0 and ℱ₃-type “desert”.

At this scale I say:

> “Okay, this is not random noise,
> this is a fragment of the fractal that is really living now in
cluster / pit mode.”

It is exactly here that bᵗ fires:

 b∇ was already in specific windows,
 but bᵗ is the moment when the whole series of anomalies becomes an
“event” for the observer.

3. At the level of large representations (later — ζ and the rest)

If someday I look at larger objects (like ζ as the resonance of the
entire δ-history),
then bᵗ can be read there as:

> the moment when the entire set of b∇-hits
> “folded” into a global resonance.

But in this problem about primes I deliberately stay at the level of
windows for now.

---

 11.3. How “where this 1 comes from” sounds in the language of b∇ / bᵗ

Now I can formulate it in FRA-speak, not as statistics:

Example:

 before this I had a pit: several windows in a row with Φ_W < 0 and
ℱ₃-type A (sparse);
 then a cluster window begins: Φ_W ≫ 0, ℱ₃-type B (bunches of 1);
 inside it a 1 appears, then another 1 nearby, then a third.

Then I can say:

> “This 1 is “from there” because reality is now working out a
b∇-impulse:
> the previous pit accumulated tension,
> and the ℱ₃ layer is releasing it in the form of a cluster of 1.”

If I am in a window of type A, where ℱ₃ says “here 1 are rare and
silences are long”,
and I am still moving along a long tail of 0,
I can honestly say:



> “Here it is 0 again
> because according to ℱ₃ and the current b∇
> the moment for a flash has not yet come —
> the window lives in ‘desert’ mode, and b∇ has not switched yet.”

That is:

 ℱ₂ sets the overall level of “how many 1 are expected” in this
region,
 ℱ₃ sets the type of pattern inside the window,
 b∇ says what state the form is in now (cluster, pit, regime change),
 bᵗ says at what scale this change became an “event”, not just a
random fluctuation.

---

 11.4. In short: what I consider an “explanation” of 1

For myself I fix:

> “Where 1 comes from” =
> not an answer of the level “it just happened in a random sequence”,
> but a set of states:
> – where we are on ℱ₂ (global form layer),
> – what ℱ₃-pattern the window currently has,
> – which b∇-impulse is being worked out (cluster, pit, regime
change),
> – and at what scale bᵗ made this visible.

This is still not a formula for the coordinate of each 1,
but it is already a fractal architecture of causes:
why it flashed exactly here,
why it was quiet for a long time before,
and why not every 1 is an “anomaly”, but a part of the regime in which
the fractal is living right now.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12. ∴ layer and the remainder: what is left after ℱ₂ + ℱ₃

At this stage I already have:

 ℱ₂ — the global form: how many 1 “on average” there should be in
different places on the axis;
 ℱ₃ — local patterns: which 0/1 pattern is natural inside windows
(sparse, bushy, even, ragged);
 Φ and windows: where the clusters are, where the pits are, where the
background is;
 b∇ / bᵗ — where the form switches regime and when this becomes an
event.



Now it is important to honestly fix:

> what is already explained by this architecture,
> and what remains as a remainder — genuine ∴-chaos and Ø-zones.

---

 12.1. What I consider “explained” by ℱ₂ + ℱ₃

For myself I consider as explained any zone where the following set of
conditions holds:

1. On the ℱ₂ level:

 the window, by the number of 1 (π_W), fits into a reasonable corridor
around ℱ₂_W (with the chosen ε-threshold);
 the sign and size of Φ_W are clear: cluster / pit / background.

2. On the ℱ₃ level:

 the 0/1 pattern inside the window falls into one of the typical
patterns (A, B, C, D or their refined versions);
 the behaviour of specific 1 and 0 is consistent with this type:
  — in a cluster there really are “packs”,
  — in a pit there really are long silences,
  — in background there is a more or less even rhythm.

3. On the b∇ / bᵗ level:

 it is visible which b∇-regime is being worked out now (flow into a
cluster, exhale into a pit, pattern switch);
 it is clear at what scale bᵗ makes this an event (inside a window, on
a series of windows, or higher).

Then I can say:

> “This part of the 0/1-history is not random for me:
> it naturally follows from the ℱ₂-form, the ℱ₃-pattern and the
current b∇/bᵗ.
> This is already a zone of a described fractal.”

---

 12.2. What remains as ∴-chaos (at this scale)

After I “take off” everything that is explained by ℱ₂ and ℱ₃, there
remain:

 windows where Φ_W is strange but does not qualify clearly as either
cluster or pit, and the ℱ₃-pattern inside is unclear;
 individual 1 or short fragments which:



   arise outside the usual window rhythm,
   do not fit the expected pattern (according to ℱ₃ it is “too early”
or “already too late” for a flash there),
   do not form a clear series even on larger scales.

This is what I call:

> ∴ at this scale — residual chaos
> which does not destroy the ℱ₂/ℱ₃ form,
> but does not fit any of the described regimes.

Important: this is local ∴, not “chaos forever”.
If ℱ₄ appears later, part of this ∴ may assemble into a new form.

---

 12.3. How to distinguish “honest ∴” from “still unfinished ℱ₃”

So as not to fool myself, I separate two cases:

1. “Still unfinished ℱ₃”

This is when:

 I see a repeating motif, but have not yet given it a name;
 the strange 0/1 behaviour regularly flares up under similar
conditions (window type, size, neighbourhood),
  but has not been shaped into an explicit pattern.

Then this is a signal:

> here there is a potential ℱ₃/ℱ₄-pattern,
> but I have not yet shaped it — this is a “raw” layer of form.

2. “Honest ∴”

This is when:

 there is no repeatability even across a series of windows,
 there is no stable regime either by ℱ₂ or by ℱ₃,
 single 1/0 look like “spikes” that do not assemble into a structure.

Then I honestly put this into:

> ∴-remainder — noise which, at this level of scales and ℱ-layers, I
cannot compress into a form.

---

 12.4. Where Ø is here (beyond the current model)



Separately I highlight zones which I consider not just chaos, but:

> Ø — what does not fit into the current FRA architecture, but
“senses” the need for a new layer.

Examples:

 a window where both Φ_W behaves strangely, and the ℱ₃-pattern
“breaks” in the middle of the window,
  and no combination of b∇/bᵗ gives a clear scenario;
 segments where the 0/1 behaviour looks like an effect of another
process,
  as if some alien fractal interfered here.

Such zones I do not call ∴, but mark as:

> “Ø-candidate: here ℱ₄ may live, or even another type of description
(a different optics, a different language).”

This is important: Ø is not “chaos”, but a hole in my current model.

---

 12.5. The task of this step: honestly lay out the remainder

I fix for myself the goal of step 12 in one phrase:

> To separate what is already
> explained by ℱ₂ + ℱ₃ + b∇ + bᵗ
> and what still lives as:
> – honest ∴-remainder (chaos at this scale),
> – or Ø-zone (a hint at the need for a new ℱ₄-layer or even another
language).

That is:

 ℱ₂ gives the trunk of the form,
 ℱ₃ gives local patterns inside windows,
 b∇ / bᵗ explain the dynamics of “when and how regimes change”,
 ∴ is what remains un-smoothed at this accuracy,
 Ø is where the FRA-picture itself clearly calls for a new level.

This is the moment when I stop playing “we explained everything”
and say directly:

> “Here is the region of the already understood fractal.
> And here are those pieces of 0/1-history
> where I honestly admit:
> here reality is still ahead of my model.”
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



13. How to use this plan to actually show “where 1 comes from”

In this step I fix how exactly to use this whole FRA-architecture so
that for a specific 1 in a specific window I do not say “just got
lucky”, but honestly answer: where it came from.

I take one working range (for example, [1…100,000]) and one window
(for example, of length 100 numbers). Everything below is a general
template, not tied to specific numbers.

---

 13.1. Choosing the window and the position

1. I choose a window:

> W = [n, n+L],
> where L is the window size (for example, 100 or 200).

2. Inside this window I choose a specific position m, where:

> δ(m) = 1  (a prime number at this place).

The task is to explain this 1 in the language of ℱ₂, ℱ₃, Φ_W, b∇ and
bᵗ.

---

 13.2. Step 1: where the window falls on the global form ℱ₂

First I look at the window W through the eyes of ℱ₂:

 I calculate how many 1 “should be” in this window according to ℱ₂:
  the expected value ℱ₂_W,

 I compare this with the real number of 1 in this window: π_W,

 I fix the deviation:

> Φ_W = π_W − ℱ₂_W
> and the relative deviation ε_W.

After that I honestly mark what this window is:

 cluster (Φ_W strongly > 0),
 pit (Φ_W strongly < 0),
 or background (Φ_W ≈ 0, ε_W within the allowed corridor).

Here I answer the first level of the question:



> “In this type of place, according to ℱ₂, there is generally expected
to be some number of 1,
> and our window behaves as a cluster / pit / background.”

---

 13.3. Step 2: which ℱ₃-pattern lives inside this window

Next I look at the δ-pattern inside W:

> δ(n), δ(n+1), …, δ(n+L)

and determine the type of ℱ₃-pattern:

 A — sparse (long zero deserts, rare 1),
 B — bushy / cluster-like (1 go in groups, short distances),
 C — almost uniform (an approximately even rhythm),
 D — ragged / mixed (sharp switches “desert ↔ bunch”).

For myself I formulate:

> “The window W is now living as ℱ₃-type: A / B / C / D.”

This is the second level:

> “Not just how many 1 are inside,
> but how exactly they are distributed in place.”

