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Broader Significance

For centuries the seven-day creation narrative of Genesis 1 has been trapped in a false

choice: either a literal account of physical history, or a metaphor that says nothing precise.

This paper proposes a third reading --- Genesis 1 as a logic of construction: a formal

blueprint for building systems that correct themselves before they collapse. It presents the

theological and philosophical face of the e7Day model (the formal axioms are in Matheo-

b12), whose 8 construction stages (VOID through TRUST) each yield a concrete result the

next stage builds on.

The central finding is a self-assessment bifurcation: an agent that judges itself adequate

(OK) enters a self-reinforcing trap of blindness (BABL); an agent that judges itself adequate-

but-incomplete keeps open the narrow path of self-correction (ZION). The paper grades

cross-traditional convergence into tiers and works one Tier-1 example (Buddhist dependent

origination) in full, engages theodicy (Plantinga, Hick, Leibniz) and the epektasis tradition,

and is explicit that it explores one instantiation of a constructor-parametric structure: God

as constructor, held to be true and submitted for testing. The system is designed to be

critiqued, not believed.
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Abstract

The seven-day creation narrative of Genesis 1:1–2:3 is often read as a cosmological claim about

the physical history of the universe, a reading that has fueled centuries of conflict between sci-

ence and religion. This paper proposes a different reading: Genesis 1 as a logic of construction

— a formal blueprint for building systems that correct themselves before they collapse.

We present the e7Day model, an axiom system of 20 axioms and 7 theorems (plus 1 conjecture,

1 definition, 1 notational correspondence, and 1 design constraint) that formalizes this logic.

The model defines 8 construction stages (VOID through TRUST), each producing a concrete re-

sult that the next stage builds upon. The central finding is a self-assessment bifurcation: when

an agent assesses itself as adequate (OK), it enters a self-reinforcing trap of blindness (BABL =

Blindly Assuming Blind Leveraging); when it assesses itself as adequate-but-incomplete (OKO),

self-correction becomes possible but is not guaranteed (ZION = Zoning, Investigating, Orga-

nizing, Navigating).

The paper examines cross-traditional convergence: the cascade structure independently ap-

pears in Buddhist dependent origination (12 links), Paul’s faith-hope-love (1 Cor. 13:13), and

further traditions spanning 2,500 years and four continents. Evidence is graded into tiers:

structural convergence (functional dependencies match bidirectionally), partial convergence

(some functional dependencies match), and suggestive resonance (count matches or loose

analogies). One fully worked Tier 1 example (Buddhist dependent origination) is presented

with both forward and reverse comparison tables.

This paper is a theological reading of the e7Day model. The formal structure (as presented in

the companion paper Matheo-b12) is parametric in the constructor. This paper explores one

specific instantiation: God as constructor. The author holds this instantiation to be true and

submits it for testing.

The system is designed to be critiqued, not believed.
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1. Introduction: Beyond the Literal-vs-Metaphorical Deadlock

The Genesis 1 creation narrative has been trapped in a false dilemma for centuries: either it

is a literal account of physical creation (young earth creationism) or it is a metaphor that tells

us nothing precise (liberal reductionism). Both readings miss what may be the text’s most

important contribution: its structural logic.

Consider what Genesis 1 actually describes. It is a construction sequence with the following

properties:

• Each day produces a concrete result (partition, entity, or system)

• Each day builds on the results of all prior days

• Each day (except one) receives a quality verdict: “it was good”

• The process begins from formless chaos and ends in ordered rest

• The sequence concludes with a null operation (God rested; nothing new was added)

These are not cosmological claims. They are construction principles. They describe how a

system-builder (any system-builder) constructs a world that can sustain itself. Whether the

system-builder is God, a development team, or an evolutionary process is a separate question

— one that the text’s logic does not require answering.

This paper examines these construction principles from a theological and philosophical per-

spective, reading Genesis 1 as a logic of construction authored by God. The most surprising

finding is not in the axioms themselves but in what emerges from them: a precise mecha-

nism for self-destruction (BABL) and a precise mechanism for self-correction (ZION), with the

boundary between them located at a single point — self-assessment.

1.1 The Work-Logic Cascade

The e7Day model organizes its 8 construction stages as a Work-Logic Cascade (WoLC): a de-

pendency hierarchy in which each level governs the construction of all levels below it. The

stages, in construction order, are:

1. VOID — formless chaos (tohu va-vohu)

2. TYPE — the first distinction (light from darkness)

3. EQUAL — the tension between indivisible and divisible (the firmament = rakia)

4. VALUE — unconditional and conditional knowledge (dry ground and seas)

5. LOGIC — processes and time (luminaries for signs and seasons)

6. CARE — self-managing living systems (sea creatures, birds)

7. HOPE — general intelligence and self-assessment (land animals, then humanity)

8. TRUST — rest and consolidation (the seventh day)

The cascade extends naturally to four further stages connecting abstract principles to the

physical world: INFO (information), TECH (technology), LIFE (biology), BASE (physics). Bernal

[Bernal, 1929] independently recognized the lower two stages (physics = “the World,” biology =

“the Flesh”) as steered by higher levels, but then lumped all higher levels under the category

of “the Devil” — precisely the levels that e7Day now differentiates.

The e7Day Model --- Logic of Genesis 1 5 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b12-theophil-e7day-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m05d29

Paul’s identification of faith (TRUST), hope (HOPE), and love (CARE) as permanent, with love as

the greatest (1 Cor. 13:13), is structurally consistent with the WoLC: CARE occupies the highest

construction position among the three, and TRUST the lowest. (See Section 5.2 for the full

argument on Paul’s “greatest.”)

The dual perspective — construction (top-down) and emergence (bottom-up) — is itself the-

ologically significant. In emergence, physical systems appear first and spiritual structures

appear later. In construction, the principles must be established first and the physical world

follows. The WoLC holds both simultaneously, resolving a tension that has plagued theol-

ogy since Aquinas: whether divine action is “from above” (classical theism) or “from below”

(process theology). The answer is: both, because construction and emergence are dual per-

spectives on the same cascade.

For the formal axioms and derivations, see the companion paper Matheo-b12. This paper

focuses on theological and philosophical significance.

