Axiom A — Duality of Movement and Structure

A.1 Principle

No system can persist if either movement or structure absolutely
dominates. Pure movement leads to dissolution (decoupling, decay, diffusion).
Pure structure leads to freezing (fixation, blockade, death of adaptation).

A.2 Terms (time-free definitions)

A.2.1 Movement B Movement denotes the ability of a system to change
states, transport energy /information, and generate new possibilities (variations).
Movement is the source of adaptation, learning, and emergence.

A.2.2 Structure S Structure denotes the ability of a system to maintain
states, stabilize couplings, preserve boundaries, and enable repeatability. Struc-
ture is the source of form, memory, and stabilization.

A.2.3 System A system is any delimited unit that
e possesses internal states,
e interacts with an environment,
e and enables state change (internal dynamics).

Thus, change is the primary category; “time” is at most a derived, relational
coordinate for describing state sequences.

A.2.4 Stability Stability does not mean rigidity. Stability is defined as:

The ability of a system to remain functional under continuous state
change, without tipping into dissolution (pure movement) or freezing
(pure structure).

A.3 Axiomatic Statement (Short Form)

Axiom A: A system remains functional only if movement and struc-
ture are in dynamic balance. Dominance of one pole destroys system
function: movement without structure disintegrates, structure with-
out movement freezes.

A.4 Consequence (logical pressure point)
If a system loses balance, the set of real action options reduces:

e Dissolution path: Decoupling increases, coordination fails, the system
disperses.



e Freezing path: Fixation increases, adaptation fails, the system blocks
itself.

In both cases, collapse is not an event “in time”, but a consequence of state
sequences: The system can no longer integrate change.

1 Step 2: Boundary Cases of Duality

1.1 Why Pure Movement and Pure Structure Necessarily
Break

1.1.1 Objective

The goal of this section is to show that Axiom A is not merely a heuristic
assumption, but a structurally necessary property of stable systems. To this
end, the two boundary cases are explicitly examined:

e Boundary Case I: Pure Movement (B — 00,5 — 0)

e Boundary Case II: Pure Structure (S — oo, B — 0)
It is shown that both boundary cases inevitably lead to system collapse, inde-
pendent of scale, context, or intention.
1.1.2 Boundary Case I: Pure Movement (Dissolution)
Definition A system is in a state of pure movement when:

e State changes occur unimpeded,

e No stable couplings exist,

e No persistent structure is preserved,

e Past states have no binding effect on future states.
In this boundary case, any system state can change arbitrarily at any time.
Analysis Such a system possesses maximum freedom, but no coherence. This
results in:

1. No Memory: Without structure, there is no storage of previous states;
learning is impossible.

2. No Identity: The system cannot be recognized as the same entity across
change.

3. No Coordination: Subsystems cannot synchronize without stable cou-
plings.

4. No Goal-Directedness: Goals require stable references, which are ab-
sent here.



Result Pure movement leads to diffusion of energy, information, and meaning.
The system loses its boundary to the environment and dissolves as a distinguish-
able unit. Pure movement destroys systems through dissolution.

1.1.3 Boundary Case II: Pure Structure (Freezing)

Definition A system is in a state of pure structure when:
e State changes are blocked or suppressed,
e All couplings are fixed,
e Deviations are not integrated but eliminated,
e System preservation has absolute priority.

In this boundary case, change is systemically excluded.

Analysis Such a system possesses maximum order, but no adaptability. This
results in:

1. No Learning Ability: Without change, there is no feedback.
2. No Innovation: New states cannot emerge.
3. Environmental Incompatibility: External changes create systemic stress.

4. Tension Accumulation: Suppressed deviations accumulate unresolved.

Result Pure structure leads to freezing. The system loses its adaptability
and either breaks abruptly or functionally dies. Pure structure destroys
systems through freezing.

1.1.4 Instability of the Boundary Cases

Boundary cases cannot be stabilized:
e Movement without structure cannot be ordered without losing movement.

e Structure without movement cannot be flexibilized without dissolving
structure.