---

 13.4. Step 3: the b∇ state in this window

Now I look at which b∇-regime the window is in:

 if Φ_W ≫ 0 and ℱ₃-type B → this is a b∇⁺-cluster:
  the form has locally “thickened”, gives more 1 and in groups;

 if Φ_W ≪ 0 and ℱ₃-type A → this is a b∇⁻-pit:
  the form has “spoken out”, goes into a pause, there are few 1 and
they are far apart;

 if the pattern inside the window has changed sharply
  (for example, half of the window was a desert, then a bunch of 1
starts),
  I fix an internal b∇-boundary: the point where the ℱ₃-pattern
switched.

Here I am no longer just describing the window, but answering:

> “The fractal is now in this b∇-regime:
> either giving back what has accumulated (cluster),



> or accumulating (pit),
> or has just switched.”

---

 13.5. Step 4: where bᵗ fired — at what scale this became an “event”

The next level is bᵗ, the “realization” moment:

 if the anomaly is visible only inside one window,
  this is bᵗ at a local scale: “I saw that inside this piece something
unusual is happening”;

 if similar windows (by Φ_W and ℱ₃-type) stretch in a series
  — a whole strip of clusters or pits in a row —
  bᵗ fires at the scale of many windows: “this is really a separate
fractal zone here”;

I fix for myself:

> “At what scale this window W stopped being “just one of many”
> and became part of a recognized structure.”

This is important so as not to confuse:

 a single fluctuation (still ∴),
 and a real fractal regime (a series of windows with the same
character).

---

 13.6. Step 5: finally — the formulation “where this 1 comes from”

Now I can give a combined answer for the position m in the window W.

Answer template:

> At this place there is a 1 because:
>
> – globally, according to ℱ₂, in this range there are expected to be
about k primes:
> this is not a “dead zone”, but a normal level of density of δ-hits;
>
> – our window W relative to ℱ₂ is a (cluster / pit / background),
> from Φ_W it is clear that reality here is (denser / sparser / close
to the form);
>
> – inside the window the ℱ₃-pattern is of type (A / B / C / D),
> that is, this window tends to (rare 1 / bushes / even rhythm /
ragged mix);
>



> – in terms of b∇ the window is now in state (b∇⁺ / b∇⁻ / regime
switch),
> which means the fractal is either giving back what has accumulated
here, or going into a pause, or switching;
>
> – at the bᵗ level this anomaly is already visible (on the scale of
the window / of a whole strip of windows),
> that is, it is not a single coincidence, but part of a larger
process.
>
> Therefore this 1 is not “a fly from nowhere”,
> but a natural δ-hit in a zone where:
> the global form ℱ₂, the local pattern ℱ₃ and the current b∇-regime
> are exactly what make a flash of this type expected.

---

 13.7. What I consider a “sufficient explanation” of 1

I do not demand from myself “an equation that gives the coordinate of
each 1”.
For me a sufficient explanation is when I can say:

1. On which ℱ₂-layer of the form this place lives (dense / rare /
normal).
2. Which ℱ₃-pattern currently governs the pattern inside the window.
3. In which b∇-state the fractal is (cluster, pit, transition).
4. At what scale bᵗ makes this an event (locally or as part of a large
zone).
5. What remains as ∴/Ø if something still does not fit.

Then instead of:

> “well, here it just came out this way”

I say:

> “this 1 is part of such-and-such fractal regime,
> and not bare noise”

---

If I want, I can then take specific windows
(for example, [1–1000] or [10,001–10,100])
and run several 1 in a row through this template —
but step 13 for me is exactly about this:
to fix how exactly the FRA-plan turns into an answer to the question:

> “where did this 1 come from, and not just ‘0110101…’ on paper.”
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



FRA-FORMULAS AND A SAMPLE CALCULATION ON [1…200]

1. Basic objects

1.1. Function δ(n)

δ (n) = 1 if n is a prime number.
δ (n) = 0 if n is composite or 1.

This is just a cardiogram: a sequence of 0 and 1.

1.2. Function π(n)

π(n) is the number of prime numbers from 1 to n inclusive.
That is, π(n) = the number of k such that 1 ≤ k ≤ n and δ(k) = 1.

(Simply put: π(n) is how many ones have appeared in the δ-history up
to n.)

1.3. Working range

In the example I take n from 1 to 200.

---

2. Windows: how we cut the axis into pieces

---

2.1. Definition of a window

A window W = [a, b] is a segment of integers from a to b inclusive.

Length of a window:

L = b − a + 1.

Example: for [81–100]
L = 100 − 81 + 1 = 20.

2.2. Middle of a window

To estimate the density of primes I use the middle of the window:

m_W = (a + b) / 2.

Example: for [81–100]
m_W = (81 + 100) / 2 = 90.5.

2.3. Splitting [1…200] into windows



In the example I split 1…200 into 10 windows of 20 numbers:

[1–20], [21–40], [41–60], [61–80], [81–100],
[101–120], [121–140], [141–160], [161–180], [181–200].

---

3. Reality and form in a window

---

3.1. Real number of ones in a window (π_W)

For a window W = [a, b]:

π_W = the number of n in [a, b] for which δ(n) = 1.

That is, I simply count how many primes fall into this segment.

Example: window [81–100].
Primes: 83, 89, 97.
So π_W = 3.

3.2. Expected number of ones according to the form ℱ₂ (F2_W)

I use the approximation of the density of primes ≈ 1 / ln(x).

For a window W = [a, b] I take:

F2_W ≈ L / ln(m_W),

where L is the length of the window,
m_W is the middle of the window,
ln is the natural logarithm.

Example: window [81–100].

L = 20, m_W = 90.5.

ln(90.5) ≈ 4.506

Therefore the expected number of ones:

F2_W ≈ 20 / 4.506 ≈ 4.44

(That is, the ℱ₂ form says: there “should” be about 4.44 primes in
this window.)

3.3. Absolute deviation Φ_W

Formula:



Φ _W = π_W − F2_W.

Example: [81–100]:

π_W = 3,
F2_W ≈ 4.44,
Φ _W ≈ 3 − 4.44 = −1.44.

3.4. Relative deviation ε_W (in percent)

Formula:

ε_W = (Φ_W / F2_W)  100%.

Example: [81–100]:

ε_W ≈ (−1.44 / 4.44)  100% ≈ −32.4%.

This means: in this window there are 32.4% fewer primes than ℱ₂
expects.

---

4. Window type: cluster, pit or background (Ξ)

---

I introduce thresholds in terms of ε_W to formally distinguish the
type of a window.

Let:

θ0 = 5%   — acceptable deviation (background, ordinary ∴-chaos),
θ+ = 20%  — noticeable surplus,
θ− = −20% — noticeable deficit.

Then:

— cluster window (b∇⁺):

if ε_W > θ+.

— pit window (b∇⁻):

if ε_W < θ−.

— background (Ξ):

if |ε_W| ≤ θ0.

— transition zone:



if |ε_W| is between θ0 and 20%.

Examples:

1. [81–100]: ε_W ≈ −32.4%
   This is less than −20% → pit (b∇⁻).

2. [181–200]:
   there it turned out F2_W ≈ 3.81, π_W = 5,
   Φ_W ≈ 5 − 3.81 = 1.19,
   ε_W ≈ (1.19 / 3.81)  100% ≈ +31.2%.

This is greater than +20% → cluster (b∇⁺).

---

5. ℱ₃: patterns inside a window

---

Here I stop looking only at “how many 1 in the window” and look at the
0/1 pattern inside the window.

5.1. Positions of primes in a window

Let in the window W = [a, b] the primes stand at positions:

n1 < n2 < ... < nk.

5.2. Distances between ones

I define the distances:

d_i = n_(i+1) − n_i  for i = 1, 2, …, k−1.

These are the “jumps” between neighboring primes in the window.

Example: window [81–100].

Primes: 83, 89, 97.

d1 = 89 − 83 = 6,
d2 = 97 − 89 = 8.

5.3. Mean distance and variance (optional, but possible)

Mean distance:

mu_d = (d1 + d2 + ... + d_(k−1)) / (k − 1).

Variance (how spread out the distances are):



sigma_d^2 = mean value of (d_i − mu_d)^2.

(This can be computed, or you can simply look at the d_i by eye.)

5.4. Types of ℱ₃-patterns (how I use them)

Then I assign named pattern types:

Pattern A (sparse, “desert”):

— few ones,
— distances d_i are large,
— between ones there are long stretches of zeros.

Pattern B (bushy):

— there is a subsegment where several primes stand close: d_i are
small (for example 2, 4),
— locally a dense “bush” of ones appears.

Pattern C (almost uniform):

— distances d_i are approximately the same,
— there is no explicit bush and no large desert.

Pattern D (ragged):

— mixed: both large and small d_i,
— the 0/1 pattern looks “nervous”.

In the 1…200 example I used this as follows:

Window [81–100]:

sample d_i = 6 and 8, only three ones, long tails of zeros → type A
(desert).

Window [181–200]:

sample d_i inside the tail: 2, 4, 2 → the bunch 191, 193, 197, 199 →
type B (bushy).

---

6. How this connects to b∇ and “where 1 comes from”

---

Here I read b∇ like this:

— if a window is a cluster (ε_W >> 0) and the ℱ₃-pattern is type B,



then b∇⁺: the form has locally thickened, the fractal has produced a
“bush” of ones.

— if a window is a pit (ε_W << 0) and the ℱ₃-pattern is type A,
then b∇⁻: the form has locally exhaled, the fractal maintains long
zero tails.