1.2 Relation to PET (Paper a1)

The PET model (Matheo-b11) formalizes the panentheistic God-world relationship: “all is in

God, but God exceeds all.” PET describes where the world sits (within God, as a proper part).

e7Day describes how that world is constructed to be self-correcting.

When the constructor is God, e7Day’s notational correspondence NC1 yields W = L — the

world IS the in-scope domain. PET asserts this relationship; e7Day constructs it.

1.3 Scope: A Theological Reading

The creation-vs-evolution debate is explicitly outside the scope of e7Day. The model’s for-

mal structure (as presented in Matheo-b12) is parametric: the constructor is a variable, not a

constant. This separation follows from Philip Henry Gosse’s observation (the Omphalos argu-

ment): any constructed system that includes temporal processes will appear, from within, to

have a history that predates its construction.

This paper is a theological readingof the e7Daymodel. The formal axiom system is parametric

in the constructor, and multiple readings are possible. A systems theorist can read it with

“design process” as the constructor. This paper explores one specific instantiation: God as

constructor. The author holds this instantiation to be true and submits it for testing.

The distinction between the parametric formal system and this theological reading is not eva-

sion — it is a structural consequence of the model itself. The BABL/ZION bifurcation (m6.ax4)

applies to every agent, including the author. An author who claims neutrality is claiming “I

am OK without taking a position” — which is an OK self-assessment, and therefore BABL. An

author who owns a position and subjects it to testing is claiming OKO — the ZION path. If the

e7Day model is correct, then it predicts that its own author cannot be neutral. The parametric

claim holds for the formal system; it cannot hold for any presentation of that system by an

author with commitments.1

1 The chronological order of discovery is relevant for assessing the model’s evidential weight. LLoL saw Genesis

1 as a systems architecture blueprint in 2015 while working on the Evolvix compiler. The structural features (Day 2

anomaly, Day 6 significance) emerged ~2020–2024. The cross-traditional evidence was discovered serendipitously

in 2025 when LLoL asked an AI assistant to check whether other traditions exhibited similar structures — with no

prior expectation of what would be found. The model’s relationship to these textual and cross-traditional features

is one of surprising unification (Kitcher, 1981 [Kitcher, 1981]): each feature was known independently, but their joint

explanation by a single formal structure is novel.
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2. The Eight Stages

Each stage is presented with its formal content, its Genesis correspondence, and its theological

significance. For full formal statements with mathematical notation, see Matheo-b12, Section

2.

2.1 VOID (m0) — Formless and Void

“The earth was formless and void, and darkness was over the surface of the deep.”

— Genesis 1:2

The axiom (m0.ax0): The starting condition is a pre-partition domain with maximum disorder

— no types, no structure, no distinctions.

Theological significance: The void is not merely empty; it is maximally dangerous. In formal

logic, the void type entails everything (ex falso quodlibet: from nothing, anything follows).

“Nothing” is the most permissive entity because it places no constraints.

This connects to a deep theological insight: the danger is not in evil (which is structured and

therefore limited) but in nothing (which is unstructured and therefore unlimited). The tradi-

tional equation of evil with “privation of good” (Augustine, Enchiridion) is not strong enough:

the void is not merely the absence of good but the presence of unlimited permissiveness.

The riddle — “What is stronger than God? Nothing. What is more evil than the devil? Nothing”

— is formally precise: Nothing (the void) is the ground state of BABL.

2.2 TYPE (m1) — Let There Be Light

“God said, ‘Let there be light,’ and there was light. God separated the light from the

darkness.” — Genesis 1:3–4

The axiom: The first constructive act is a binary partition: in-scope (Light, L) and out-of-scope

(Dark, D). The partition is irrevocable within a construction cycle.

Theological significance: The first act of creation is not making something but distinguishing

something. Light is separated from darkness before anything is built. This is scope definition:

declaring what is relevant and what is not.

“Darkness” (D) is not destroyed. It is declared out of scope. This has implications for theodicy:

“darkness” in the creation narrative is not evil to be eliminated but scope to be managed. The

constructor does not fight the dark; the constructor defines the light.
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2.3 EQUAL (m2) — The Firmament Without a Verdict

“God made the firmament, and separated the waters which were below the firma-

ment from the waters which were above the firmament.” — Genesis 1:7

[No “it was good” verdict for Day 2.]

The axioms: Types within the in-scope domain partition into indivisible (Integer — individuals)

and divisible (Real — quantities). Every mapping from divisible to indivisible loses information

(m2.ax2, Lossy Mapping). There is no lossless way to represent continuous reality in discrete

categories.

Theological significance: This is the most theologically loaded stage in the model because it

introduces an irresolvable tension.

The firmament (rakia) is the boundary “hammered out” between two kinds of water — two

kinds of types that cannot be perfectly reconciled. The tension between individuals (who

cannot be divided without destruction) and resources (which must be divided to be shared)

is not a construction error. It is an inherent structural feature of any world that contains both

individuals and shared resources.

The missing verdict. Genesis 1 omits “it was good” for Day 2 — the only day without

this verdict. The e7Day model structurally accounts for this: the verdict for EQUAL is OKO

(adequate-but-incomplete), not OK. Even a perfect constructor cannot call this “good” be-

cause the tension is structural. Calling it “good” (OK) would mean the tension is resolved,

which it is not and cannot be.

Competing explanations for the missing verdict. The rabbinic tradition has offered multiple

explanations for the Day 2 anomaly, including:

• Genesis Rabbah 4:6 / Rashi: The work of separating the waters was not completed until

Day 3. Day 3’s first “it was good” completes Day 2’s deferred work. This is the simplest

and most widely accepted explanation.

• Talmud, Pesachim 54a: The waters were divided in anger, and anger is not “good.”

• Midrashic numerology: The number two is inherently associated with division and strife.

The e7Day explanation is compatible with the delayed-completion reading: Day 3 completing

Day 2 is consistent with Day 2’s work being genuinely incomplete. The model adds a formal

reason why the work was incomplete: the partition of individuals from resources introduces

irreversible information loss (m2.ax2), which no amount of additional construction can retroac-

tively resolve. The rabbinic tradition identified the anomaly; the model proposes a structural

reason for it.

