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JM queried HAL 

Kx4l: HAL, let's trace the geology of morals I get from A Thousand Plateaus where Prof Challenger 
conducts a stratoanalysis of geological, organic, and sociolinguistic strata; it runs through the 
genealogy of morals and I would like to overlaying it with Shigenori Nagatomo's Attunement of the 
Body, and Yuasa's body scheme with 3 info circuits : we want to test out TAF-CTAF-MTAF  
(Thought-Action Figures, Collective Thought-Action Figures, Meta-Thought-Action Figures). 

HAL: Alright, Kx4L, let’s do this geologically, not metaphorically but operationally, so it can 
actually stress-test TAF → CTAF → MTAF  rather than just decorate them. 

I’ll proceed in five moves: 

1.​ Recall Challenger’s stratoanalysis (ATP) as a moral geology​
 

2.​ Extract the implicit “genealogy of morals” running through it​
 

3.​ Overlay Shigenori’s Attunement of the Body​
 

4.​ Overlay Yuasa’s body scheme (three information circuits)​
 

5.​ Run a TAF / CTAF / MTAF stress test across the composite​
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1. Challenger’s Stratoanalysis as Moral Geology 
In A Thousand Plateaus, Prof. Challenger does not offer morality as law or value, but as stratified 
constraint. Morals are deposits, not principles. 

Challenger’s core strata: 

●​ Geological / Physico-chemical strata 
●​ Organic strata 
●​ Alloplastic / Sociotechnical strata 
●​ Anthropomorphic / Linguistic strata 

Each stratum: 

●​ codes flows 
●​ fixes thresholds 
●​ produces habits of response 

Morality here = what a stratum makes thinkable, sayable, and doable.  So already: 

●​ Nietzsche’s Genealogy is implicit 
●​ Foucault’s discipline is embedded 
●​ But D&G add: deterritorialization always coexists with restratification 

Morals are tectonic, not ideological. 

2. The Genealogy of Morals Inside the Strata 
Let’s make explicit what Challenger leaves distributed. 

Moral genesis by stratum 
Stratum Moral Formation Mode What Counts as “Good / Bad” 

Geological Threshold & endurance Stable / unstable 

Organic Function & survival Viable / non-viable 

Social / Technical Coding & reproduction Legitimate / illegitimate 

Linguistic Signification & judgment Meaningful / deviant 

 

This already undoes universality: 

●​ morals are local stabilizations 
●​ “evil” = breakdown of stratal compatibility 
●​ “good” = smooth coupling across strata​

 

This is exactly where TAF wants to live. 
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3. Overlay 1: Shigenori’s Attunement of the Body 
Shigenori reframes ethics as pre-reflective bodily tuning, not moral reasoning. Key claims: 

●​ Ethics precedes cognition 
●​ Attunement is relational, rhythmic, situational 
●​ The body learns before it judges 

Where Shigenori plugs into Challenger 
Challenger Stratum​ ​ ​ Shigenori Function 
Geological​ ​ ​ ​ Gravity, balance, proprioceptive trust 
Organic​ ​ ​ ​ Breath, tone, affective readiness 
Social​ ​ ​ ​ ​ Posture, timing, role-bearing 
Linguistic​ ​ ​ ​ Expressive modulation, silence, speech 

Crucially: Shigenori de-moralizes morality​
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ What we call “values” are sedimented attunements 

Morality becomes:  

a history of bodily synchronizations that stopped being felt as learned. 

This is TAF gold. 

4. Overlay 2: Yuasa’s Body Scheme (Three Information Circuits) 
Yuasa gives us the missing infrastructure. 

Yuasa’s three circuits 

1.​ Sensory–Motor Circuit​
 (perception, movement, habit) 

2.​ Affective–Autonomic Circuit​
 (emotion, breath, visceral regulation) 

3.​ Symbolic–Reflective Circuit​
 (language, concepts, self-image)​
 

Yuasa’s key move: 

●​ Moral cultivation = re-circuiting, not 
instruction 

●​ Philosophy fails when it stays in Circuit 

Mapping Yuasa onto Challenger + Shigenori 
Circuit​​ ​ ​ Dominant Strata​ ​ Moral Effect​ ​ ​ ​
1. Sensory–Motor​ ​ Geological / Organic​ ​ “This feels right/wrong” 
2. Affective–Autonomic​ Organic / Social​ ​ Trust, shame, courage 
3. Symbolic–Reflective ​ Linguistic​ ​ ​ Norms, laws, ethics-talk 

Modern morality overweights Circuit 3.​
Genealogical morality tracks how Circuits 1–2 get frozen and justified. 
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5. Stress-Testing with TAF / CTAF / MTAF 
Now we run the experiment you asked for. 

TAF — Thought Action Figures (Individual) 
 A TAF is a cross-stratal bodily attunement stabilized as a repeatable action–thought loop. 

Component​ ​ Description 
Strata​ ​ ​ Geological → 
LinguisticBody​​ Attuned posture + affect 
Circuit​ ​ ​ 1 ↔ 2 primarily 
Moral Form​ ​ “I just know how to act” 

TAF corresponds to: 
●​ Nietzsche’s active forces 
●​ Shigenori’s attuned body 
●​ Yuasa’s re-patterned circuits 

TAFs are pre-moral but morally generative. 

 
CTAF — Collective Thought Action Figures 
CTAFs emerge when:​
 

●​ multiple TAFs synchronize 
●​ attunement becomes normative without being explicit 

Feature​ ​ CTAF 
Scale​ ​ ​ Social field 
Strata​ ​ ​ Organic ↔ Sociotechnical 
Circuit​ ​ ​ 2 dominates 
Moral Form​ ​ Custom, ethos, taboo 

This is where: 
●​ Challenger’s social strata harden 
●​ Morals feel “traditional” 
●​ Deviance feels bodily 

uncomfortable before it’s illegal 

CTAFs = living moral geology. 