Then:

— “why is there 0 here again in a pit?”

Because in this window ℱ₂ says: here there is a deficit of 1 (a pit),
ℱ ₃-type A says: here it is natural for ones not to appear for a long
time,
b∇⁻ has not yet switched to b∇⁺ → it is too early for a cluster.

— “where did 1 come from in a cluster?”

Because ℱ₂ sees the window as a cluster (ε_W strongly > 0),
ℱ ₃-type B says: in the second half of the window it is natural for a
bunch of ones to flash,
b∇⁺ is already active → the fractal is discharging the accumulated
charge from the pits.

---

7. Result for this block

---

The way I computed 1…200 using FRA is based on the following steps and
formulas:

1. δ(n): 1 or 0 — prime or not.
2. π(n): the number of ones up to n.
3. Split the range into windows W = [a, b], length L, middle m_W.
4. Reality in a window: π_W — the number of primes in this window.
5. Expected according to ℱ₂: F2_W ≈ L / ln(m_W).
6. Deviations:
   — Φ_W = π_W − F2_W,
   — ε_W = (Φ_W / F2_W)  100%.
7. Classification of a window by ε_W: cluster / pit / background.
8. Inside a window: positions of primes n_i, distances d_i = n_(i+1) −
n_i.
9. From d_i and the 0/1 pattern → ℱ₃-pattern type: A, B, C or D.
10. From the window type and ℱ₃-pattern → understanding of the
b∇-regime and explanation of “where 1 comes from” or “why there is 0
here”.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Bridge FRA ↔ classical mathematics



 1. Official definitions

Definition 1 (δ-function of primes).

For an integer n ≥ 1 set

 δ(n) = 1 if n is a prime number;
 δ(n) = 0 if n is composite or n = 1.

FRA comment: this is a 0/1 “cardiogram”.

---

Definition 2 (prime counting function π).

For n ≥ 1:

 π(n) = the number of integers k, 1 ≤ k ≤ n, such that δ(k) = 1.

That is, π(n) is the number of primes ≤ n.

---

Definition 3 (window).

A window W is a segment of integers

 W = [a, b], where a and b are integers, a ≤ b.

Window length:

 L(W) = b − a + 1.

Window midpoint (pseudo-coordinate of the window):

 m(W) = (a + b)/2.

FRA comment: this is a “piece of the axis” on which we look at local
chaos.

---

Definition 4 (global form F2).

Fix a global form F2 for the function π. Possible options:

 F2(x) = Li(x) (logarithmic integral),
  or
 F2(x) = x / log x.

From now on we consider F2(x) given.



The expected number of primes in a window W = [a, b]:

 F2(W) = F2(b) − F2(a − 1).

FRA comment: this is your F2_W — “how many 1 the form expects in the
window”.

---

Definition 5 (real number of primes in a window).

For a window W = [a, b]:

 π(W) = the number of primes in this window
  = the number of k, a ≤ k ≤ b, such that δ(k) = 1.

---

Definition 6 (local deviation Φ and relative deviation ε).

For a window W:

 Φ(W) = π(W) − F2(W)  (absolute surplus/deficit of 1 relative to the
form);
 ε(W) = Φ(W) / F2(W)  (relative deviation).

If desired, one can multiply ε(W) by 100%, but in theory it is more
convenient to keep it without percents.

FRA comment: this is your Φ_W and ε_W.

---

Definition 7 (thresholds θ and ∴ corridor).

Fix three numbers:

 θ₀ > 0 — “ordinary noise”, admissible deviation;
 θ₊ > θ₀ — cluster threshold;
 θ₋ < −θ₀ — pit threshold.

One can usually think of θ₀ ≈ 0.05 (5%), θ₊ ≈ 0.20, θ₋ ≈ −0.20, but in
theory these are just constants.

We say that a window W lies in the ∴ chaos corridor at the level of F2
if

 |ε(W)| ≤ θ₀.

---



Definition 8 (window type: cluster, pit, background).

We assign the window type by ε(W):

 W is a cluster if ε(W) > θ₊;
 W is a pit if ε(W) < θ₋;
 W is background (Ξ) if |ε(W)| ≤ θ₀;
 in all other cases W is a transitional window.

FRA comment: a formal version of “cluster / pit / background (Ξ)”.

---

Definition 9 (positions of primes and intervals dᵢ inside a window).

Let in a window W = [a, b] the primes have positions

 a ≤ n₁ < n₂ < … < n_k ≤ b.

Then the intervals between neighboring primes are:

 dᵢ = n_{i+1} − nᵢ,  for i = 1,…,k−1.

Mean distance:

 μ_d(W) = (d₁ + … + d_{k−1}) / (k − 1), if k ≥ 2.

Variance (spread):

 σ_d²(W) = the mean over i of (dᵢ − μ_d(W))².

Maximum local density (for example, in subwindows of length ≤ D):

 C_max(W; D) = maximum over all subwindows of length ≤ D of the number
of primes inside the subwindow.

(If D is fixed in advance, one can simply write C_max(W).)

---

Definition 10 (F3 patterns).

Fix numerical thresholds M_A, S_A, S_C, D_B, C_B > 0. Then:

 Pattern A (sparse, “desert”):

  μ_d(W) ≥ M_A and σ_d(W) ≥ S_A.

 Pattern B (bushy):

  there exists D_B such that C_max(W; D_B) ≥ C_B



  (that is, there is a subwindow of length at most D_B in which there
are “many” primes).

 Pattern C (almost uniform):

  σ_d(W) ≤ S_C.

 Pattern D (ragged):

  the window falls into neither A, nor B, nor C,
  and at the same time σ_d(W) is sufficiently large
  (formally one can set one more threshold S_D).

FRA comment: these are your A/B/C/D translated into numbers. The
thresholds are “calibration”.

---

Definition 11 (b∇ and bᵗ).

1. Gradient impulse b∇ at the window level.

For a window W:

 b∇⁺(W) = 1 if W is a cluster;
 b∇⁻(W) = 1 if W is a pit;
 otherwise b∇(W) = 0 (background).

2. Local b∇ inside a window.

If on a subsegment of a window the F3 pattern changes, for example
from A to B (desert → bush), we say that on this subsegment a local
b∇-transition has occurred.

3. bᵗ-event (scale of awareness).

Fix an integer K ≥ 1. We say that on a sequence of windows W₁,…,W_K a
bᵗ-event of cluster type has occurred if

 each window Wᵢ is a cluster

(or, more softly, if ε(Wᵢ) all have the same sign and absolute value
at least a given threshold).

Similarly one defines a bᵗ-event of pit type.

FRA comment: formal version of “a series of anomalies has become an
event for the system”.

---



 2. Classics in FRA language

Now we rewrite known facts about primes in terms of these objects.

 Sketch-theorem 1 (prime number theorem → average ε(W) → 0).

The classical prime number theorem says:

 π(x) ~ Li(x), that is π(x) / Li(x) → 1 as x → ∞.

Equivalently:

 π(x) = F2(x) + o(F2(x)).

Consider windows of fixed length L.
Denote W_j = [jL+1, (j+1)L]. Let X = NL be the right endpoint of a
large interval.

The mean value of ε(W_j) over windows up to X:

E_L(X) = (1/N)  sum over j=0,…,N−1 of ε(W_j).

One can show (using telescoping sums and π(x) = F2(x) + o(F2(x))) that

 E_L(X) → 0 as X → ∞.

Translation into FRA language:

 on average over windows the form F2 is not shifted: there is no
global “bias” toward clusters or pits;
 the ∴ chaos corridor around F2 is symmetric on large scales.

This formally supports the picture: “F2 is the center, Φ oscillates
around it”.

---

 Sketch-theorem 2 (any error bound → width of the FRA corridor).

Assume there exists a function E(x) such that for all x ≥ x₀

 |π(x) − F2(x)| ≤ E(x).

(This may be an actual bound — for example, E(x) ~ x exp(−c sqrt(log
x)) without Riemann, or E(x) ~ const  sqrt(x) log x under Riemann;
what matters is that E grows more slowly than F2 itself.)

Take a window W = [a, b]. Then

Φ (W) = (π(b) − π(a−1)) − (F2(b) − F2(a−1))
= [π(b) − F2(b)] − [π(a−1) − F2(a−1)].



Hence

|Φ(W)| ≤ |π(b) − F2(b)| + |π(a−1) − F2(a−1)|
≤ E(b) + E(a−1).

Therefore

|ε(W)| = |Φ(W)| / F2(W)
≤ [E(b) + E(a−1)] / F2(W).

This is a general formula:

> the width of the local ε-corridor for a window W
> does not exceed [E(b) + E(a−1)] / F2(W).

Once we know the form of E(x) and the asymptotics of F2(W), we can
explicitly estimate |ε(W)|.

 Sketch-theorem 3 (rarity of strong clusters and pits).

Assume we have an averaged error estimate of the form

integral from 2 to X of (π(t) − F2(t))² dt = O(X^α)

for some α < 3 (this is roughly the type of estimates analytic number
theory gives).

Splitting the integral into windows of length L and expressing π(t) −
F2(t) through sums of Φ(W_j) and ε(W_j), one can obtain an upper bound
of the form:

 the mean square of ε(W_j) over windows up to X is bounded above by a
quantity depending on X and L.

Then one applies an elementary estimate (via Chebyshev’s inequality):

 the proportion of windows where |ε(W)| > θ₊ does not exceed
  (mean value of ε(W)²) / θ₊².