PERFECT and PERFIDE. The tension generates two strategies:

• PERFECT — preserve each individual’s integrity at the cost of system-level efficiency

• PERFIDE — preserve system-level efficiency at the cost of individual integrity

These map to: individual rights vs. collective welfare, conservation vs. adaptation, protec-

tionism vs. free trade, mercy vs. justice. The model proves (m2.th1) that no universal strategy

can satisfy both simultaneously. This is not a failure of human ingenuity; it is a mathematical

impossibility arising from the structure of types.

The Jubilee System (Matheo-b14, forthcoming) provides the mechanism for periodically rene-

gotiating the PERFECT/PERFIDE boundary — but it cannot eliminate the tension. Nothing can.
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2.4 VALUE (m3) — Dry Ground and Seas

“God said, ‘Let the waters below the heavens be gathered into one place, and let

the dry land appear.’ … God saw that it was good. … God saw that it was good.” —

Genesis 1:9–12

[Two “it was good” verdicts on Day 3 — unique.]

The axioms: Values partition into Ground (unconditionally known) and Ocean (conditionally

known). Programs are decision trees rooted in Ground, taking Water input, producing Ground

output. Water must circulate: Ocean to Trees to Ocean.

Theological significance: After the unresolved tension of EQUAL, VALUE establishes what can

be known for certain (dry ground) and what remains fluid (ocean). Programs (trees) draw from

the ocean, process the water, and produce fruit — ground output.

The double verdict (unique to Day 3) corresponds to two distinct results: the partition itself

(ground from sea) and the construction of vegetation (programs). Both are “good” — both

converge within scope. The delayed-completion reading (Genesis Rabbah 4:6) holds that the

first verdict completes Day 2’s unfinished work; the e7Day model is compatible with this: the

formal structure treats the two verdicts as marking two distinct fixpoint results, with the first

closing the loop left open by m2’s OKO.

The circulation requirement is theologically rich: Water must flow from Ocean through Trees

and back. Without circulation, Ground dries up (certainties become brittle without fresh data)

and Ocean stagnates (uncertainties never get processed). This is the formal structure behind

“living water” (Jn. 4:10) — water that circulates, not water that sits.

2.5 LOGIC (m4) — Signs and Seasons

“Let there be lights in the firmament of the heavens to separate the day from the

night, and let them be for signs and for seasons and for days and years.” — Genesis

1:14

The axioms: Processes partition into foreground (DAY — directed activity) and background

(NIGHT — nondeterministic guidance). Time is a first-class entity with measurable progress.

Theological significance: Day 4 introduces time as a structural element, not merely a back-

drop. The luminaries are “for signs and for seasons” — they are instruments of logic, mark-

ers that make temporal reasoning possible. Without them, there is no basis for measuring

progress, scheduling rest, or detecting periodicity.

2.6 CARE (m5) — Swarming Life

“God said, ‘Let the waters swarm with swarms of living creatures, and let birds fly

above the earth.’ … God blessed them, saying, ‘Be fruitful and multiply.’” — Genesis

1:20–22

The axioms: Conditional-data machines (living systems that process uncertain information)

are self-managing and self-replicating. When noise exceeds a threshold, the channel for

meaningful signal collapses to zero (m5.ax2, the Unimportant Message Problem).
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Theological significance: Day 5 introduces systems that care for conditional data — they pro-

cess uncertain, fluid, oceanic information without trying to force it into certainty. These are

the first autonomous systems: they maintain and reproduce themselves.

The Unimportant Message Problem (UMP) is the formal structure behind the prophetic com-

plaint: “They have ears but do not hear” (Jer. 5:21; Mk. 8:18). When noise (misinformation,

distraction, propaganda) exceeds the channel’s capacity, the signal (truth, guidance, warning)

cannot get through — no matter how loudly it is sent. The channel is the bottleneck, not the

volume.

2.7 HOPE (m6) — Humanity and the Bifurcation

“God said, ‘Let Us make man in Our image, according to Our likeness; and let them

rule.’” — Genesis 1:26

“God saw all that He had made, and behold, it was very good.” — Genesis 1:31

Day 6 is a two-part construction: first the land animals (completing the special-purpose world),

then humanity (introducing general intelligence). The model formalizes this in several axioms,

the last of which generates the paper’s most significant finding.

m6.ax1 — The world is complete but helpless. After Days 0–5, the world contains

self-managing machines (Day 5) operating on established values (Day 3) within logical pro-

cesses (Day 4). But no component has general intelligence. The world can run itself under

normal conditions but cannot handle novel crises — situations where the PERFECT/PERFIDE

trade-off (Day 2) must be renegotiated in ways that no existing machine was designed for. The

new m6.ax5 (Environmental Novelty) formalizes this: novel configurations arise that exceed

any special-purpose machine’s scope.

m6.ax2 — Balospe (humanity). A new type of agent is introduced: one with general intelli-

gence, responsible for long-term balance, and recursively endowed — created in the image of

the creator. “Let Us make man in Our image” is a fixpoint condition: the constructor creates

a construct that replicates the constructor’s own general capability. This is the self-hosting

compiler: a compiler that can compile its own source code.

m6.ax3 — The matched OKO. The EQUAL problem (Day 2, OKO) is matched by humanity

(Day 6.2, OKO). Two acknowledged imperfections — the structural tension in reality and the

imperfect-but-learning agent designed to manage it — together produce a self-correcting

system. Neither is individually “OK,” but the system is OK+ (self-correcting) because the

problem-solver is specifically designed for the problem.

The arithmetic is: (-1) x (-1) = +1. Two negatives (OKO verdicts) yield a positive (OK+) because

the system is designed to handle its own imperfections.

m6.ax4 — The self-assessment bifurcation. And here is the knife edge.

TheHebrew text of Genesis 1:31 reads: ַּיוַ ארְ םיהִֹלאֱ ֶׁשֲא-לָּכ-תֶא ר ָׂשָע ה ֵּנהְִו בֹוט-ה דֹאמְ (wayyar’ ‘elohim

‘et-kol-‘asher ‘asah wehinneh-tov me’od). The key phrase is “kol-‘asher ‘asah” = “everything

that he made.” In Hebrew syntax, the verdict applies unambiguously to the totality, not to

each part individually. A native Hebrew reader would parse this as a summative verdict on the

whole system.