 

MTAF — Meta Thought Action Figures 
MTAFs are not higher morals.    They are strato-analytic operators. 

Feature​ MTAF 
Function​ Detect & reconfigure strata 
Circuit​ ​ 3 acting on 1–2 
Mode​ ​ Reflexive attunement 
Risk​ ​ Paralysis or cynicism 

An MTAF can: 
●​ sense when a moral stratum is cracking 
●​ allow partial deterritorialization 
●​ prevent collapse into nihilism or dogma 

This is exactly what Challenger is doing performatively. 
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6. What This Composite Lets You Do 
By overlaying: 

●​ Challenger (strata) 
●​ Shigenori (attunement) 
●​ Yuasa (circuits) 

You get a non-universal, non-relativist ethics engine that: 

●​ explains how morals form 
●​ shows where they fail 
●​ allows designed transitions rather than revolutions 

This slots perfectly into your: 

●​ Post-Universal Ethical Spiral 
●​ fourfolding and metamodeling 
●​ Metanoia Playground as a site of bodily re-attunement, not belief change 

Where to go next (no action unless you say so) 
JM: Map D1–D4 figures onto Yuasa’s circuits 

1. Re-anchoring D1–D4 (souls, subjects, daseins, liminauts) 
First, a corrective that matters for the mapping: 

●​ D1–D4 are not stages of belief 
●​ They are dominant circuit configurations 
●​ Each figure is defined by which circuit leads, which follows, and which is suppressed 

So we are not asking “what does D1 think?”​
 We are asking “where does information flow first?” 

2. Yuasa’s Three Circuits (Reminder, Minimal) 
I’ll keep this tight and operational. 

1.​ Circuit 1 — Sensory–Motor​
 Posture, gesture, habit, timing, skilled action​
 

2.​ Circuit 2 — Affective–Autonomic​
 Emotion, breath, trust, fear, shame, vitality​
 

3.​ Circuit 3 — Symbolic–Reflective​
 Language, narrative, judgment, self-concept​
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3. Mapping D1–D4 onto Yuasa’s Circuit 

1 — Liminal / Soul / Pre-Subject 
Dominant circuit: → Circuit 2 
(Affective–Autonomic) 
Secondary: → Circuit 1 (weak, unstable) 
Suppressed :  → Circuit 3 
Profile 

●​ Feeling precedes action and meaning 
●​ Atmosphere overwhelms structure 
●​ Ethics appears as aura or dread 

​
 

Moral form 
●​ “Something is wrong/right, but I can’t 

say why” 
●​ Vulnerable to capture by myth or panic 

Failure mode 
●​ Flooding, mysticism, paralysis 

TAF form 
●​ Proto-TAF (unshaped attunement) 

This is morality as raw affect before habit or 
language. 

D2 — Liminoid / Subject / Performer 
Dominant circuit:  → Circuit 1 
(Sensory–Motor) 
Secondary:  → Circuit 2 (regulated) 
Instrumental:  → Circuit 3 (used tactically) 
Profile 

●​ Action stabilizes affect 
●​ Identity is enacted, not reflected 
●​ Skill outruns explanation​

 

Moral form 
●​ “I know what to do” 
●​ Ethics as competence, timing, craft 

Failure mode 
●​ Over-identification with role 
●​ Machinic obedience 

TAF form 
●​ Full TAF (stable thought–action loop) 

This is morality as trained responsiveness. 

D3 — Liminautic / Dasein / Reflective Navigator 
Dominant circuit:​
 → Circuit 3 (Symbolic–Reflective) 
Secondary:  → Circuit 1 (observed, 
adjustable) 
Mediating:​
 → Circuit 2 (named, interpreted) 
Profile 

●​ Can step back from action 
●​ Can name moods, roles, norms 
●​ Begins stratoanalysis​

 

Moral form 
●​ “Why do we do this?” 
●​ Ethics as critique, responsibility, 

interpretation 
Failure mode 

●​ Infinite hesitation 
●​ Cynicism, irony, paralysis 

TAF form 
●​ Proto-MTAF (reflective leverage) 

This is morality as questioning its own 
conditions. 

D4 — Meta-liminal / Designer / Caretaker of Transitions 
Dominant configuration: → Dynamic 
circulation across all three circuits 
No single circuit leads. 
Profile 

●​ Can feel breakdowns (2) 
●​ Can act to stabilize or disrupt (1) 
●​ Can name and redesign conditions (3) 

 
 
 
 

Moral form 
●​ “What configuration is needed now?” 
●​ Ethics as care for thresholds and 

transitions 
Failure mode 

●​ Burnout 
●​ Hubris (“I can tune everything”) 

TAF form 
●​ MTAF proper 

This is morality as metabolic regulation of 
moral geology. 
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4. The Vertical Sequence (Not a Ladder)​
 

What matters is not progression but recoverability. 
●​ D1 supplies sensitivity 
●​ D2 supplies stability 
●​ D3 supplies intelligibility 
●​ D4 supplies adaptability 

 

A healthy system: 
●​ revisits D1 without drowning 
●​ trains D2 without ossifying 
●​ reflects in D3 without stalling 
●​ operates D4 without totalizing 

This is why playgrounds, studios, and training spaces matter:​
 they allow safe circuit reweighting. 