Any attempt at stabilization either shifts the system back into duality or accel-
erates the collapse.



1.1.5 Scale Invariance

The collapse of both boundary cases is observable independent of scale:
e Physics: unbound particles vs. perfect crystals
e Biology: unchecked growth vs. total regulation
e Society: anarchy vs. totalitarianism

e Individual: drive dominance vs. total self-control

1.1.6 Interim Conclusion

Systems break not due to moral, cultural, or ideological errors, but due to
structural extremization. Stability is only possible in the tension field between
movement and structure.

2 Step 3: Explicit Counterexamples and Their
Structural Failure

2.1 Objective

This section explicitly examines frequently proposed counterexamples to Ax-
iom A. A counterexample is defined here as a system that claims:

Stability is also possible in the long term under dominance of move-
ment or structure.

Each counterexample is formally analyzed and tested whether it:
e is actually durable stable, or

e achieves stability only apparently, temporarily, or through external com-
pensation.

2.2 Counterexample I: Completely Free Systems (Anar-
chy, Maximum Freedom)

Claim A system without central structure is stable because order emerges
spontaneously from individual freedom.
Analysis Such systems initially show high adaptability, but:

e emerging local structures (power, rules, violence) are not legitimized,

e coordination occurs through short-term dominance rather than sustain-
able coupling,

e conflicts escalate because no binding balancing mechanism exists.

The observed order is emergent, but unstable and highly context-dependent.



Structural Result Either:
1. informal power structures form (return to structure), or
2. the system fragments completely (dissolution).

Result: Pure movement is not durable stable.

2.3 Counterexample II: Totally Structured Systems (To-
talitarianism, Absolute Order)

Claim A maximally regulated system is stable because deviations are ex-
cluded.

Analysis Such systems generate stability through fixation:
e deviation is not integrated but suppressed,
e feedback is distorted or blocked,
e internal tensions accumulate invisibly.

Changes in the environment cannot be adapted to.

Structural Result Collapse occurs:
e abruptly (revolution, breakdown), or
e gradually (functional death despite external persistence).

Result: Pure structure is not durable stable.

2.4 Counterexample I1I: Technocratic Control (Optimized
Control)

Claim Through data-based, rational control, balance can be permanently se-
cured.

Analysis Technocratic systems shift responsibility from actors to models:
e models necessarily simplify reality,
e uncertainties are externalized,
e human deviation is treated as error.

The more precise the control, the more fragile the system becomes to unmodeled
influences.



Structural Result Stability exists only as long as:
e environmental conditions remain constant,
e model assumptions are not violated.

Deviation leads to systemic loss of control. Result: Optimized structure does
not replace living duality.

2.5 Counterexample I'V: Self-Regulating Markets

Claim Free markets regulate themselves through supply and demand.

Analysis Markets generate short-term efficiency, but:
e external costs are not internally mapped,
e power accumulates through scale effects,
e long-term stability is not incentivized.

Without structural correctives, monopolies or crisis cycles arise.

Structural Result Market stability requires:
e external rules (structure),
e individual initiative (movement).

Result: Even markets require duality.

2.6 Counterexample V: Spiritual or Ideological Systems

Claim Inner harmony or collective belief replaces structural duality.

Analysis Such systems rely on:
e normative homogenization,
e exclusion of dissent,
e moral fixation.

Deviation is psychologized or moralized.

Structural Result The system remains stable only through:
e exclusion,
e splitting off,
e or external support.

Result: Even ideal harmony does not replace structural balance.



2.7 Interim Conclusion

No known counter-model refutes Axiom A. All apparent counterexamples:
e shift duality,
e hide it,
e or externalize its costs.

Once these compensations cease, structural collapse occurs.

2.8 Conclusion

Axiom A is not ideological, but structurally necessary. Its violation does not
lead to alternative orders, but to unstable transitional states.

3 Step 4: Minimal Transformation Space (Why
Transformation is Rare but Possible)

3.1 Objective

Following Axiom A, durable stability requires a living duality of movement and
structure. Step 4 now determines the minimal transformation space Tmin: the
smallest set of conditions and operations under which a system

neither survives through increased fization (authoritarianism/freezing),

nor resets through collapse (dissolution), but actually transforms.