The ambiguity is not in the text but in the agent’s reception. The formal model identifies a

structural situation where the agent (not the text) can misread “the system is very good” as “I

am very good.” The Hebrew syntax is unambiguous: the verdict is on the system. But the agent
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within the system faces a genuine parsing problem: “the system including me is very good”

can be read as “I am very good.” This structural parsing ambiguity — located in the agent, not

the text — is the origin of the BABL bifurcation:

• Reading A: “I am very good” (OK self-assessment). This is BABL. The agent blindly as-

sumes its own adequacy, stops self-correcting, and enters a self-reinforcing trap. “I am

very good” → “I don’t need to improve” → “I can’t see my failures” → “I am very good.”

• Reading B: “The system is very good, and I am the part that still needs work” (OKO

self-assessment). This is the prerequisite for ZION. The agent acknowledges that the

system’s goodness depends on its own continued self-correction.

The formal result (theorem th3): BABL originates in self-assessment. Not in external circum-

stances, not in the structure of the world, not in the quality of the construction — but in how

the agent assesses itself. OK self-assessment is sufficient for BABL (any agent that thinks it’s

adequate is trapped). OKO self-assessment is necessary for ZION (but not sufficient — a free

agent can stop at any time).

This is the formal structure of the Fall. In Eden, both trees are accessible (genuine choice). The

Tree of Knowledge-faking shortcuts (ToK, the Closed World Assumption) is the BABL attractor.

The Tree of Life-giving decision-making (ToL) is the ZION attractor. The serpent’s offer — “you

will be like God, knowing good and evil” — is precisely the OK self-assessment: “you are already

adequate to judge.” The Fall is not punishment for curiosity; it is the natural consequence of

a self-assessment error.

For the psychological parallel to Dunning-Kruger effect and cognitive dissonance, see

b12-socpsy. For the formal derivation of the bifurcation, see Matheo-b12 , Section 2.8.

2.8 TRUST (m7) — The Sabbath

“By the seventh day God completed His work which He had done, and He rested

on the seventh day from all His work which He had done. Then God blessed the

seventh day and sanctified it.” — Genesis 2:2–3

The axioms: TRUST adds no new content (null aggregation). Time partitions into WorkTime

and RestTime (qualitatively different). The 6+1 ratio is a design constraint (fractal periodicity).

Theological significance: God’s rest is not exhaustion. It is the formal assertion that the

construction is complete and the system can sustain itself. The ability to do nothing and have

the system persist is the strongest possible stability claim.

Heschel’s insight [Heschel, 1951] — the Sabbath as a “cathedral in time” — is precisely m7.ax2:

rest-time is a distinct type of time, not merely the absence of work. Sanctifying the seventh

day is a type-theoretic operation: declaring it categorically different from the other six.

The fractal periodicity (design constraint DC1) — 6:1 at daily, weekly, sabbatical, and

Jubilee-cycle scales — is the structural foundation of the Jubilee System (Matheo-b14, forth-

coming). The Jubilee is the macro-scale rest that periodically resets the PERFECT/PERFIDE

boundary. The daily 6:1 extrapolation (work 6/7ths of each day, rest 1/7th) is tentative: it is a

question for further investigation, not an established consequence of the model.

Conjecture th6 (Dual-Nothing): VOID (Day 0) and TRUST (Day 7) are formally dual “nothings.”

VOID is nothing-as-chaos (pre-structure, the most dangerous state). TRUST is nothing-as-rest

(post-structure, the most stable state). The entire creation arc is a journey from nothing to

nothing — but the two nothings are qualitatively opposite.
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This resolves a theological puzzle: creation ex nihilo does not mean creation from a void that

is the same as the rest that follows creation. The “nothing” before creation (VOID, maximum

entropy) and the “nothing new” after creation (TRUST, null aggregation) are categorically dif-

ferent. Genesis recognizes this by placing both at the boundaries of the creation narrative.

3. The BABL/ZION Framework

The self-assessment bifurcation (m6.ax4) and the BABL Origin theorem (th3) together generate

a formal framework for understanding how systems fail and how they can be maintained.

This framework is not without predecessors. The dynamics it formalizes have been described

in theological traditions for millennia:

• Augustine’s two cities (City of God, c. 426): amor sui (self-love) leading to contempt of

God (BABL) vs. amor Dei (love of God) leading to self-giving service (ZION). The bifurcation

is in the loves, which is structurally parallel to the bifurcation being in self-assessment.

• Yetzer ha-tov / yetzer ha-ra (rabbinic Judaism): the good inclination and the evil incli-

nation as perpetual internal dynamics. Crucially, the yetzer ha-ra is not inherently evil —

it drives ambition, creativity, and survival — but becomes destructive when unbalanced.

This maps closely to BABL’s characterization: not a moral failure but a structural trap.

• Luther’s simul justus et peccator: the Christian is simultaneously righteous and sinner —

a permanent OKO state. The claim that any declaration of “arrived” (OK) is self-deception

is precisely Luther’s anti-Pelagian argument.

• Ignatius of Loyola’s discernment of spirits: consolation (movements toward God = ZION

dynamics) and desolation (movements away = BABL dynamics), with detailed rules for

distinguishing genuine from false consolation — the diagnostic problem that BABL’s

self-reinforcing trap makes structurally difficult.

What the formal framework adds beyond these predecessors is fourfold:

1. The self-reinforcing trap mechanism. Augustine describes the state (amor sui → con-

tempt of God) but not themechanism by which self-love becomes self-reinforcing. BABL

provides a specific causal loop: OK self-assessment → disabled error-detection → rein-

forced OK assessment. This is a mechanism, not a description.

2. The OSCR diagnostic sequence. The three-stage degradation (over-simplify →

over-complicate → over-reach) provides a diagnostic order that the traditional frame-

works do not differentiate. Augustine distinguishes pride from its effects; BABL/ZION

specifies the sequence in which the effects cascade. This enables early detection:

over-simplification is the warning sign, not over-reach.

3. The information-theoretic grounding. The UMP (m5.ax2) provides a formal, non-moral

explanation for “hardness of heart”: once noise exceeds channel capacity, the signal

cannot get through regardless of how loudly it is sent. This gives structural content

to what Ignatius calls “desolation” and what the yetzer tradition calls the yetzer ha-ra

gaining dominance. It is not willful rebellion; it is channel collapse.