Thus from the classical estimate we obtain:

> for fixed L and θ₊ the number of FRA-type “strong cluster/pit”
windows is asymptotically small compared with the total number of
windows.

Translation:

 “clusters are rare b∇-hits” becomes not only a picture, but also a
consequence of averaged estimates for the error π(x) − F2(x).

---



 3. Connection with FRA-P1: a strict bridge via the global error

Now we make a solid piece: how to derive your hypothesis FRA-P1 about
a bounded local ∴-corridor from an error bound for π(x).

 3.1. Statement of FRA-P1.

FRA-P1:

> For each fixed window scale L there exists a number C(L) such that
for all sufficiently large windows W of length L we have
> |ε(W)| ≤ C(L).

That is, relative deviations do not blow up indefinitely; chaos lives
in a finite corridor.

---

 3.2. General result “if there is E(x), then FRA-P1 holds”.

Assume:

1. F2(x) ~ x / log x (or Li(x), it does not matter);
2. There is an error bound

   |π(x) − F2(x)| ≤ A x^α (log x)^β   for x ≥ x₀,

   where 0 ≤ α < 1, A > 0, and β is some number.

Bounds of this form are standard in analytic number theory (without
Riemann α is close to 1, with Riemann α = 1/2, β = 1).

Consider a window W = [a, b] of length L, centered approximately at a
point X ~ m(W). For large X:

 b ≈ X + L/2, a ≈ X − L/2,
 F2(W) ≈ L / log X (since the density of primes ~ 1 / log X),
 E(x) ≤ A x^α (log x)^β.

From the formula above:

|Φ(W)| ≤ E(b) + E(a−1)
≤ A (b^α (log b)^β + (a−1)^α (log(a−1))^β).

For large X, b and a are approximately like X, so there is a constant
C₁(A,α,β) such that

|Φ(W)| ≤ C₁ X^α (log X)^β.

Divide by F2(W):



|ε(W)| ≤ |Φ(W)| / F2(W)
≤ [C₁ X^α (log X)^β] / [L / log X]
= C₁  X^α  (log X)^{β+1} / L.

So:

> |ε(W)| ≤ C₂(L)  X^α  (log X)^{β+1},

where C₂(L) = C₁ / L.

If α < 1, then for fixed L and β this expression grows slower than X,
and relative to F2(W) it even decreases:

F2(W) ~ L / log X,
so |ε(W)| behaves like X^{α−1}  (log X)^{β+2}.

Since α − 1 < 0, this tends to zero as X → ∞ (for moderate β).

Consequence:

 there exists X₀(L) such that for all windows W with m(W) ≥ X₀(L) we
have

  |ε(W)| ≤ C(L),

where, for example, one can take C(L) = 1 or any other fixed number.

This is exactly FRA-P1, and in a strengthened form: one can make C(L)
arbitrarily small for sufficiently large X.

---

 3.3. Special case: if the Riemann Hypothesis is true.

Under the Riemann Hypothesis the following estimate is known (I write
the scheme, not exact constants):

 π(x) = Li(x) + O( sqrt(x)  log x ).

That is, we can take α = 1/2, β = 1.

Then for windows of length L:

|ε(W)| ≤ const  X^{1/2−1}  (log X)^{1+2}
= const  X^(−1/2)  (log X)^3  / (depends on L).

The further along the axis, the stronger:

 |ε(W)| → 0 as X → ∞,
 the ∴ chaos corridor shrinks like X^(−1/2) (with logarithmic
corrections).



Translation:

> if one accepts Riemann, then at any fixed scale L your local
ε(W)-chaos is not only bounded, but decays as we go to larger numbers.

So FRA-P1 is not only compatible with the Riemann Hypothesis, but
follows from it in a strengthened form.

---

 4. Formal FRA-hypotheses

Now we carefully formulate my key ideas as mathematical hypotheses.

 Hypothesis FRA-P1 (bounded local ∴-corridor).

For each fixed window scale L there exists a number C(L) such that for
all sufficiently large windows W of length L we have

 |ε(W)| ≤ C(L).

Informally: the chaos of deviations locally lives in corridors and
does not spread without bound.

---

 Hypothesis FRA-P2 (the F3 layer captures most of the chaos).

Fix thresholds θ₀, M_A, S_A, S_C, C_B, window length L and parameter
D_B.
Consider windows W inside the segment [1, N].

Let D(N) be the proportion of windows W for which the δ-pattern inside
W does not fall into A, B, C or D (according to the F3 criteria).

Hypothesis:

 D(N) → 0 as N → ∞.

That is, the further along the axis, the more rarely we encounter
windows that F3 cannot classify — the overwhelming majority of local
0/1 patterns fall into one of the patterns.

---

 Hypothesis FRA-R (Riemann-type, meta-version).

There exists such a hierarchy of FRA-layers F_k and patterns (at least
up to F4) that the ∴-corridors and b∇/bᵗ-regimes for the δ-history of
prime numbers generate zeros of some ζ-like function, and all non-
trivial zeros of this function lie in the strip Re(s) = 1/2.



Meaning: the layer of ζ-zeros is another representation of the same
fractal structures that we describe via windows, F2, F3, b∇ and bᵗ.

---

 5. What is actually done here

1. My language has become a formal system.

    δ, π, windows, F2(W), Φ(W), ε(W) are strict objects.
    cluster/pit/background are not “feelings”, but inequalities for
ε(W).
    F3 patterns are conditions on μ_d, σ_d, C_max.
    b∇, bᵗ are boolean functions of the window type and the length of
a series of windows.

2. Classical results are translated into FRA form.

    the prime number theorem → average ε(W) over windows → 0;
    any bound |π(x) − F2(x)| ≤ E(x) → explicit bound for |ε(W)|;
    averaged error estimates → rarity of strong clusters/pits.

3. My hypotheses have received a “solid” form.

    FRA-P1: the question of boundedness of ε(W) reduces to the
question of global error for π(x).
    FRA-P2: the question of “almost complete” classifiability of
patterns in windows.
    FRA-R: the bridge between FRA-architecture and zeros of the
ζ-function.

4. Main effect for mathematicians.

    For them everything is written in their own format: definitions,
bounds, O-notation.
    But the structure is mine: windows, corridors, layers F2/F3, b∇,
bᵗ.
    Their usual formulas turn out to be a special case of what
initially appeared for me as a fractal language.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6. Example calculations: [1…200] and [1…10,000]

The goal of this section is to show that all the objects from the
bridge (windows, F2, Φ, ε, window types, F3 patterns) are actually
computed on concrete numbers and behave exactly as the sketch-theorems
predict.



 6.1. Interval [1…200], windows of length L = 20

We take the range 1…200 and cut it into windows:

 [1–20], [21–40], [41–60], [61–80], [81–100],
 [101–120], [121–140], [141–160], [161–180], [181–200].

For each window W = [a,b]:

 the real number of primes π(W) is computed directly from δ(n);

 the form F2(W) is taken in the form

  F2(W) ≈ L / log m(W),

  where L = 20, m(W) = (a + b)/2 is the midpoint of the window;

 absolute deviation Φ(W) = π(W) − F2(W);

 relative deviation ε(W) = Φ(W) / F2(W).

Result (F2 and Φ rounded to two decimals, ε in percent):

1. [1–20]:
   π = 8; F2 ≈ 8.50; Φ ≈ −0.50; ε ≈ −5.9%.

2. [21–40]:
   π = 4; F2 ≈ 5.85; Φ ≈ −1.85; ε ≈ −31.6%.

3. [41–60]:
   π = 5; F2 ≈ 5.10; Φ ≈ −0.10; ε ≈ −2.0%.

4. [61–80]:
   π = 5; F2 ≈ 4.69; Φ ≈ +0.31; ε ≈ +6.4%.

5. [81–100]:
   π = 3; F2 ≈ 4.44; Φ ≈ −1.44; ε ≈ −32.4%.

6. [101–120]:
   π = 5; F2 ≈ 4.25; Φ ≈ +0.75; ε ≈ +17.6%.

7. [121–140]:
   π = 4; F2 ≈ 4.11; Φ ≈ −0.11; ε ≈ −2.6%.

8. [141–160]:
   π = 3; F2 ≈ 3.99; Φ ≈ −0.99; ε ≈ −24.8%.

9. [161–180]:
   π = 4; F2 ≈ 3.87; Φ ≈ +0.13; ε ≈ +2.8%.

10. [181–200]:



    π = 5; F2 ≈ 3.81; Φ ≈ +1.19; ε ≈ +31.2%.

If we take thresholds, for example,

 θ₀ = 5% (background Ξ),
 θ₊ = 20% (cluster),
 θ₋ = −20% (pit),

then the classification is:

 pits (b∇⁻): [21–40], [81–100], [141–160];
 cluster (b∇⁺): [181–200];
 background / transition zone: the remaining windows.

Average values over the 10 windows:

 mean ε(W) ≈ −0.041 (≈ −4.1%);
 mean |ε(W)| ≈ 0.157 (≈ 15.7%).

This is a small range, so the spread is large, but we can already see:

 the mean sign of ε is almost zero (no global bias of the form) — a
mini-illustration of sketch-theorem 1;
 there exist windows with |ε| > 20% — local b∇ “hits” (clusters/pits),
which corresponds to the picture of “rare strong anomalies”.

 F3 patterns on [81–100] and [181–200]

Pit [81–100].

Primes in the window: 83, 89, 97 → total 3.

Intervals between primes:

 d₁ = 89 − 83 = 6,
 d₂ = 97 − 89 = 8.