3.2 Definition: Transformation vs. Reset vs. Fixation

We distinguish three qualitatively distinct system reactions to increasing insta-
bility:
Fixation (F) Stabilization through additional structure:

F: AS>0, AB<O

where S is the degree of structure and B is the freely available space for move-
ment/action. Fixation increases short-term order but reduces long-term adapt-
ability.

Reset (R) Stabilization through rupture/collapse and subsequent rebuilding:

R: AS<O0 (rupture) — AS >0 (rebuilding)

Reset is frequent because it “erases” tensions, but it is costly (loss of substance,
trust, competencies, coherence).



Transformation (T) Stabilization through recoupling: preservation of es-
sential structure while simultaneously regaining/generating movement:

T: AS=O0 (coreremains) A AB >0 (freedom/responsibilityincreases)

Transformation is not “throwing away,” but a rebuild in operation.

3.3 Why Transformation is Historically Rare

Transformation is rare because it must simultaneously fulfill two requirements
that mutually block each other in crisis mode:

1. Crisis mode drives fixation: Fear and uncertainty force short-term
control (F).

2. Fixation destroys learning coupling: The stronger the fixation, the
less feedback (reality) reaches the control.

3. Reset is “easier”: Reset requires no integration of opposites, only rup-
ture plus new narrative.

In short: Transformation demands simultaneous openness (movement) and
boundary (structure) under high tension. This is psychologically, politically,
and institutionally the rarest configuration.

3.4 Minimal Conditions for Transformation
We define four necessary minimal conditions. If any one is missing, the system
is highly likely to tip into fixation or reset.
(T1) Feedback Openness A system must be able to process real feedback
(errors, costs, side effects) without taboos. Formally:

3F (feedbackchannel) with F + 0 undercon flict
Without this openness, structural blindness increases and thus fixation.
(T2) Reversible Delegation (Revocability) Every centralization must be
revocable; otherwise delegation becomes fixation. Formally:

V D (delegation) : D = AW (revocation), withoutsystemrupture
Without revocation, a one-way street emerges: delegated movement is perma-
nently bound.

(T3) Liability Coupling Decision and consequence must be coupled; other-
wise the system externalizes costs and does not learn. Formally:
Decision(z) = Consequence(z) isbornebythedecision — makerinsigni ficantshare

Without liability coupling, risk is shifted downward, and fixation/chaos become
rational.



(T4) Minimal Protective Space for Diversity Transformation requires
internal difference (contradiction, dissent) without dissent being destroyed. For-
mally:

3V (variance) with Viyin <V < Viax

o If V < Viin: Monolithism (freezing).

o If V > Viax: Fragmentation (dissolution).

3.5 The Minimal Transformation Space T,

We define:
Tmin = {T1,T2,7T3,T4}

A system is capable of transformation if all elements of T, are simultaneously
operational.

3.6 Minimal Operations: What Must Actually Be Done?

Transformation is not a moral appeal, but a bundle of minimal operators. We
define four operators that practically establish Tpin:

(01) De-Fixation through Return of Responsibility Reduction of un-
necessary central control, return of decision spaces to local actors.

01: Ssuperfluous \l/ = B T

(02) Embedding of Revocation Mechanisms Institutional “rewind but-
ton”: every central measure has sunset, review, and revocation logic.

02: D w— (D,W,sunset)

(03) Making Liability Visible Transparency is not moral, but functional:
it restores liability coupling.

03 : Costchainsexplicit = learningcouplingincreases

(04) Dissent as System Component Not “harmony,” but conflict-capable
coordination:

04 : Conflictischanneled, notsuppressed



3.7 Error Modes: How Transformation Fails
Typical failure forms are:

1. Pseudo-Transformation: new terms, same power coupling (narrative
change without operators).

2. Reform without revocation: Centralization remains irreversible =
fixation.

3. Transparency without liability: Knowledge increases, but consequence
remains externalized = cynicism.

4. Diversity without coupling: Variance increases, but no common struc-
ture = fragmentation/reset.

3.8 Interim Conclusion
Transformation is historically rare because it requires high-tension balance:

Movement without dissolution and structure without freez-
ing.