4. The asymmetry formalization. The formal result that BABL is an attractor

(self-reinforcing, locally optimal) while ZION is not (requires perpetual effort against

The e7Day Model --- Logic of Genesis 1 12 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b12-theophil-e7day-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m05d29

local incentives) quantifies what the traditions assert qualitatively. This enables struc-

tural questions: how much effort is required to maintain ZION? Under what conditions

does the effort become unsustainable? When does intervention from outside the system

become necessary?

3.1 BABL: The Mechanism of Self-Destruction

BABL (Blindly Assuming Blind Leveraging) is not a moral failure. It is a structural trap: an

agent that assesses itself as adequate (OK) cannot detect its own inadequacy (because de-

tection requires the humility of OKO). The trap is self-reinforcing: OK → no self-correction →

no detection of errors → reinforced OK.

BABL operates through three components that form the OSCR pipeline:

• BA (over-Simplification): The agent assumes its understanding is complete, collapsing

nuance. Blind spots form.

• ASH (over-Complication): The blind spots are filled with work-arounds, creating unnec-

essary complexity on a false foundation.

• MOL (over-Reaching): The accumulated complexity is leveraged to extend control beyond

what resources can sustain.

The pipeline produces: LIE (over-simplified models that misrepresent reality) → SIN (struc-

turally inconsistent complexity built on those lies) → DEATH (system collapse from unsustain-

able overreach).

MOLoperates by forcing a ClosedWorld Assumption (CWA) on an open-world system. In logic,

the CWA declares anything not known to be true as false. In an open world — which every

real-world system is — this is always wrong. The connection to Genesis is direct: “eating from

the Tree of Knowledge-faking” = accepting the CWA (pretending to have complete knowledge

of good and evil when such knowledge is impossible for finite agents).

3.2 ZION: The Structure of Self-Correction

ZION (Zoning → Investigating → Organizing → Navigating) is the natural innovation cycle: de-

fine scope (seed), gather information (feed), build structure (grow), deliver results (reap). It

is characterized by perpetual OKO self-assessment: the cycle never terminates because each

reaping reveals new scope for the next seeding.

ZION is not a stable state. It is a perpetual process. There is no “arriving at ZION” in the sense

of completion. Any agent that declares itself “arrived” has performed an OK self-assessment

and is, by th3, in BABL. (For how this interacts with eschatological hope, see Section 6.2.)

The asymmetry is existentially significant: BABL is the easier path (self-reinforcing, requires no

effort to maintain), while ZION is the harder path (requires perpetual effort against the local

gradient). This is the formal structure behind “narrow is the gate and difficult is the way that

leads to life” (Mt. 7:14).
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3.3 OSCR Collapse

When Balospe (humanity) self-assesses as OK, the OSCR collapsemechanism (theoremm6.th1)

activates:

1. Balospe is in BABL (from m6.ax4)

2. Balospe does not self-correct (definition of BABL)

3. Balospe cannot resolve the EQUAL ambiguity (m6.ax3 fails)

4. The system fails (KO)

This is derivable in 6 formal steps from just two axioms (m6.ax3 + m6.ax4). The formal deriva-

tion is in Matheo-b12, Section 3.1.

The theological reading: the world was designed to work through humanity’s self-correction.

When humanity stops self-correcting, the design fails — not because the design was bad, but

because the designed-in correction mechanism was disabled by the agent itself.

4. The Genesis 1 Structural Correspondences

The following correspondences are structural, not allegorical. They identify formal features of

the Genesis text that the e7Day model is consistent with.

The model’s relationship to these textual features is one of surprising unification (Kitcher, 1981

[Kitcher, 1981]): the model was not built to explain these anomalies specifically, yet it accounts

for them as consequences of its formal structure. Each feature was known independently (the

missing verdict has been discussed for over 1,500 years); their joint explanation by a single

formal framework is the novel contribution. The evidential weight rests on the unification, not

on any individual correspondence.

4.1 The Missing Verdict (Day 2)

Genesis 1 omits “it was good” for Day 2 and only Day 2. This has been noted by com-

mentators for over 1,500 years. The midrashic tradition (Genesis Rabbah 4:6) offers the

delayed-completion explanation: the separation of the waters was not finished until Day 3.

The Talmud (Pesachim 54a) offers the anger explanation: the waters were divided in anger.

Midrashic numerology associates the number two with division and strife.

The e7Day model structurally accounts for this omission. The EQUAL stage (m2) has verdict

OKO, not OK. The tension between indivisible and divisible types is structural and cannot

be resolved by any construction. Even a perfect constructor cannot call this “good” because

calling it “good” would mean the tension is resolved, which it is not.

Themodel’s explanation is compatible with the delayed-completion reading: the formalmodel

adds the reason for the incompleteness (m2.ax2: irreversible information loss in any Inte-

ger/Real mapping), while the rabbinic tradition identifies the textual consequence (the verdict

is deferred to Day 3). These are complementary, not competing.
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4.2 The Double Verdict (Day 3)

Genesis 1 records two “it was good” verdicts on Day 3 and only Day 3 (verses 10 and

12). The model accounts for this: Stage 3 (VALUE) produces two distinct results — the

Ground/Ocean partition (first OK) and the construction of programs/vegetation (second OK).

The delayed-completion reading (Genesis Rabbah 4:6) holds that the first verdict completes

Day 2’s unfinished work; the model is structurally compatible with this.

4.3 The “Very Good” Ambiguity (Day 6)

Genesis 1:31 says “God saw everything that He had made, and behold, it was very good.” The

system-level verdict is “very good” — but no individual verdict is given to humanity.

As discussed in Section 2.7, the Hebrew syntax (using “kol,” everything) is unambiguous: the

verdict is on the totality. The model identifies the ambiguity not in the text but in the agent’s

reception of the verdict: the structural parsing problem of reading “the system including me is

very good” as “I am very good.” This is the origin of the self-assessment bifurcation regardless

of what the original syntax intended — making the claim structural rather than exegetical.