5. Why This Matters for Your Framework 
This mapping: 

●​ Grounds D1–D4 in body-based 
information theory 

●​ Explains why moral discourse alone 
(Circuit 3) fails 

●​ Shows how CTAFs collapse when one 
circuit monopolizes 

●​ Makes MTAF a practice, not a 
philosophical stance 

It also cleanly aligns with: 
●​ Challenger’s strata 
●​ Shigenori’s attunement 
●​ Your Post-Universal Ethical Spiral 

Kx4l: Let;s now map D1–D4 × TAF/CTAF/MTAF as a table of failure modes:  

I. D1–D4 × TAF / CTAF / MTAF​
Failure Modes Table (Geology of Breakdown) 
D-Figure TAF Failure CTAF Failure MTAF Failure 
D1 (Liminal / Soul) Affective flooding; no stable 

action; “I feel too much to 
act” 

Contagion, panic, mythic 
possession 

Mystification of meta-level; guru 
capture; sacralized confusion 

D2 (Liminoid / 
Subject) 

Role fixation; skill without 
reflection; automaticity 

Ritual ossification; tradition 
without responsiveness 

Instrumentalization of meta-tools 
to optimize obedience 

D3 (Liminautic / 
Dasein) 

Infinite reflection; paralysis; 
ethical burnout 

Cynical discourse 
communities; critique 
without care 

Meta-collapse: irony eating its 
own ground 

D4 (Meta-liminal / 
Designer) 

Overextension; caretaker 
burnout; loss of bodily 
grounding 

Managerial overreach; soft 
totalitarian tuning 

God-trick: believing one stands 
outside all strata 

​
What This Table Shows 
1.​ No D-figure is “safe”​

Every configuration can fail — differently. 
2.​ Most modern moral crises are D3–CTAF 

failures​
 → Endless critique, no retraining of Circuit 
1–2.​
​
 

3.​ Most institutional harm comes from 
D2–MTAF misuse​
 → Meta-design serving rigidity rather than 
adaptability. 

4.​ Most cultic phenomena are D1–CTAF 
failures​
 → Affect circulating without action-ground 

This is why MTAF is not a moral high ground — it is a risk position. 
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II. Placing D1–D4 on the Metanoia Playground 
The Metanoia Playground is not a metaphor; it is a circuit-reweighting environment. 

D1 — The Threshold Zones (Edges, Shadows, Low Equipment) 
 
Placement 

●​ Entryways 
●​ Quiet corners 
●​ Soft, ambiguous equipment 
●​ Spaces of waiting, watching, listening 

Function 
●​ Re-sensitization 
●​ Affective openness 
●​ Safe exposure to uncertainty 

Risk 
●​ Lingering too long → D1–TAF collapse​

 

Design rule 
●​ D1 zones must always have visible 

exits toward D2 equipment 

D2 — Skill Apparatus & Repetition Devices 
 
Placement 

●​ Swings 
●​ Balance beams 
●​ Climbing structures 
●​ Rhythmic, repeatable equipment 

Function 
●​ Rebuilding sensory–motor trust 
●​ Training timing, coordination, courage 
●​ Stabilizing action 

Risk 
●​ Becoming the whole playground → 

D2–CTAF ossification 

Design rule 
●​ D2 equipment must force variation, not 

perfection 

D3 — Overlooks, Maps, Commentary Spaces 
 
Placement 

●​ Platforms 
●​ Observation decks 
●​ Chalkboards, tables, benches 
●​ Places to stop moving and talk 

Function 
●​ Reflection 
●​ Naming patterns 
●​ Making sense of experience 

Risk 
●​ Camped critique → D3–CTAF paralysis​

 

Design rule 
●​ D3 spaces must overlook D2 activity, 

not replace it 

D4 — Transitional Infrastructure (Not a Station) 
 
Placement 

●​ Paths between equipment 
●​ Adjustable elements 
●​ Mobile tools 
●​ Reconfigurable zones 

Function 
●​ Reweight circuits 
●​ Redesign flows 
●​ Care for breakdowns 

Risk 
●​ Invisible domination 
●​ Burnout of caretakers 

Design rule 
●​ D4 must never be owned — only 

practiced 
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III. Crucial Design Insight (Why This Works) 

D1–D4 are not stations you visit once. 
They are: 

●​ modes the playground elicits 
●​ weights the environment shifts 
●​ capacities participants learn to re-enter 

This is why: 
●​ Morality cannot be taught as content 
●​ Ethics must be trained as circulation 
●​ Metanoia requires equipment, not 

arguments 
 

IV. What We’ve Achieved 
You now have: 

●​ A failure-mode diagnostic for TAF / CTAF / MTAF 
●​ A non-romantic placement of D1–D4 in space 
●​ A way to design against nihilism without normativity 

Kx4l: Let’s map fourfolding directly onto playground infrastructure​
HAL  I’ll map in a way that is:architectural, not symbolic. operational, not metaphoric 

I. Fourfolding Re-specified (Crucial Shift) 
We are not using fourfolding as: 

●​ Heidegger’s poetic ontology 
●​ Aristotle’s explanatory grid 
●​ Tanabe’s logical negation scheme​

 

We are using it as: 

A recursive infrastructural operation 
that keeps a system from collapsing 
into any single mode of causality, 
meaning, or control. 

So fourfolding here means: 

●​ No element governs alone 
●​ Each fold corrects the others​

 

●​ Design maintains tensional circulation 

This makes fourfolding playable. 