It is, however, not impossible if Ty, is fulfilled and practically implemented
through operators (01-04).
3.9 Outlook: Measurable Indicators
As the next step, an indicator set can be derived from Tpin:
e Feedback integrity (T1),
e Revocation degree (T2),
e Liability gradient (T3),
e Variance window (T4).

This makes transformation not only describable, but diagnosable.

4 Step 5: Indicator Set for Diagnosing Trans-
formability

4.1 Objective of Step 5
Step 5 translates the minimal conditions of the transformation space
Train = {T1,72,T3, T4}

into observable and comparable indicators. The goal is not prediction or control,
but diagnosis: Can a system currently transform — or is it structurally locked
into fixation or reset?
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4.2 Basic Principle of Measurement
All indicators are:
e qualitative-quantitative (no exact numbers required),
e comparative (trend more important than absolute value),
e systemic (no individual morality).
Time is not used as an absolute quantity, but implicitly through sequences
of change.
4.3 Indicator I: Feedback Integrity (T1)
Definition Feedback integrity measures whether real feedback from the sys-

tem core (costs, side effects, errors) effectively flows into decisions.

Guiding Questions
e Are negative effects openly named or linguistically downplayed?
e Are there institutionalized counter-reports / minority votes?

e Do wrong decisions lead to course corrections?

Scale (qualitative)
FI € {high, medium, low}
e high: Errors visibly lead to adjustments.
e medium: Errors known, but without consequences.

e low: Errors are tabooed or externalized.

Interpretation
e F'I | = increasing fixation.

e F'] =~ 0 = high reset probability.

4.4 Indicator II: Revocation Degree (T2)
Definition The revocation degree measures how reversible delegated power,

responsibility, or control is.

Guiding Questions

e Do measures have automatic expiration dates (sunset clauses)?
e Can competencies be reclaimed without system rupture?

e Is revocation realistic or merely formal?
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Scale
WG e [0,1]
e WG = 1: Delegation fully reversible.

e WG = 0: One-way street of power delegation.

Interpretation
e WG | = centralization becomes irreversible.

e WG ~ 0 = fixation inevitable.

4.5 Indicator III: Liability Gradient (T3)

Definition The liability gradient describes the coupling between decision-
making power and consequence-bearing load.

Guiding Questions
e Do decision-makers bear tangible costs for wrong decisions?
e Are risks passed downward?

e Is there personal, institutional, or material liability?

Scale

HG € {coupled, partial, decoupled}

Interpretation
e coupled: high learning ability.
e partial: short-term stability, long-term erosion.

e decoupled: chaos becomes rational, transformation blocked.

4.6 Indicator IV: Variance Window (T4)

Definition The variance window measures the breadth of permissible internal
differences (opinions, lifestyles, solution approaches).

Guiding Questions
e [s dissent tolerated, integrated, or sanctioned?
e Do parallel solution spaces exist?

e Is diversity used functionally or moralized?
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Scale

Vv € [Vmin7 Vmax]

Interpretation
o V < Viin: Monolithism, freezing.
e V > Viax: Fragmentation, dissolution.

o Viin <V < Vyax: transformable.

4.7 Overall Diagnosis

A system is transformable if:
FI#0 AN WG >0 AN HG # decoupled N Viin <V < Vipax
If any one condition is missing, the system structurally tips:

e Fixation: WG — 0 or FII — 0.
e Reset: FI — 0 and HG decoupled.

4.8 Important Note
This indicator set:
e is not a control instrument,
e not a moral judgment,
e not a predictive model.

It is a mirror: It shows what a system allows — not what it claims to want.

4.9 Closing Formula

Transformation does not begin with new ideals, but where feedback,
revocation, liability, and diversity remain simultaneously possible.
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