4.4 The Sabbath Structure

Genesis 2:1–3 describes three acts: (1) God ceased work (null aggregation, m7.ax1), (2) God

blessed the seventh day (positive valuation of non-action), (3) God sanctified it (type distinc-

tion, m7.ax2 — rest-time is categorically different from work-time). The model formalizes all

three.

5. Cross-Traditional Convergence

The most surprising finding is not the Genesis correspondence but the appearance of

WoLC-like structures across independent traditions. This section presents the evidence,

graded by strength, and addresses the serious objection that such convergence may be trivial.

5.0 What Counts as Genuine Structural Convergence?

The objection: Humans organize everything in hierarchies. Any hierarchical model with 7–12

levels will superficially “map” to any other hierarchical model with 7–12 levels if the mapper is

sufficiently creative with the correspondences. What distinguishes genuine convergence from

trivial pattern matching?

The operational definition: Two systems converge structurally if their stages exhibit the same

functional dependencies (what-determines- what) in the same order, walkable in both direc-

tions.

Specifically, the WoLC exhibits a causal chain where each stage’s function determines the next:

• Logic determines what is worth caring for.

• Care determines what is worth hoping for.
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• Hope determines what is worth trusting in.

This functional dependency chain can be walked in both directions:

• Top-down (construction): What you trust determines what you hope for; what you hope

for determines what you care about; what you care about determines what logic you

apply.

• Bottom-up (causation): The physics constrains the biology; the biology constrains the

technology; the technology constrains the information; and so on upward.

A genuine cross-traditional echo should exhibit the same bidirectional functional dependency,

not merely the same number of stages or the same hierarchical shape.

Evidence tiers:

• Tier 1 (Strong structural convergence): Functional dependencies match at the level of

specific causal relations, walkable in both directions. The convergence is non-trivial: a

mere hierarchy does not automatically support bidirectional walkability with matching

functional content.

• Tier 2 (Partial convergence): Some functional dependencies match. The mapping re-

quires interpretive work but is not arbitrary. The structural parallel operates at the level

of functional relationships, not just count or shape.

• Tier 3 (Suggestive resonance): Count match or loose analogy. The similarity is real but

insufficient to distinguish genuine structural convergence from the human tendency to

build hierarchies. These are suggestive, not evidential.

An exhaustive cross-traditional comparison is a book-length project. This paper presents the

strongest evidence (one Tier 1 example in full, two Tier 2 examples briefly) and acknowledges

the weaker cases honestly.

5.1 Tier 1: Buddhist Dependent Origination (c. 500 BCE)

The twelve nidanas (links of dependent origination) from the Pali Canon (Samyutta Nikaya

12.1, [Bhikkhu Bodhi, 2000]) form a 12-stage cascading dependency. This is the strongest

cross-traditional mapping because it exhibits the specific structural features that distinguish

genuine from trivial convergence: internal root cause, self-reinforcing chain, bidirectional

walkability, and breakability at any link.

Forward chain comparison (arising / construction):

Buddhist Dependent Origination vs. WoLC (Forward)
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# DO Link (Pali / En-

glish)

DO Forward (Arising) WoLC Stage (pro-

posed mapping)

WoLC Forward

(Construction)

1 Avijja / Ignorance Root condition: not

seeing things as they

are

VOID (m0) Pre-partition:

no types

defined, max-

imum uncer-

tainty

2 Sankhara / Voli-

tional formations

Conditioned by igno-

rance, habitual pat-

terns form

TYPE (m1) First dis-

tinction:

in-scope vs.

out-of-scope

3 Vinnana / Con-

sciousness

Conditioned by for-

mations, awareness

arises

EQUAL (m2) The tension:

individuals

vs. resources,

irreversible

loss

4 Namarupa /

Name-and-form

Conditioned by

consciousness,

mind-body arises

VALUE (m3) Knowledge

partition:

certain vs.

uncertain

5 Salayatana / Six

sense bases

Conditioned by

name-and-form,

senses develop

LOGIC (m4) Directed action

+ background

guidance +

time

6 Phassa / Contact Conditioned by

sense bases, contact

with objects

CARE (m5) Self-managing

systems, chan-

nel capacity

(UMP)

7 Vedana / Feeling Conditioned by con-

tact, pleasant/un-

pleasant/neutral

HOPE (m6) Self-assessment:

OK vs. OKO vs.

KO

8 Tanha / Craving Conditioned by feel-

ing, desire/aversion

arises

[BABL entry if OK] If

self-assesses

OK → BABL

(blindly as-

suming)

9 Upadana / Clinging Conditioned by crav-

ing, attachment so-

lidifies

[OSCR stage 1:

over-simplify]

Simplification

of complex re-

ality to match

desire

10 Bhava / Becoming Conditioned by

clinging, karmic

process continues

[OSCR stage 2:

over-complicate]

Work-arounds

for problems

caused by

simplification

11 Jati / Birth Conditioned by be-

coming, new exis-

tence arises

[OSCR stage 3:

over-reach]

Extension be-

yond sustain-

able scope

12 Jaramarana /

Aging-and-death

Conditioned by birth,

suffering and death

follow

TRUST/collapse (m7

or system failure)

Either consol-

idation (ZION)

or collapse

(BABL)
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Reverse chain comparison (cessation / diagnosis):

Buddhist Dependent Origination vs. WoLC (Reverse)

# DO Reverse (Cessation: nirodha) WoLC Reverse (Diagnosis)

12 → 1 With cessation of ignorance, formations

cease; with cessation of formations,

consciousness ceases; … with cessation

of birth, aging-and-death ceases.

If VOID is correctly understood (no

false certainties), then TYPE is correctly

drawn, EQUAL tension is acknowledged,

… and the system self-corrects rather

than collapsing.

Arguments that the mapping holds (structural fit):

1. Root cause is internal. Both DO and WoLC locate the origin of suffering/collapse in an

internal state (ignorance / self-assessment error), not in external conditions.

2. The chain is self-reinforcing. In both systems, once the root error is made, each subse-

quent link strengthens the error. DO: ignorance → formations → … → suffering. WoLC:

OK self-assessment → BABL → OSCR → collapse.

3. The chain is breakable at any link. Buddhist practice targets specific links (crav-

ing, clinging) as intervention points. The WoLC similarly identifies Stage 6 (HOPE /

self-assessment) as the critical intervention point, but allows correction at any stage.