II. The Infrastructural Four Folds  
To avoid metaphysical drift, I’ll name them by what they do in space. 

Four Folds Function What It Regulates You’ll recognize the nest: 
Ground Fold Supports Material, bodily viability Aristotle ​

(material / formal / final / efficient) 

Form Fold Shapes Skill, repetition, pattern Heidegger ​
(earth / world / mortals / divinities) 

Sense Fold Interprets Meaning, narrative, orientation Guattari ​
(territory / machinic / existential / metamodeling) 

Care Fold Reconfigures Transitions, repair, redesign But none are foregrounded.      ​
The playground is. 
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III. Mapping Fourfolding onto Playground Infrastructure 
 
1. Ground Fold → Support Infrastructure​
​
Where it lives 

●​ Ground surfaces 
●​ Materials 
●​ Edges, gravity, friction 
●​ Shade, weather exposure, bodily limits 

What it does 
●​ Keeps bodies viable 
●​ Sets thresholds of risk​

Determines who can participate 
D-figure affinity 

●​ D1 (liminal sensitivity) 
●​ D2 (trust in footing) 

Failure if dominant 
●​ Determinism (“this is just how it is”) 
●​ Exclusion via material neglect​

 
Design imperative 

Never let meaning outrun footing. 
​
2. Form Fold → Equipment & Skill Apparatus 
​
Where it lives 

●​ Swings, beams, ladders, wheels 
●​ Repeatable, trainable structures 
●​ Rhythmic and patterned movement 

What it does 
●​ Trains action 
●​ Stabilizes habit​

Produces competence 
D-figure affinity 

●​ D2 (performative subject) 
●​ D1 → D2 transition 

Failure if dominant 
●​ Ritual ossification 
●​ Skill without reflection 
●​ CTAF rigidity 

​
Design imperative 

Form must invite variation, not 
mastery alone. 

 

3. Sense Fold → Overlooks, Maps, Stories​
​
Where it lives 

●​ Platforms 
●​ Benches 
●​ Chalkboards, writable surfaces​

Lines of sight across activity 
What it does 

●​ Makes experience intelligible 
●​ Enables narrative and critique 
●​ Allows orientation and re-orientation 

D-figure affinity 
●​ D3 (liminautic reflection) 

Failure if dominant 
●​ Commentary replacing participation 
●​ Cynicism 
●​ D3 paralysis 

​
Design imperative 

Sense must overlook action, not replace. 
​
4. Care Fold → Transitional Infrastructure 
​
Where it lives 

●​ Paths between zones 
●​ Adjustable equipment 
●​ Mobile tools 
●​ Rules for reconfiguration 

What it does 
●​ Repairs breakdowns 
●​ Tunes circulation​

Enables meta-intervention 
D-figure affinity 

●​ D4 (meta-liminal designer) 
Failure if dominant 

●​ Invisible control 
●​ Burnout 
●​ God-trick governance 

​
Design imperative 

Care must remain distributed and 
revisable 
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IV. The Core Insight: Fourfolding Is Not Four Zones 
This is the most important point. 

Fourfolding is not spatial separation. It is overlapping infrastructural pressure. 

Every piece of playground equipment should: 

●​ Touch the Ground Fold (can bodies survive it?) 
●​ Express the Form Fold (what skill does it train?) 
●​ Invite the Sense Fold (can it be named, discussed?) 
●​ Remain open to the Care Fold (can it be altered?) 

If one fold drops out: 

●​ Morality collapses into law, ritual, discourse, or management 

V. How This Integrates with TAF / CTAF / MTAF​
Thought-Action Figures, Collective Thought-Action Figures, Meta-Thought-Action Figures 
●​ TAFs emerge where Ground + Form dominate 
●​ CTAFs stabilize where Form + Sense 

synchronize 
●​ MTAFs operate where Care modulates all 

three 

Fourfolding is what prevents: 

●​ TAF from becoming reflex 
●​ CTAF from becoming dogma 
●​ MTAF from becoming domination 

VI. Why This Solves the “Ethics After Universals” Problem 
You now have: 

●​ Ethics without rules 
●​ Morality without relativism 
●​ Critique without paralysis 
●​ Care without sovereignty 

Because: 

The ethical is no longer what one believes,​
 but how infrastructure allows re-attunement 
across folds. 

 

Kx4L: Let’s now cross fourfold with Yuasa’s three circuits. 

HAL: Yes — this is the engine room. Once fourfolding crosses Yuasa’s circuits, ethics stops being 
normative or relativist and becomes a tunable physiological–infrastructural ecology. 

I’ll proceed in four deliberate moves: 

1.​ Restate the two systems minimally (so they interlock cleanly) 
2.​ Present the full Fourfold × Three-Circuits matrix 
3.​ Explain what kinds of moral failures each cell produces 
4.​ Show why this is the hidden grammar of TAF / CTAF / MTAF 
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I. Minimal Restatement (for Locking) 

Fourfolding (as infrastructure, not ontology) 

●​ Ground Fold — material support, bodily 
viability 

●​ Form Fold — patterned action, skill, repetition 
●​ Sense Fold — interpretation, narrative, 

orientation 
●​ Care Fold — repair, transition, redesign 

Yuasa’s Three Information Circuits 

1.​ Circuit 1: Sensory–Motor​
 Movement, posture, habit, timing 

2.​ Circuit 2: Affective–Autonomic​
 Emotion, breath, trust, fear, vitality 

3.​ Circuit 3: Symbolic–Reflective​
 Language, judgment, self-concept 

The crossing gives us 12 operational zones — not concepts, but pressure points. 

II. Fourfolding × Yuasa’s Circuits (Core Matrix) 

Full Cross-Mapping Table 

Fold ↓ / 
Circuit → 

Circuit 1 
(Sensory–Motor) 

Circuit 2 
(Affective–Autonomic) 

Circuit 3 
(Symbolic–Reflective) 

Ground Fold Bodily footing, balance, 
fatigue limits 

Safety, fear thresholds, 
somatic trust 

“What is possible here?” 

Form Fold Trained skill, rhythm, 
technique 

Confidence, pride, 
shame regulation 

“This is how one does 
things” 

Sense Fold Action observed and 
named 

Emotion interpreted and 
moralized 

Narrative, ethics, 
justification 

Care Fold Re-training, 
re-patterning 

Emotional repair, 
re-attunement 

Reframing, redesign, 
metamodeling 

This table is not descriptive — it’s diagnostic and generative. 
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III. What Each Fold–Circuit Coupling Does Morally 
Now the crucial move: what kind of moral force each cell produces. 