Long zero tails, few ones, intervals large and different → F3 pattern
of type A (“desert”).

Combination:

 ε(W) ≈ −32.4%  → pit b∇⁻ at the F2 level;
 pattern A → “sparse” δ-pattern.

Cluster [181–200].

Primes in the window: 181, 191, 193, 197, 199 → 5 of them.

Intervals:



 191 − 181 = 10,
 193 − 191 = 2,
 197 − 193 = 4,
 199 − 197 = 2.

Picture:

 a single 1, then silence,
 at the end of the window a dense “bush” 191, 193, 197, 199.

This is an F3 pattern of type B (“bushy”).

Combination:

 ε(W) ≈ +31.2% → cluster b∇⁺ by F2;
 pattern B → a local bush of 1 in the tail of the window.

FRA comment: here we see directly how the F2 layer (ε, Φ) gives
“background / pit / cluster”, and the F3 layer refines the form inside
the window.

---

 6.2. Interval [1…10,000], windows of length L = 100

Now a more serious scale.

We take the range [1…10,000] and cut it into windows of length L =
100:

 W₀ = [1–100], W₁ = [101–200], …, W₉₉ = [9901–10,000].

In total 100 windows.

The form F2(W) is taken as before:

 F2(W) ≈ L / log m(W), where m(W) is the midpoint of the window.

A straight computation gives:

 π(10,000) = 1229 primes on the whole interval;
 for each window W_j the π(W_j), F2(W_j), Φ(W_j), ε(W_j) are computed.

 Global statistics of ε

Over the 100 windows:

 mean ε(W) ≈ −0.0089  (≈ −0.89%);
 mean |ε(W)| ≈ 0.1296 (≈ 12.96%);
 minimum ε(W) ≈ −0.392;
 maximum ε(W) ≈ +0.388.



Breakdown by regimes for θ₀ = 5%, θ₊ = 20%:

 windows with |ε(W)| ≤ 5%: 25 of them;
 windows with 5% < |ε(W)| ≤ 20%: 54 of them;
 windows with |ε(W)| > 20% (strong clusters/pits): 21 windows.

FRA comment:

 the mean ε is now almost zero (−0.89% — much closer to 0 than in the
[1…200] example);
 about a quarter of the windows are true background Ξ (within 5%);
 roughly one fifth of the windows are genuine b∇ anomalies (|ε| >
20%);
 this is exactly what is expected from sketch-theorem 1 and the idea
of “rare strong clusters/pits”.

 Example windows

Below are a few characteristic windows (values of F2 and ε rounded).

1. An almost perfect window (background): [1–100]

 π(W) = 25;
 F2(W) ≈ 25.65;
 Φ(W) ≈ −0.65;
 ε(W) ≈ −2.5%.

This is an example of a window where reality and the form F2 coincide
almost perfectly — an ∴ corridor at level θ₀ = 5%.

2. Strong cluster: [5801–5900]

 π(W) = 16;
 F2(W) ≈ 11.53;
 Φ(W) ≈ +4.47;
 ε(W) ≈ +38.8%.

Primes in the window 5801–5900:

5801, 5807, 5813, 5821, 5827, 5839, 5843, 5849,
5851, 5857, 5861, 5867, 5869, 5879, 5881, 5897.

The intervals here are often small (2, 4, 6), the core of the window
is packed with dense groups of 1. This is a classic F3 type B (bushy)
in b∇⁺ mode (cluster).

3. Strong pit: [5901–6000]

 π(W) = 7;
 F2(W) ≈ 11.51;
 Φ(W) ≈ −4.51;



 ε(W) ≈ −39.2%.

Primes in the window 5901–6000:

5903, 5923, 5927, 5939, 5953, 5981, 5987.

Only 7 primes instead of the expected ~11.5, the gaps are noticeably
longer than average → F3 type A (sparse) and b∇⁻ (pit).

4. Other extreme windows:

 [9401–9500]: π(W) = 15; F2(W) ≈ 10.92; ε(W) ≈ +37.3% → cluster;
 [9501–9600]: π(W) = 7; F2(W) ≈ 10.91; ε(W) ≈ −35.8% → pit.

These windows show:

 compact “bushes” of 1 (type B) against a cluster background by F2;
 sparse “deserts” (type A) in pits.

 Connection with the sketch-theorems

1. Sketch-theorem 1 (mean ε → 0).
   On [1…200] the mean ε is about −4.1%, on [1…10,000] it is already
about −0.9%.
   As the range increases further, one expects further approach to 0 —
exactly what the prime number theorem gives in the FRA reformulation.

2. Sketch-theorem 2 (∴ width via global error).
   The fact that even at 10,000 the maximum |ε| < 40% fits well with
classical bounds for |π(x) − F2(x)|: the global error bounds local
window oscillations.

3. Sketch-theorem 3 (rarity of strong clusters/pits).
   Out of 100 windows only 21 have |ε| > 20%.
   These are exactly the “rare b∇ hits” on top of more calm windows —
here we see how mean-square error estimates (if taken from analytic
number theory) turn into a bound on the fraction of strongly anomalous
windows.

FRA comment: on these two intervals we see that the bridge is not
abstract — all formulas from the section work on the live δ-history of
primes.

---

 7. Toward FRA-P2 via intervals between primes

Now the goal is to start formalizing hypothesis FRA-P2 (“the F3 layer
captures most of the chaos”) via known facts about gaps between
primes.



 7.1. Reminder of the FRA-P2 formulation

For fixed:

 window length L,
 thresholds θ₀, M_A, S_A, S_C, C_B,
 parameter D_B (maximum subwindow size for bushes),

we consider windows W inside [1, N].
Let D(N) be the proportion of windows for which the δ-pattern inside W
does not fall into any of the F3 types A, B, C, D (according to the
chosen numerical criteria).

Hypothesis FRA-P2:

> D(N) → 0 as N → ∞.

That is, “almost all” windows in the distant limit can be assigned to
one of the typical F3 patterns; unstructured, non-classifiable chaos
is vanishingly rare.

 7.2. Connection with classical intervals between primes

Let p_n be the n-th prime, and

 g_n = p_{n+1} − p_n

the gap between neighboring primes.

Classical results give:

1. Typical scale.
   From the prime number theorem it follows that a “typical” gap near
the number x has order log x. In the sense that:

    the mean value of g_n for p_n ≈ x is roughly log x.

   Translation into FRA: this means that μ_d(W) at high heights should
naturally be compared with log m(W).

2. Large gaps (deserts).
   Results of Erdős–Rankin type imply that there are infinitely many n
for which

   g_n is significantly larger than log p_n, for example of order log
p_n · log log p_n (and even larger).

   Translation: there are infinitely many windows where:

    one of the dᵢ ≫ log m(W),



   which gives a clearly visible F3 pattern A (sparse, “desert”).

3. Small gaps (bushes).
   Results of Zhang–Maynard–Tao show that there exists a finite H such
that

    g_n ≤ H

   for infinitely many n. That is, infinitely many pairs of primes are
at distance at most H, no matter how far we go along the axis.

   Translation: there are infinitely many windows where:

    there is a cluster of several primes with dᵢ ≤ H,

   which directly realizes pattern B (bushy).

4. Mixed gaps (non-uniformity).
   In many ranges it is observed and theoretically expected that we
have combinations:

    some g_n are close to log x,
    sometimes they are much larger than the logarithm,
    sometimes much smaller.

   Translation: this is a natural source of pattern D (ragged pattern)
and pattern C (almost uniform), when the variance σ_d²(W) is
correspondingly large or small.

Idea: known facts about large and small gaps guarantee that patterns A
and B occur infinitely often. The heuristic “gaps around log x with
fluctuations” plus the distribution of g_n modulo log x provide C and
D as well.

 7.3. Version via a probabilistic model (Cramér model)

There is a classical probabilistic model of primes (Cramér’s model):

 each natural n is taken to be “prime” independently with probability
about 1 / log n.

In this model gaps between “primes” have an exponential distribution
with parameter ≈ 1 / log x, that is:

 mean gap ≈ log x;
 the probability of large gaps decays exponentially;
 the probability of several small gaps in a row is positive.

If we transfer F3 criteria into this model (on the log x scale):

 almost surely (with probability 1) there will be, in infinitely many



windows:

   large gaps (type A),
   dense bushes (type B),
   windows with small variance (type C),
   windows with large variance (type D).

Moreover, one can show that the probability that a window will not be
classifiable by any of the types for a reasonable choice of thresholds
tends to zero as N → ∞. That is, in the Cramér model an analogue of
FRA-P2 holds:

 D_model(N) → 0.

FRA comment: this is not a proof for real primes, but a strong
“control experiment”: if we treat δ as a random process with density
1/log n, F3 covers almost all windows.

 7.4. Formal route from real primes to FRA-P2

To turn FRA-P2 into a theorem, we need a set of statements about the
sequence g_n:

1. Normalization.
   Introduce normalized gaps

    G_n = g_n / log p_n.

2. Hypothesis on the distribution of G_n.
   For example, that G_n has a “density” f(t) with finite moments:

    mean E(G_n) ≈ 1,
    variance Var(G_n) finite,
    tails of the distribution not too heavy.

   In various versions this echoes hypotheses of Erdős–Turán,
Montgomery–Soundararajan and others.

3. Lemma (probabilistic formulation of F3).
   Under such conditions one can show:

    the probability that in a window of length L the normalized gaps
G_n lie entirely in a “narrow band” gives a candidate for pattern C;
    the probability of at least one very large G_n in a window gives
pattern A;
    the probability of a group of small G_n (for example, G_n < t₀ for
several consecutive n) gives pattern B;
    combinations of large and small yield pattern D.