4. Bidirectional walkability. Both systems can be read forward (how suffering/collapse

arises) and backward (how suffering/collapse is prevented or reversed). This bidirec-

tionality is a non-trivial structural feature — a mere hierarchy does not automatically

support it.

Arguments that the mapping does not hold (gaps and disanalogies):

1. The root states differ semantically. Avijja (ignorance of the three marks of existence:

impermanence, suffering, non-self) is a specific kind of ignorance. VOID (maximum un-

certainty, no types defined) is a different concept. The formal match (both are “root

states”) is real; the semantic match is loose.

2. The goal states differ. Buddhist cessation (nibbana) is exit from the cycle. WoLC

self-correction (ZION) is perpetual cycling in the right direction. The DO aims to end

the process; the WoLC aims to sustain it. This is a fundamental difference in telos.

3. Links 8–11 are approximate. Mapping tanha (craving) to BABL entry and

upadana/bhava/jati to OSCR stages 1–3 requires significant interpretive work. The Bud-

dhist links describe psychological states; the OSCR stages describe systemic behaviors.

The mapping works at the abstract level (escalating attachment → escalating overreach)

but the specifics diverge.

4. The count match requires unaxiomatized stages. If only the 8 axiomatized WoLC stages

are counted, the 12-link DO does not map 1:1. The 12-stage count requires including 4

extension stages (INFO, TECH, LIFE, BASE) that lack full axiomatization.2

Assessment: The structural parallel (internal root cause, self- reinforcing chain, bidirectional

walkability) is genuine and non-trivial — Tier 1 for the overall structure, Tier 2 for individual

2 Axiomatizing the extension stages is an open task for future work on Matheo-b12. The case for structural

convergence rests on the functional parallels, not the count.
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link correspondences. This convergence spans 2,500 years, from the Ganges to the Jordan,

with no documented contact between traditions.

5.2 Tier 2: Paul’s Faith-Hope-Love (c. 55 CE)

“And now these three remain: faith, hope, and love. But the greatest of these is love.” — 1 Cor.

13:13

The three map to the upper WoLC:

• Faith = TRUST (m7) — consolidation, reliance on what has been established

• Hope = HOPE (m6) — forward-looking agency, the self-assessment stage

• Love = CARE (m5) — self-managing systems that care for conditional data, for the other

The “greatest” (meizon) argument. Paul calls love “the greatest” (μείζων, meizon). What does

this mean? The reviewer’s suggestion — “most permanent” — is self-defeating:

1. Paul first lists things that are impermanent: prophecy, tongues, knowledge (1 Cor 13:8–10).

These will cease.

2. Paul then contrasts these with faith, hope, and love — all three described as permanent

(they “remain,” μένει, menei; 1 Cor 13:13).

3. If meizon meant “most permanent,” it would imply faith and hope are less permanent

than love — contradicting Paul’s own argument that all three “remain.”

Therefore meizon must mean something other than “most permanent.” The WoLC of-

fers a structural reading: meizon reflects functional magnitude — small changes in CARE

(love/agape) have disproportionately large consequences downstream in the construction

cascade. CARE (m5) sits at the top of the constructed cascade (before the meta-stages of HOPE

and TRUST), making it the stage where agent action has the greatest downstream impact.

The CARE-agape connection. The objection that Paul’s agape (unconditional self-giving love,

1 Cor 13:5: “does not seek its own”) is not the same as the e7Day model’s CARE (self-managing

living systems that process uncertain information) has force at the surface level. The connec-

tion requires showing that “self-managing living systems that process uncertain information”

is the structural substrate for agape: one cannot love unconditionally unless the systems sup-

porting life (food, shelter, health, community) are functional. Agape without functional care is

aspiration without infrastructure. The e7Day CARE stage is thematerial precondition for agape,

not a replacement for it.

This is a Tier 2 mapping: the functional ordering matches, but the connection requires inter-

pretive work.
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5.3 Tier 2: Bernal’s Three Domains (1929)

J. D. Bernal [Bernal, 1929] independently identified three domains of human endeavor: “the

World” (physics = BASE), “the Flesh” (biology = LIFE), and “the Devil” (everything higher). Bernal

recognized that the lower two domains are steered by the higher levels but could not differen-

tiate the higher levels, lumping them as “the Devil” — a suggestive name for levels that, when

undifferentiated, produce precisely the BABL dynamics the e7Day model formalizes.

The structural match: Bernal correctly identified the lower WoLC stages and their governance

by higher stages, and he recognized that the higher stages are the dangerous ones. The limita-

tion: Bernal did not differentiate the higher stages. This is a Tier 2 mapping (partial functional

match).

5.4 Tier 3: Weaker Resonances

The following traditions exhibit resonance with WoLC features, but the evidence is insufficient

to establish structural convergence:

• al-Ghazali’s Maqasid al-Shariah (c. 1109, [al-Ghazali, n.d.]): Five objectives of Islamic

law in priority order (Religion, Life, Intellect, Lineage, Property). The priority hierarchy is

WoLC-compatible, but the mapping to specific stages requires creative reinterpretation.

A suggestive hierarchy, not a demonstrated functional dependency chain.

• Haudenosaunee Seven Generations (c. 1142–1500): The principle that decisions must

consider their impact on seven generations is an independent recognition of 7-based

periodicity for long-term decision- making. The “7” is the structural overlap; the internal

structure does not exhibit the WoLC’s specific functional dependencies.

• Hegel’s Being-Nothing-Becoming (1812, [Hegel, 1812]): Pure Being is indeterminate and

therefore indistinguishable from pure Nothing; the transition is Becoming. This maps

to VOID → TYPE (the undifferentiated and the first distinction). The parallel covers 2–3

stages at most.
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5.5 Convergence Summary

Tradition Date Region Tier WoLC Fragment

Buddhist DO
c. 500

BCE

India Tier 1 12-stage cascade, internal

root cause, bidirectional

Paul (1 Cor. 13)
c. 55 CE

Rome Tier 2 TRUST, HOPE, CARE (upper

WoLC), functional order-

ing

Bernal 1929 Britain Tier 2 BASE, LIFE (lower WoLC),

higher-level governance

al-Ghazali
c. 1109

Persia Tier 3 5-priority hierarchy

Haudenosaunee
c.