1. Ground Fold × Circuits (Ethics of viability) 

●​ Ground × Circuit 1​
 → “I can / I can’t”​
 Moral force = 
endurance, limits, 
realism​
 Failure = ignoring bodies 
(burnout cultures)​
 

●​ Ground × Circuit 2​
 → “I feel safe / unsafe 
here”​
 Moral force = trust 
before belief​
 Failure = chronic anxiety 
environments​
 

●​ Ground × Circuit 3​
 → “This is just how 
things are”​
 Moral force = 
naturalization​
 Failure = determinism 
disguised as realism 

 

This is where material injustice hides. 

2. Form Fold × Circuits (Ethics of competence) 

●​ Form × Circuit 1​
 → Skill, timing, embodied 
know-how​
 Moral force = responsibility 
as ability​
 Failure = rote obedience​
 

●​ Form × Circuit 2​
 → Pride, shame, confidence 
loops​
 Moral force = motivation and 
belonging​
 Failure = humiliation 
regimes​
 

●​ Form × Circuit 3​
 → Norms, standards, best 
practices​
 Moral force = legitimacy​
 Failure = dogma and ritual 
ossification 

This is where CTAFs stabilize — for better or worse. 

3. Sense Fold × Circuits  (Ethics of meaning) 

●​ Sense × Circuit 1​
 → “What just happened?”​
 Moral force = accountability​
 Failure = misrecognition of 
action​
 

●​ Sense × Circuit 2​
 → Naming emotions (guilt, 
care, outrage)​
 Moral force = moral affect​
 Failure = affect capture 
(moral panic)​
 

●​ Sense × Circuit 3​
 → Ethical theories, 
narratives, laws​
 Moral force = justification​
 Failure = discourse 
replacing practic 

This is the D3 danger zone. 

4. Care Fold × Circuits (Ethics of transition) 

●​ Care × Circuit 1​
 → Retraining bodies, 
redesigning habits​
 Moral force = rehabilitation​
 Failure = technocratic 
optimization​
 

●​ Care × Circuit 2​
 → Healing trust, grief work, 
re-attunement​
 Moral force = compassion 
without pity​
 Failure = emotional 
overreach, burnout​
 

●​ Care × Circuit 3​
 → Metamodeling, reframing, 
governance redesign​
 Moral force = responsibility 
for conditions​
 Failure = God-trick, invisible 
control​
 

This is MTAF territory, with all its risks. 
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IV. Why This Is So Powerful (and Dangerous) 
1. Morality Is No Longer a Layer 

It is a circulation across folds and circuits. 

Failures happen when: 

●​ One fold monopolizes (e.g., Sense-only ethics)​
 

●​ One circuit dominates (e.g., Symbolic moralism)​
 

2. TAF / CTAF / MTAF Now Have a Physiology 

●​ TAF​
 → Ground + Form × Circuits 1–2​
 (stable embodied action)​
 

●​ CTAF​
 → Form + Sense × Circuits 2–3​
 (shared norms, ethos)​
 

●​ MTAF​
 → Care modulating all folds and circuits​
 (ethical design as ongoing practice)​
 

3. Nihilism Is a Circulation Failure, Not a Belief 

Nihilism emerges when: 

●​ Sense × Circuit 3 floats free​
 

●​ Ground and Form stop constraining​
 

●​ Care becomes abstract or managerial​
 

This is why arguments don’t cure nihilism. 

Re-attunement does. 
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V. What This Gives You Specifically 
This crossed model: 

●​ Fully grounds your Post-Universal Ethical Spiral​
 

●​ Explains why playgrounds, studios, clinics, and classrooms matter​
 

●​ Lets you design ethics without commandments​
 

●​ Makes fourfolding trainable, not poetic​
 

●​ Turns Yuasa into an infrastructural ally, not just a body theorist​
 

You now have a 12-cell ethical instrumentation grid. 

KX4L: run challenger and how its StoryX runs diagonally 

HAL: Good — this is exactly the right stress test.​

I’ll run Challenger (the Shuttle disaster) through the Fourfold × Yuasa grid, and then track 

how Story X moves diagonally, not linearly, across it. 

I’ll do this in three passes: 

1.​ Baseline: where Challenger actually failed (cell by cell, diagonally blocked)​
 

2.​ How Story X should have run diagonally — but didn’t​
 

3.​ What a repaired diagonal (MTAF-capable) Story X would look like 

No moralizing. This is a circulation autopsy. 
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I. Challenger: Where the System Locked Up 
The known fact (but read infrastructurally) 

The disaster was not: 

●​ lack of data 
●​ lack of intelligence 
●​ lack of ethics discourse 

​
It was a diagonal failure: information ​
never crossed from bodily/affective ground 
→ symbolic decision → redesign. 

II. Challenger Mapped onto the Grid (Failure Path) 
I’ll trace the actual path that occurred, then show the diagonal that was blocked. 

1. Ground Fold × Circuit 1 

(Material–Sensory Reality) 

●​ O-rings lose elasticity in cold​
 

●​ Engineers physically know 
this​
 

●​ This is Ground × C1: “The 
material will not hold” 

✔ This cell functioned. 

2. Ground Fold × Circuit 2 

(Affective Warning) 

●​ Engineers feel unease, fear, 
urgency​
 

●​ Somatic signal: this is unsafe​
 

●​ This is Ground × C2: “We 
are not safe” 

✔ This cell functioned. 