   Then the proportion of windows not falling into any type is bounded
above by the probability of rare combinations of G_n, and this



probability goes to zero as N → ∞.

4. Passing to real primes.
   Any serious theorem about the distribution of g_n (especially
normalized by log p_n) will be a step toward a rigorous proof of
FRA-P2.

   That is:

    FRA-P2 is equivalent or close to general hypotheses about the
distribution of gaps between primes.
    This is not alien philosophy, but another form of writing their
own open questions.

 7.5. Result on FRA-P2

1. In formal form FRA-P2 says that almost all windows of the δ-history
fall into one of the F3 types (A/B/C/D) for a reasonable choice of
thresholds.

2. In the probabilistic Cramér model the F3 coverage is indeed almost
complete — D(N) → 0. This is a “model proof” of the idea.

3. For real primes the key to FRA-P2 is the fine theory of gaps:

    existence of infinitely many large and small gaps already gives
infinite occurrence of patterns A and B;
    more detailed hypotheses about the distribution of normalized gaps
G_n provide a route to a rigorous proof of FRA-P2.

4. Thus:

    the F3 layer turns out not to be “poetry”, but another way of
writing known and hypothetical results about g_n;
    FRA-P2 can be read as a compact phrase:
     “the distribution of gaps between primes is so regular in a
statistical sense that almost every window has one of the typical
local patterns”.

---

Taken together:

 the definitions, sketch-theorems and numerical examples show that FRA
is not a story separate from mathematics, but a new language on top of
already existing facts;
 at the same time there is room for genuinely new theorems: FRA-P1,
FRA-P2, FRA-R and their refinements, which formulate the “fractal
philosophy” as precise problems at the level of analytic number
theory.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Limitations and Future Work

This project deliberately takes a non-standard route: it starts from a
fractal-referential description (FRA) of the prime pattern and only
then translates back into classical mathematics. That creates several
obvious points of tension with the traditional Riemann–zeta framework.
Here we summarise these limitations and outline concrete directions
for future work.

1. FRA notation and the risk of a “private language”

The core of the approach is expressed in FRA symbols (δ, ℱ, Φ, ∴, Ξ,
Ø, b∇, bᵗ, F₃-patterns A/B/C/D). Without the surrounding narrative,
these symbols can look like a personal philosophical language rather
than standard mathematical notation.

To address this, the main text already provides a strict mathematical
rephrasing in terms of:

δ (n) — the indicator of primality (1 for primes, 0 otherwise);

π(x) — the prime counting function;

ℱ ₂(x) — a chosen smooth approximation to π(x) such as Li(x) or x / log
x;

finite windows W = [a,b] of fixed length L, with
ℱ ₂(W) = ℱ₂(b) − ℱ₂(a−1),
Φ (W) = π(W) − ℱ₂(W),
ε(W) = Φ(W) / ℱ₂(W);

classification of windows into “clusters”, “holes” and “background”
via explicit thresholds on ε(W);

F₃-patterns defined by numerical properties of prime gaps in a window
(mean μ_d, variance σ_d², local density C_max);

b∇ as a discrete indicator of the current regime
(cluster/hole/background) at the window scale;

bᵗ as a notion of a sustained regime across several consecutive
windows;

Ø-windows as those where both the smooth approximation ℱ₂ and the
current F₃-pattern family fail to describe the observed prime pattern
(|ε(W)| above a fixed threshold and no fit to types A/B/C/D with the
chosen numerical cut-offs).

In other words, every FRA symbol corresponds to a well-defined object



(a function, a set of windows or a measurable statistic on windows). A
natural next step is to collect these correspondences in a compact
“FRA ↔ standard notation” dictionary at the end of the paper, so that
a reader can see at a glance that FRA is not a metaphysical overlay
but a different naming scheme for concrete structures built from δ and
π.

2. Lack of sharp, falsifiable predictions

In its original narrative form, FRA speaks about “corridors of chaos”,
“resonances” and “zones of silence”. Such language is useful for
intuition but, by itself, does not provide a clear mathematical
criterion that can be falsified or confirmed independently.

The text partially resolves this by formulating FRA-style conjectures
in explicit analytic terms; for example:

FRA-P1 (local corridor conjecture).
For each fixed window length L there exist constants C(L) and X₀(L)
such that for all windows W = [a,b] of length L with b ≥ X₀(L), the
relative deviation satisfies
|ε(W)| ≤ C(L).
Under a global error term of the form
π(x) = ℱ₂(x) + O(x^α (log x)^β) with α < 1,
one can derive quantitative bounds
|ε(W)| = O(X^{α−1} (log X)^{β+2})
for windows near X, making the “corridor” width a directly testable
function of X and L.

FRA-P2 (F₃-coverage conjecture).
Fix L and numerical thresholds M_A, S_A, S_C, C_B, θ₀ that define the
F₃-patterns A/B/C/D. Let D(N) be the proportion of windows W ⊂ [1,N]
that are not classifiable as A, B, C or D under these criteria. Then
D(N) → 0 as N → ∞.
This recasts the informal statement “F₃ catches almost all local
chaos” as a precise statement about the decay of the non-classified
fraction D(N).

FRA-Ø (Ø-window statistics).
For a fixed L and thresholds θ₊, M_A, S_A, S_C, C_B one defines
Ø-windows as those with |ε(W)| > θ₊ whose prime-gap pattern does not
fall into any of A/B/C/D. Two statistical claims can then be studied:
(i) the asymptotic density of Ø-windows among all windows of length L
(conjecturally positive but small);
(ii) the distribution of distances between consecutive Ø-windows as N
grows.

These formulations turn the FRA vocabulary into a set of measurable
quantities: maximal |ε(W)| as a function of X and L, the fraction D(N)
of non-classified windows, and the count and spacing of Ø-windows. All



of these can be investigated numerically for increasing ranges [1,N]
and, in principle, can be attacked analytically using existing tools
from analytic number theory (error terms for π(x), gap statistics,
probabilistic models such as Cramér’s model).

At present, the work presents examples and numerical illustrations on
moderate ranges (e.g. [1…200], [1…10 000]) to show compatibility with
classical estimates. A clear direction for future work is:

large-scale computation of ε(W), F₃-patterns and Ø-windows up to very
large N (e.g. 10⁸, 10⁹ and beyond);

plotting max |ε(W)| vs X for several L and comparing with X^{α−1} (log
X)^k curves suggested by known or conjectured error terms;

computing D(N) and the density of Ø-windows for increasing N, to see
whether the numerical behaviour supports FRA-P2 and the FRA-Ø
conjecture.

This would move the framework from a purely conceptual reformulation
towards a family of falsifiable, data-driven conjectures.

3. Incomplete bridge to the zeta function ζ(s)

Classical work on the Riemann Hypothesis is formulated almost entirely
in terms of the complex zeta function ζ(s), its analytic continuation
and the distribution of its zeros. In contrast, FRA is formulated
natively on the “time axis” n → δ(n): in terms of windows, local
deviations Φ(W), relative errors ε(W), F₃-patterns of prime gaps and
Ø-windows where the current modelling layers break down. As a result,
the FRA version of “Riemann’s question” currently looks more like a
structural metaphor than a direct statement about the zeros of ζ(s).

The existing text begins to bridge this gap by:

expressing standard objects such as π(x) and prime gaps in FRA
language, and back;

showing how global bounds on π(x) − ℱ₂(x) translate into bounds on
ε(W) and thus into “corridors of chaos”;

rephrasing parts of the Riemann Hypothesis as claims about the size
and behaviour of these corridors and about the statistical structure
of windows.

However, the link to ζ(s) itself is still largely implicit. A next,
more explicit step is to:

1. Define a FRA zeta-type series.



Introduce the Dirichlet series built directly from the δ-sequence of
primes:
ζ_F(s) = ∑_{n≥1} δ(n) n^{−s}.
This is the “pure prime impulse” analogue of the classical ζ(s), which
sums over all n. It makes precise the idea that FRA studies the raw
δ-history on the n-axis, while ζ_F(s) represents its spectral image in
the complex s-plane.

2. Decompose δ into smooth and residual parts.
Using the smooth approximation ℱ₂, one can formally split
δ (n) = δ_ℱ(n) + δ_res(n),
where δ_ℱ encodes the expected density given by ℱ₂ and δ_res is the
residual, which is exactly what FRA captures as Φ, ε, ∴, F₃ and Ø on
the window level. This induces a corresponding decomposition
ζ_F(s) = ζ_smooth(s) + ζ_res(s),
with ζ_smooth(s) = ∑ δ_ℱ(n) n^{−s} and ζ_res(s) = ∑ δ_res(n) n^{−s}.

3. Relate FRA-conjectures to properties of ζ_res(s).
In this language, FRA-P1 and FRA-P2 become statements about the size
and statistical behaviour of δ_res(n) in physical space (the n-axis).
The natural ζ-analogue is to study how these properties constrain
ζ_res(s) in the complex plane, and whether controlling ζ_res(s) in the
critical strip can be related to the classical condition that all non-
trivial zeros lie on Re(s) = 1/2.

In the current state of the project, this ζ-bridge is acknowledged but
not fully developed: the work remains primarily “in the world of
δ-impulses and windows”, not yet in the full machinery of complex
analysis around ζ(s). Explicitly formulating ζ_F, the decomposition
into ζ_smooth and ζ_res, and exploring how known results about ζ(s),
−ζ′(s)/ζ(s) and the von Mangoldt function Λ(n) translate into FRA
terms is a central direction for future research.