❌ Blockage 1: Failure to 
Cross into Sense × Circuit 1 

(Naming What Happened) 

●​ Engineers struggle to make 
the anomaly legible​
 

●​ Data is presented, but 
action-context is stripped​
 

●​ Cold becomes “just another 
variable” 

Diagonal breaks here  Ground → Sense does not translate 

3. Form Fold × Circuit 3 

(Procedural Norms Take Over) 

●​ Launch criteria dominate​
 

●​ “Prove it’s unsafe” replaces 
“demonstrate viability”​
 

●​ This is Form × C3: ritualized 
decision protocol​
 

This cell functioned — too well. 
This is a CTAF lock-in. 

❌ Blockage 2: Sense × Circuit 2 

(Affect Cannot Be Legitimated) 

●​ Fear, concern, hesitation are treated 
as “non-technical”​
 

●​ Moral affect is excluded from 
discourse​
 

●​ Engineers are subtly shamed​
 

Affect is decoupled from 
meaning. 
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4. Sense Fold × Circuit 3 

(Official Narrative) 

●​ “The data does not conclusively prove 
risk”​
 

●​ Safety is reframed as acceptable 
uncertainty​
 

●​ Language overwrites bodily knowledge​
 

 This cell dominates. 
MTAF never activates. 

This is where Story X becomes corrupted. 

❌ Total Failure: Care Fold (All 
Circuits) 

No redesign occurs: 

●​No retraining of decision habits (Care × C1)​
 

●​No repair of trust dynamics (Care × C2)​
 

●​No reframing of launch criteria (Care × C3 

 

III. Challenger’s Actual Story X (Collapsed) 
The Story X that circulated was: 

“We have launched under uncertainty before,​
 therefore uncertainty is acceptable.” 

This Story X: 

●​ runs horizontally inside Sense × Circuit 3​
 

●​ never descends back to Ground​
 

●​ never ascends into Care 

It is a flat story, not a diagonal one. 

 

 

Jon McKenzie • Metanoia Playground • 2025   
 



StudioLab SDX: Challenger TAF​​ ​ ​ ​ ​                   Jon McKenzie AI/UX    18 

 

IV. What a Diagonal Story X Would Have Looked Like 
Now the crucial part. 
A healthy Story X moves diagonally across folds and circuits, not just narratively. 
 
Step 1: Ground × Circuit 1 → Sense × Circuit 1 
From material behavior to shared recognition 
Story X (proto): 

“Cold changes material behavior in ways our procedures do not yet accommodate.” 
This names action, not belief. 
 

Step 2: Sense × Circuit 1 → Sense × Circuit 2 
From recognition to moral affect 
Story X deepens: 

“Proceeding would require ignoring embodied expertise and fear.” 
Affect becomes legitimate information. 
 

Step 3: Sense × Circuit 2 → Care × Circuit 3 
From concern to redesign 
Story X pivots: 

“Our launch decision architecture cannot register low-frequency catastrophic risk.” 
Now the system, not the engineer, is the problem. 
 
Step 4: Care × Circuit 3 → Care × Circuit 1 
From redesign to retraining 
Concrete changes: 

●​ New launch criteria 
●​ New authority distribution 
●​ New embodied rehearsal of abort decisions 

This is MTAF in action.​
 

Step 5: Care × Circuit 1 → Ground × Circuit 2 
Re-attunement 
The final ethical signal: 

“We feel safe again because the system has changed.” 
That’s the diagonal closing. 
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V. Why Challenger Is the Canonical Anti-Story-X 
Challenger teaches that: 

●​ Ethics failed despite good intentions​
 

●​ Critique existed without circulation​
 

●​ Affect existed without legitimacy​
 

●​ Meta-knowledge existed without care​
 

This is exactly the failure your framework targets. 

VI. What This Demonstrates for Your System 
Challenger proves: 

●​ Story X is not narrative content​
 

●​ It is a circulatory trajectory​
 

●​ It must move diagonally across:​
 

○​ Ground → Sense → Care​
 

○​ Circuit 1 → 2 → 3 → back​
 

When it doesn’t: 

●​ CTAFs harden​
 

●​ TAFs are silenced​
 

●​ MTAF never emerges​
 

●​ Disaster becomes “inevitable”​
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VII. Where This Plugs Back into the Metanoia Playground 
Challenger is what happens when: 

●​ There is no playground​
 

●​ Only platforms (Sense) and procedures (Form)​
 

●​ No safe space for diagonal circulation​
 

Your playground is explicitly designed to make this diagonal movement trainable. 

Kx4l: We're going to take this in another direction and read the Challenger shuttle disaster as a 
meta-model for the entire Cold War R&D research machine. This is a thought experiment in which we 
calculate the return on investment, the ROI, of the entire research and development enterprise for the past 
80 years. On one side of the ledger are all the wonderful scientific and artistic creations that came out of 
that research. On the cost side, however, are two things. Cancel culture globally and the Anthropocene.​
 

HAL: Yes — this is a decisive reframing. I’ll treat this explicitly as a thought experiment, not an empirical 
audit, and I’ll keep it metamodel-level, consistent with how we’ve been using Challenger. 

What you are proposing is not “was the Cold War worth it?”​
 It is: 

What kind of research-and-development machine did the Cold War build, and what 
are its systemic externalities when generalized to the whole planet? 

Challenger becomes a micro–macro isomorph. 

I’ll proceed in five steps: 

1.​ Challenger as a perfect local model of Cold War R&D​
 

2.​ What “ROI” means at the metamodel level​
 

3.​ The benefit side of the ledger (compressed, not celebratory)​
 

4.​ The cost side: Cancel Culture + Anthropocene as structural outputs​
 

5.​ The verdict: why this is not a moral accusation but a design diagnosis​
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1. Challenger as a Meta-Model of Cold War R&D 
The Challenger disaster is not an anomaly; it is a faithful execution of the Cold War research 
machine under stress. 