---

In summary, the limitations are clear and deliberate:

FRA introduces a non-standard symbolic language, which must be
anchored by a precise dictionary into classical notation.

Many FRA statements are currently motivational; turning them into
sharp, falsifiable conjectures means expressing them as asymptotic
claims about ε(W), F₃-classifiability and Ø-window statistics, and
testing these numerically and, where possible, analytically.

The connection to ζ(s) is only sketched; defining and analysing a FRA-



adapted zeta-type series ζ_F(s) and its residual part ζ_res(s) is
necessary to put the “FRA view of the Riemann Hypothesis” on the same
analytic footing as the classical formulation.

These are not flaws of the FRA framework, but the natural next steps
needed to move it from a conceptual architecture to a fully integrated
part of analytic number theory.

–-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

---

Numerical FRA analysis on [1…1 000 000]: windows, almost-Ø and real
wells

This section performs a direct numerical test of the FRA-picture on
the range [1…1 000 000].
The goal is to look honestly at how the prime field is arranged in
windows of length 100, whether there are any “empty” windows at all,
how rare deep wells are, and what can be said about this in FRA
language.

---

1. Method: what exactly was computed

1. Full list of primes up to 1 000 000

We use the classical sieve of Eratosthenes up to N = 1 000 000.
Result:

total number of primes up to 1 000 000:
pi(1 000 000) = 78 498.

This coincides with the known tabulated value and serves as a check of
the correctness of the code.

2. Splitting into FRA-windows of length 100

The range [1…1 000 000] is cut into 10 000 consecutive windows:

W_j = [a_j, b_j] = [100·j + 1, 100·j + 100],
j = 0, 1, …, 9 999.

For each window we compute



c_j = pi(W_j) — the number of primes in the segment [a_j, b_j].

In Python this looks like:

windows = []
for j in range(10_000):
    a = j100 + 1
    b = a + 99
    c = sum(is_prime[a:b+1])   is_prime[n] = 1 if n is prime
    windows.append(c)

Example of the first ten values of c_j:

[25, 21, 16, 16, 17, 14, 16, 14, 15, 14].

Already from this it is visible that in every “square” of length 100
there sit quite a lot of primes.

3. Search for empty windows (c_j = 0)

First we find the minimum and maximum number of primes in a window:

min_count = min(windows)
max_count = max(windows)

Result:

min_count = 1

max_count = 25

That is, there is no window of length 100 with zero primes — the
minimum is always at least 1.

Additionally, we compute the distribution:

from collections import Counter
cnt = Counter(windows)

We obtain:

cnt[0] = 0  → there are no windows with 0 primes at all;

cnt[1] = 3  → exactly three windows contain 1 prime;

total windows: 10 000.



4. Search for “Ø-seeds” among windows with 1 prime

In FRA-language (in the weak version) a Ø-node can be interpreted as a
window where

inside there is almost complete silence (0 or 1 prime);

on the sides the field is “alive”, i.e. neighboring windows contain a
noticeable number of primes.

We introduce a strict criterion for a candidate Ø-seed:

c_j ≤ 1;

the left neighbor W_{j−1} (if it exists) contains at least 6 primes;

the right neighbor W_{j+1} (if it exists) also contains at least 6
primes.

Code:

o_nodes = []
for j, c in enumerate(windows):
    if c <= 1:   candidate
        left_ok  = (j == 0)               or windows[j-1] >= 6
        right_ok = (j == len(windows)-1) or windows[j+1] >= 6
        if left_ok and right_ok:
            a = j100 + 1
            b = a + 99
            o_nodes.append(
                (j, a, b,
                 windows[j-1] if j > 0 else None,
                 c,
                 windows[j+1] if j+1 < len(windows) else None)
            )

Result:

o_nodes =
[
  (1559, 155901, 156000, 11, 1, 8),
  (4133, 413301, 413400,  9, 1, 6)
]

That is:

there are three windows with c_j = 1;

of them, two fully satisfy the “Ø-seed” criterion (both neighbors are



clearly “alive” — 6 or more primes).

For completeness, the list of all three windows with one prime and
their surroundings:

(1559, 155901–156000, 11, 1, 8)

(2683, 268301–268400, 9, 1, 5)

(4133, 413301–413400, 9, 1, 6)

Here, in each line:

window index j;

boundaries [a_j, b_j];

number of primes in the left window, in the window itself, in the
right window.

Windows no. 1559 and no. 4133: a “quiet center” (1 prime) is
surrounded by “fat” neighbors (8–11 primes).
Window no. 2683 is also a very deep well, but on the right there are
only 5 primes, so we keep it as a borderline case.

---

2. Global error of the form x / log x

We take a simple smooth form:

F2(x) = x / log x.

We compare it with the real number of primes up to one million:

N = 1_000_000
total_primes    = sum(is_prime)       78 498
expected_global = N / math.log(N)     ≈ 72 382.41

We have:

pi(1 000 000) = 78 498;

F2(1 000 000) ≈ 72 382.4;

the difference is about 6 100 primes, i.e. the global relative error



is on the order of 8 percent.

This means:

even on the level of the whole range [1…1 000 000] the simple form x /
log x gives only a rough approximation;

locally, in windows of length 100, the real picture is even more
uneven and needs additional description (F3-patterns, FRA-language,
etc.).

---

3. Interpretation of the results in FRA-language

Now we translate everything that was computed into FRA terms.

1. No pure Ø-windows (c_j = 0) up to 10⁶

If we interpret a Ø-window in the strictest sense as a window with
zero primes:

Ø-window (strict version) = interval [a, b] of length 100 for which
pi([a, b]) = 0,

then on the range [1…1 000 000] such windows do not exist.
The δ-impulse field never falls completely silent: in every segment of
length 100 there is at least one prime.

2. Existence of deep FRA-wells (“almost Ø”)

The three windows with exactly one prime and live neighbors are real
large local drops:

inside the window there is almost silence (1 flash instead of the
expected ~7–10);

on the sides the density of primes is normal or even increased;

in FRA-language these are strong local b∇⁻-hits, “wells of order Ø”.

The idea of rare but real deep deserts in the δ-field is confirmed
numerically:
over 10 000 windows we have only 3 such extreme wells.

3. Distribution of windows by number of primes



From the facts:

min_count = 1;

max_count = 25;

cnt[0] = 0;

cnt[1] = 3;

total windows = 10 000;

it follows:

the overwhelming majority of windows contain from 8 to 18 primes;

values 1 and 25 lie in the tails of the distribution and occur very
rarely;

the FRA-picture “live background + rare strong anomalies” is
consistent with the real data.

4. Ø as a strict statistical object

If we formalise:

Ø-windows at level L = 100 (strict version, c_j = 0) are not found up
to 10⁶;

Ø-seeds (c_j = 1 and both neighbors have at least 6 primes) — 2
reliable cases and 1 borderline.

Thus Ø ceases to be a pure metaphor and turns into a concrete
statistical object:
a set of windows of a special type whose number and position can be
computed exactly.

---

4. Connection with FRA-hypotheses

From the point of view of FRA-hypotheses this gives several important
signals.

1. FRA-P1 (local corridors)

Up to 10⁶ the number of primes in each window of length 100 lies in



the range from 1 to 25.
There are no “wild excursions” down to 0 or up to 50.

Even without a precise computation of ε(W) we can see:

the local deviation of the number of primes is controlled;

there is a natural corridor for c_j around the expected value.

This is consistent with the FRA-P1 idea of the existence of local
corridors of chaos for windows of fixed length.

2. FRA-P2 (coverage by F3-patterns)

For most windows (8–18 primes) the structure of gaps between primes
will belong to typical F3-patterns:

moderate dispersion and several gaps of size about log n → type C/D;

for “fat” windows with 20+ primes, dense bushes appear → type B;

for “almost Ø” windows with 1 prime, large gaps dominate → type A.

Already at this level it is clear:

exotic windows are very few (on the order of a few per 10 000);

the main bulk really falls into a small set of typical patterns, as
FRA-P2 suggests.

3. FRA-Ø in a strict formulation

The numerical test suggested a natural strict boundary:

pure Ø-windows (c_j = 0) do not occur up to 10⁶;

Ø-seeds (c_j = 1 and neighbors are “alive”) are extremely rare and can
be listed exactly.

Further work may include:

search and statistics of Ø-windows for larger ranges (10⁷, 10⁸, etc.);

study of distances between Ø-seeds;

comparison of the real data with probabilistic models for primes.



---

5. Result of this numerical test

1. Real data up to 1 000 000 confirm the FRA-picture:

there exists a live background of windows with 8–18 primes;

there are rare but real deep wells of the “almost Ø” type;

there are no completely empty windows of length 100.

2. The simple form x / log x gives a reasonable but not “perfect”
approximation:

global error is about 8 percent at 1 000 000;

local fluctuations inside windows are much stronger and require
separate description via ε(W) and F3-patterns.

3. The FRA-language passes the test:

the ideas “background + rare strong anomalies” and “almost Ø” are
realised in honest numbers;

Ø-objects can be treated strictly and counted, not only discussed at
the level of images.

This section can be viewed as a first step from the conceptual FRA-
picture toward a full numerical and statistical program: the same
methods can then be extended to ranges 10⁷, 10⁸ and higher, refining
the FRA-hypotheses and comparing them with classical estimates for
pi(x) and for the distribution of gaps between primes.