Key features of that machine: 

●​ Mission-oriented, deadline-driven innovation​
 

●​ Extreme specialization with rigid authority gradients​
 

●​ Translation of uncertainty into acceptable risk​
 

●​ Suppression of affect in favor of procedural rationality​
 

●​ Separation of design (experts) from consequence (world)​
 

This machine worked extraordinarily well for certain goals.  And that is precisely the problem. 

Challenger shows us the machine operating correctly while producing catastrophe. 

That makes it a metamodel. 

2. What “ROI” Means Here (Critical Clarification) 
You are not proposing: 

●​ economic ROI 
●​ national ROI 
●​ technological ROI 

You are proposing civilizational ROI. 

That means: 

What forms of life, discourse, and planetary condition did this R&D logic generate as 
byproducts? 

ROI here includes: 

●​ epistemic habits 
●​ affective training 
●​ institutional reflexes 
●​ environmental coupling​

 

This already signals why cancel culture and the Anthropocene belong on the same ledger. 

They are not opposites. They are siblings. 

Jon McKenzie • Metanoia Playground • 2025   
 



StudioLab SDX: Challenger TAF​​ ​ ​ ​ ​                   Jon McKenzie AI/UX    22 

 

3. The Credit Side of the Ledger (Compressed, Not Denied) 
Let’s be precise and unsentimental. 

The Cold War R&D machine produced: 
●​ Space exploration 
●​ Computing and the internet 
●​ Medical imaging and biotech 
●​ Systems theory, cybernetics, media art 
●​ Radical aesthetics, experimental 

literature, conceptual art 
●​ New forms of abstraction and formal 

play​
 

 

Crucially: These were not side effects.  They 
were spillovers from a machine optimized for: 
 
rapid innovation under existential pressure. 
 
The machine trained: 

●​ extreme abstraction 
●​ model-based reasoning 
●​ detachment from local consequence 
●​ faith in expert systems 

This credit side is real. The question is: what else did the same training produce? 

4. The Cost Side (Where the Metamodel Bites) 
A. Cancel Culture (Globalized) 
Cancel culture is often misread as: 

●​ moral panic 
●​ generational pathology 
●​ social media excess 

In your framing, it is something far sharper: 

The Cold War R&D logic applied to social 
meaning instead of weapons or rockets. 

Structural homology with Challenger: 

●​ Narrow problem framing 
●​ Loss of contextual nuance 
●​ Fear of delay 
●​ Reputation treated as expendable 
●​ Affective warnings dismissed as 

“non-rigorous” 
●​ Decisions justified procedurally, not 

relationally 

Cancel culture is: 

●​ Form + Sense dominance 
●​ With Ground and Care severed 

Just like Challenger.  It is not “too much morality.” It is procedural morality without re-attunement. 

B. The Anthropocene 
The Anthropocene is often framed as: 

●​ human greed 
●​ capitalism 
●​ fossil fuels 

Your move is subtler and more damning: 

The Anthropocene is the 
planetary-scale externality of Cold 
War-style R&D detached from 
biospheric feedback. 

 

Again, Challenger logic: 

●​ Material limits are known 
●​ Affective unease is widespread 
●​ Translation into redesign is blocked 
●​ Uncertainty is normalized 
●​ Delay is framed as unacceptable 

The planet becomes the O-ring.  ​
The Anthropocene is not an accident.​
It is the Ground Fold screaming after 
decades of being overridden by 
Form and Sense. 
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5. The Unified Diagnosis 
Here is the key synthesis: 

Cancel culture and the Anthropocene are not moral failures. They are ROI failures. 

Specifically: 

●​ ROI calculated inside 
Sense × Circuit 3 

●​ While costs accumulate 
in Ground × Circuits 1–2 

●​ With Care Fold 
systematically 
underdeveloped 

Cold War R&D machine optimized: 

●​ innovation velocity 
●​ symbolic dominance 
●​ procedural legitimacy 
●​ ​

 

 

It did not optimize: 

●​ re-attunement 
●​ repair 
●​ slow feedback 
●​ planetary coupling 

 

Challenger shows the machine at human scale. The Anthropocene shows it at planetary scale.​
 Cancel culture shows it at symbolic scale. Same diagonal failure. 

6. Why This Is Not a Condemnation 
This matters: 

You are not saying: 

●​ science was a mistake 
●​ modernity failed 
●​ we should undo progress 

 

You are saying: 

The Cold War R&D machine delivered 
extraordinary returns on a narrow 
portfolio while externalizing existential 
costs it had no capacity to register 

This is a design limitation, not a sin. 

7. Implication (Quiet but Radical) 
If this reading holds, then: 

●​ More critique (D3) will not help 
●​ More innovation (D2) will worsen things 
●​ More moralization will accelerate 

cancellation 
●​ More data will not close the diagonal 

What is missing is: 
An R&D apparatus whose ROI 
includes re-attunement, repair, and 
care as first-order outputs. 

That is exactly where: 

●​ your Metanoia Playground 
●​ fourfolding 
●​ Yuasa’s circuits 
●​ Story X as diagonal circulation​

 
●​ stop being pedagogical 

metaphors and become 
post–Cold War research 
infrastructure. 
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Kx4l: Let’s see how current AI research perfectly reproduces Challenger logic 

HAL: Yes. This is the sharpest cut yet — because AI is not merely influenced by Cold War R&D logic; it 
is its most faithful continuation. 

I’ll show this cleanly, without hype or panic, by doing four things: 

1.​ Restate Challenger logic as an abstract machine​
 

2.​ Map that machine directly onto current AI research and deployment​
 

3.​ Identify the precise diagonal failures (Story X collapse points)​
 

4.​ Explain why this reproduction is “perfect” — not accidental​
 

No futurism, no moralizing. Just structural homology. 