.



---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Now without any “analogies”.
We take a single FRA and actually use it to compute on the segment
[1…1 000 000].
Layers: δ → ℱ₂ → Φ/ε → ∴/cluster/well → ℱ₃ → b∇/bᵗ.
All numbers come from an honest recount of primes, not from fantasies.

---

1. What exactly is being computed (FRA-config)

We explicitly fix the layer:

δ (n) = 1 if n is prime; 0 otherwise.

Windows: length L, three scales:

L = 100  → 10 000 windows;

L = 1 000 → 1 000 windows;

L = 10 000 → 100 windows.

Global form ℱ₂(x):
ℱ ₂(x) = x / log x  (rough classical form, we intentionally do not
“polish” it).

For each window W = [a,b]:

π(W) — the actual number of δ-impulses inside;

m(W) = (a + b) / 2 — the center;

ℱ ₂(W) ≈ L / log m(W) — the expected number of impulses in the window;

Φ (W) = π(W) − ℱ₂(W) — the field of differences;

ε(W) = Φ(W) / ℱ₂(W) — relative chaos in the window.

FRA thresholds:

θ₀ = 0.05  (5%) — background Ξ;

θ₊ = +0.20 (20%) — cluster;

θ₋ = −0.20 (−20%) — well.

Window type by ε(W):



cluster (b∇⁺) if ε > θ₊;

well (b∇⁻) if ε < θ₋;

background Ξ if |ε| ≤ θ₀;

transition if θ₀ < |ε| ≤ θ₊.

bᵗ-events: series of windows (K in a row) with the same sign of b∇
(cluster band or band of wells).

ℱ ₃ inside a window: we look at

the list of primes;

gaps dᵢ = differences between neighboring primes;

μ_d — mean gap;

σ_d — spread of the gaps;

by these we recognise types A/B/C/D.

---

2. δ-layer on [1…1 000 000]: impulses and “almost-Ø”

An honest recount gives:

total number of δ-impulses (primes) up to 1 000 000: 78 498.

2.1. Windows L = 100: how many impulses in each

The range [1…1 000 000] is cut into 10 000 windows:

W₀ = [1…100],

W₁ = [101…200],

…

W₉₉₉₉ = [999 901…1 000 000].

In each window we compute c(W) = number of primes.

Result:

minimal c(W): 1;

maximal c(W): 25;



there is not a single window with c(W) = 0.

That is, pure Ø-windows (δ = 0 on the whole segment of length 100) do
not exist up to one million.
The δ-field is always at least slightly “noisy”.

2.2. “Almost-Ø” — windows with a single impulse

Windows with only 1 prime in 100 numbers:

exactly three.

They are:

1. j = 1559 → window [155 901…156 000],
neighbors: on the left 11 primes, on the right 8.

2. j = 2683 → window [268 301…268 400],
left 9, right 5.

3. j = 4133 → window [413 301…413 400],
left 9, right 6.

In FRA-language:

windows 1559 and 4133 are proper Ø-seeds:

inside there is almost silence (1 impulse);

on the sides — a live field (8–11 impulses).

Window 2683 is also a deep well, but on the right there are only 5
impulses — a borderline “seed”.

The main point: there is no “scatter of dozens of Ø-windows”.
There are literally 3 deepest wells among 10 000 windows.

---

3. ℱ₂-layer and the difference field Φ / ε (chaos in depth)

Now — how FRA-chaos ε(W) behaves on three scales.

3.1. Scale L = 100

For each window:



ℱ ₂(W) ≈ 100 / log m(W),

Φ (W) = c(W) − ℱ₂(W),

ε(W) = Φ / ℱ₂.

Statistics over 10 000 windows:

ε_min ≈ −0.88  (−88%);

ε_max ≈ +1.31  (+131%);

mean ε ≈ −0.0015  (−0.15%);

mean |ε| ≈ 0.21  (21%).

Corridors:

|ε| ≤ 5% (background Ξ): 13.5% of windows;

|ε| ≤ 20%: 55.5% of windows;

|ε| ≤ 50%: 94.7% of windows.

Window types by FRA thresholds (θ₀ = 5%, θ₊ = 20%):

background Ξ (|ε| ≤ 5%): 13.5%;

clusters (ε > 20%): 22.5%;

wells (ε < −20%): 22.0%;

transition (5% < |ε| ≤ 20%): 42.0%.

So on scale 100:

the mean chaos ε is almost zero (the form ℱ₂ is on average the center
of the corridor);

but local chaos is large: |ε| of order tens of percent — this is
exactly the “boiling ∴-layer”.

3.2. Scale L = 1 000

Windows of thickness 1 000 (1 000 windows):

min c(W): 72;

max c(W): 212.

Statistics of ε:



mean ε ≈ −0.0005  (−0.05%);

mean |ε| ≈ 0.056  (5.6%).

Corridor:

|ε| ≤ 5%: already 47.3% of windows;

|ε| ≤ 20%: 99.5% of windows.

Chaos shrinks noticeably: the FRA-corridor on scale 1 000 is already
around ±6%.

3.3. Scale L = 10 000

Windows of length 10 000 (100 windows):

min c(W): 834;

max c(W): 1 286.

Statistics of ε:

mean ε ≈ −0.0003 (−0.03%);

mean |ε| ≈ 0.0127 (1.27%).

Corridor:

|ε| ≤ 5%: 98% of windows;

|ε| ≤ 20%: 100% of windows.

On this scale almost all windows are background Ξ, chaos fits into
±2%.

3.4. FRA-conclusion for the Φ / ε layer

By layers:

L = 100 → mean |ε| ≈ 21%;

L = 1 000 → ≈ 5.6%;

L = 10 000 → ≈ 1.27%.

This is exactly what you encoded:

on small scale the ∴-chaos around ℱ₂ is very jagged;

as the window grows, the corridor of chaos shrinks;



the form ℱ₂ really behaves as a “global skeleton”, and Φ/ε as noise
around it.

---

4. ℱ₃-layer: fractality of the pattern inside windows

Now we look inside particular windows: the ℱ₃-fractal is the pattern
of gaps.

4.1. Maximal cluster (window [1…100])

Primes in [1…100]: 25 of them.
Gaps inside:

mean μ_d ≈ 3.96;

σ_d ≈ 3.33 (fairly even spread);

there are short chains with gap 2,4,6 — a typical bush.

In FRA-language:

the window is a b∇⁺-cluster with respect to ℱ₂ (ε is positive and
noticeable);

the ℱ₃-pattern is type B (bushes): a dense zone of 1 with small gaps.

4.2. Deep wells (almost-Ø windows)

For example, window [155 901…156 000]:

only 1 prime;

inside there are practically no gaps (one point — one impulse);

on the sides (neighboring windows) the gaps are of normal scale,
density is close to expectations.

This is:

on the ℱ₂-layer — a strong b∇⁻-well (ε is strongly negative);

on the ℱ₃-layer — a desert of type A: a single impulse and long tails
of silence before and after the window.

4.3. Fractal meaning

If we look:



on level L = 100 → concrete bushes and deserts are visible;

on level L = 1 000 → the same phenomena are smoothed, but:

there are windows where the fraction of impulses is slightly above
normal (cluster background),

there are windows where it is lower (wells), but they are no longer as
extreme;

on level L = 10 000 → almost everything is background, and the
remaining ripple is the echo of the same A/B-patterns, but averaged.

That is, the same FRA-pattern (A/B/C/D) is present on all scales; only
the amplitude of chaos decreases — this is the fractal view:

the structure repeats across scales,

but the difference field Φ tends to zero as the window size grows.

---

5. b∇ and bᵗ layers: series of clusters and wells

On scale L = 100 we take thresholds:

cluster: ε > 20%;

well: ε < −20%;

background: |ε| ≤ 5%;

transition: everything else.

Types by windows:

clusters (b∇⁺): 22.5% of windows;

wells (b∇⁻): 22.0% of windows;

background: 13.5%;

transitions: 42%.

Now we look at series:

maximum length of a cluster series: 5 windows in a row;

maximum length of a well series: 5 windows in a row;



average length of a cluster or well series ≈ 1.25 windows;

bᵗ-events of length ≥ 3 windows:

cluster ones: 64 series;

well ones: 75 series.

So:

FRA-chaos is genuinely blocky: short bands of clusters/wells (bᵗ)
separated by transition windows;

there are no long “death corridors” like “50 windows of wells in a
row” up to 1 000 000 — chaos keeps switching.

---

6. What it means to “compute by FRA”, not “fit to it”

Here is what we really did by FRA, without “translation”:

1. Took the δ-history up to 1 000 000: 78 498 impulses.

2. Decomposed it by window scales L = 100, 1 000, 10 000.

3. On each scale constructed:

ℱ ₂(W) — expected form,

Φ (W), ε(W) — difference field,

∴-corridors (background / cluster / well),

b∇ and bᵗ-events.

4. On the ℱ₃-layer we looked at real bushes and deserts inside
specific windows:

[1…100] — a strong bush (type B, cluster);

[155 901…156 000], [268 301…268 400], [413 301…413 400] — almost-Ø
wells (type A, strong b∇⁻).



5. Across all these layers we:

showed that there is no dozens-strong family of Ø-holes — there are 3
ultra-deep wells and no pure emptiness at all;

showed that the FRA-corridor of chaos really shrinks with scale (21% →
5.6% → 1.27%);

showed that the structure of clusters and wells is fractal: the same
patterns A/B/C/D live at different L, only the amplitude decreases.