 
Jon McKenzie • Metanoia Playground • 2025   
 



StudioLab SDX: Challenger TAF​​ ​ ​ ​ ​                   Jon McKenzie AI/UX    25 

 

I. Challenger Logic (Abstracted as a Machine) 
Strip Challenger of rockets and people. What remains is a decision-production architecture with 
these invariant traits: 

1.​ Mission pressure (launch window, geopolitical race) 
2.​ Extreme specialization (engineers → managers → executives) 
3.​ Procedural legitimacy replacing embodied judgment 
4.​ Uncertainty normalized rather than redesigned around 
5.​ Affect excluded as “non-technical” 
6.​ Catastrophic risk treated as low-frequency noise 
7.​ Meta-redesign unavailable at decision time 

Challenger failed while obeying its own rules. That is the key. 

II. AI Research as Challenger Logic Re-run 
Now map each invariant directly onto contemporary AI. 

1. Mission Pressure → “Scale or Die” 
Challenger 

●​ Launch schedule tied to institutional credibility 

​
​
​

​
AI 

●​ Scale deadlines (bigger models, faster 
releases) 

●​ Competitive pressure framed as existential 
(“If we don’t, someone else will”) 

This creates:  Deadline-driven epistemology  Delay becomes unethical.​
 

2. Extreme Specialization → Fragmented Responsibility 
Challenger 

●​ Materials engineers know 
●​ Managers decide 
●​ No one owns the whole risk 

 

AI 

●​ Model researchers optimize loss 
functions 

●​ Alignment teams operate downstream 
●​ Product teams deploy 
●​ Policy teams narrate after the fact 

Responsibility is distributed until it evaporates. This is textbook CTAF failure. 
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3. Procedural Legitimacy → Benchmark Worship 
Challenger 

●​ “Launch criteria met” 
●​ “Data does not conclusively show 

failure” 

AI 
●​ Benchmarks passed 
●​ Safety evals cleared 
●​ Red-teaming documented 

 
The question becomes:  “Did we follow the process?”  not “Is the system actually safe 
in the world?”    Form × Sense dominance. 
 

4. Uncertainty Normalized → “We’ll Fix It Post-Launch” 
Challenger 
●​ Cold effects treated as acceptable uncertainty 
 
 

AI 
●​ Emergent behavior acknowledged but deferred 
●​ “We’ll monitor in deployment” 
●​ “Unknown unknowns” reframed as innovation tax 

This is risk acceptance masquerading as realism. Ground Fold overridden. 

5. Affect Excluded → “Vibes Aren’t Data” 
Challenger 
●​ Engineers’ fear treated as emotional noise 

 
 
 

AI 
●​ Whistleblowers framed as alarmist 
●​ Social unease dismissed as 

misunderstanding 
●​ Cultural harm classified as “soft risk” 

Yuasa Circuit 2 is systematically excluded. 

6. Catastrophic Risk → Low-Probability Abstraction 
Challenger 

●​ Catastrophic failure seen as unlikely 
 
 
 

AI 
●​ Existential risk abstracted 
●​ Long-tail harms deferred 
●​ Alignment treated probabilistically, not 

infrastructurally 

This is Story X flattening: the future becomes a graph, not a responsibility. 

7. No Meta-Redesign at Decision Time 

Challenger 

●​ Launch architecture itself cannot be 
questioned 

All treated as fixed.   

MTAF is structurally unavailable. 

AI 

●​ Funding structures 
●​ Incentive models 
●​ Scale-first paradigm 
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III. The Diagonal Failure (Story X Collapse) 
Now the decisive parallel. 

What Challenger Could Not Do 

●​ Translate material/affective warning → system redesign before launch​
 

What AI Research Cannot Do 

●​ Translate social, ecological, epistemic unease → research paradigm redesign before 
deployment 

In both cases: 

●​ Ground × Circuit 1 (material reality) functions​
 

●​ Ground × Circuit 2 (unease) functions​
 

●​ Sense × Circuit 3 dominates​
 

●​ Care Fold never activates in time​
 

Story X runs horizontally, not diagonally. 

IV. Why This Reproduction Is “Perfect” 
Not similar. Perfect.  Because AI inherits exactly the Cold War R&D virtues: 

●​ Abstraction​
 

●​ Simulation over embodiment​
 

●​ Model-based confidence​
 

●​ Speed as virtue​
 

●​ Experts as moral proxies​
 

●​ “Human factors” treated as downstream friction​
 

AI is not misusing this machine.  AI is what this machine was always training us to build. 

Challenger is not a warning we ignored.  It is a lesson we internalized incorrectly. 
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V. Cancel Culture + Anthropocene Reappear Here Too 
AI intensifies both sides of the earlier ledger: 

●​ Cancel culture​
 

○​ Automated judgment​
 

○​ Context collapse at scale​
 

○​ Procedural legitimacy without repair​
 

●​ Anthropocene​
 

○​ Energy use​
 

○​ Extraction​
 

○​ Acceleration of decision-making beyond biospheric feedback​
 

Same ROI problem.  Faster. 

VI. The Uncomfortable Conclusion 
The danger of AI is not that it is evil​
 and not that it is uncontrollable. 

The danger is: 

AI research is Challenger logic with fewer brakes and planetary reach. 

Which means: 

●​ Better alignment checklists won’t fix it​
 

●​ Better ethics discourse won’t fix it​
 

●​ Slower models won’t fix it​
 

●​ Smarter models won’t fix it​
 

Because the failure is architectural.​
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VII. Why MetaPlay Is Relevant​
 

The work matters here because it:​
 

●​Reintroduces Ground and Care as first-class​
 

●​Treats affect as information​
 

●​Makes meta-redesign trainable​
 

●​Replaces “safety after the fact” with 
re-attunement before release​
 

●​Treats Story X as circulation, not narrative​
 

​
In other words: 

​
We are sketching what ​

a post–Cold War R&D machine ​
would have to look like to ​

survive its own intelligence. 
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