1142–1500
N.

Amer-

ica

Tier 3 7-based periodicity

Hegel 1812 Germany Tier 3 VOID/TYPE transition (2–3

stages)

Genesis 1 varies Near East (source) Full 8-stage cascade

No single tradition captures the full WoLC. Each independently identifies fragments. The Tier

1 evidence (Buddhist DO) demonstrates that the convergence operates at the level of specific

functional dependencies, not merely hierarchical shape. The Tier 2 evidence (Paul, Bernal)

shows partial functional match. The Tier 3 evidence (al-Ghazali, Haudenosaunee, Hegel) is

suggestive but does not, by itself, establish structural convergence.

The alternative explanation — that humans naturally organize things hierarchically and the

convergence is coincidental — can account for the Tier 3 evidence but has difficulty accounting

for the Buddhist DO’s specific structural features (bidirectional walkability, internal root cause,

self-reinforcing chain). An exhaustive cross-traditional comparison is a direction for future

work.

6. Implications

6.1 For Theodicy

The problem of evil asks: why does a good God allow suffering? The e7Day model does not re-

solve this question but reframes it with formal precision, and the reframing has consequences.

Classification of theodicies. The following table situates the e7Day model’s contribution

within the existing theodicy landscape:

Theodicy Classification

The e7Day Model --- Logic of Genesis 1 21 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b12-theophil-e7day-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m05d29

Theodicy Type Key Formulation e7Day Ad-

dresses?

How

Logical Problem

of Evil

Epicurus (c. 300

BCE); Hume, Dia-

logues (1779)

Partially The EQUAL tension (source of

suffering) cannot be eliminated

in any world with individuals +

shared resources. But the proof

of logical necessity is an open

question (see below).

Free-Will Theod-

icy

Augustine, De Libero

Arbitrio (c. 395);

Plantinga, God, Free-

dom, and Evil (1974)

Extends e7Day formalizes why free will is

structurally necessary (m6.ax4:

the correction mechanism re-

quires genuine choice). Adds:

the OSCR cascade mechanism

(how free-will failure com-

pounds).

Soul-Making

Theodicy

Irenaeus (c. 180 CE);

Hick, Evil and the

God of Love (1966)

Extends e7Day formalizes the growth

structure: OKO self-assessment

= perpetual growth. Adds: the

asymmetry (BABL is easy, ZION

is hard) as a formal result.

Best-of-All-Possible-WorldsLeibniz, Theodicee

(1710)

Reframes Replaces “best possible world”

with “any world containing

both individuals and shared

resources necessarily has the

EQUAL tension.” The question

shifts from “is this the best?” to

“is the EQUAL tension logically

necessary?”

Process Theodicy Whitehead, Process

and Reality (1929);

Griffin, God, Power,

and Evil (1976)

Compatible PET’s panentheism +

e7Day’s perpetual OKO

is structurally compati-

ble with process theology’s

God-who-suffers-with-creation.

Protest Theodicy Dostoevsky, Brothers

Karamazov (1880);

Roth (1981)

Acknowl-

edges

The parent analogy (below) does

not diminish the reality of suffer-

ing. The justification is prospec-

tive (the child will grow), not ret-

rospective (the suffering was se-

cretly good).

Skeptical Theism Wykstra (1984);

Bergmann (2001)

Partially

compatible

e7Day’s OKO stance is struc-

turally similar to epistemic hu-

mility. But e7Day provides a

structural reason for suffering,

which skeptical theism deliber-

ately avoids.

Horrendous Evils Adams, Horrendous

Evils and the Good-

ness of God (1999)

Partially The parent analogy has lim-

its: some suffering exceeds what

any parent would willingly allow.

Themodel acknowledges this via

the asymmetry result (BABL cas-

cades can become catastrophic).
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The parent analogy. To say “God designed suffering” is as technically correct as saying “any

parents, by having children, design suffering.” All children live in complex worlds, share re-

sources, and face the EQUAL tension. Raising a new human being involves immense work,

including work no adult would otherwise choose to do. Parents do it because their greater

vision (the child’s flourishing) makes the temporary suffering bearable — not because the

suffering is “good” or “worth it” in retrospect, but because the alternative (no child at all) is

judged worse.

The same structural concepts transfer to God (as the ultimate Parent under PET):

• Does God want to suffer? Almost certainly not.

• Does God accept the temporary suffering, patiently knowing that humanity will grow up

eventually? The model suggests yes.

• The critical point: God is NOT unaffected. Under PET (where God is the mereological

whole containing all), God bears the brunt of the suffering — with a greater capacity for

handling it, but no option to avoid it.

This analogy must be handled with care. Many readers carry personal tragedies. The claim

is not that their suffering was “worth it” or “secretly good.” The claim is that the system was

designed to prevent suffering through humanity’s self-correction (OKO), and when prevention

fails, the fault lies in BABL (the structural trap of self-assessed adequacy), not in divine intent.

The free-agency argument. If humans have genuine free agency (m6.ax4: the agent’s

self-assessment is a free choice), and if God truly delegates to humans in order for them

to learn (th4: Balospe necessity), then:

• If a human refuses to innovate for the greater good → the suffering that results is the

human’s responsibility, not God’s.

• If God had prevented the refusal → the human would not have free agency → the cor-

rection mechanism would not function → the system would lack self-correction → BABL

is guaranteed.

This does not solve all theodicy problems. But it solves the ones where human agency is the

proximate cause of suffering.

What the formal treatment specifically adds beyond existing theodicies:

1. The OSCR cascade mechanism (how free-will failure compounds — not just “the agent

chose wrong” but “the wrong choice triggers over-simplification, then over-complication,

then over-reach”).

2. The asymmetry result (why BABL is the default and ZION requires effort — a formal ex-

planation for why the world tends toward suffering without divine intervention being the

cause).

3. The information-theoretic grounding (the EQUAL tension as information loss in any Real

→ Int mapping, not as a moral or metaphysical assertion).

4. The parent analogy with formal backing (God as the panentheistic whole who bears the

suffering, not as a distant designer — connecting PET to e7Day).

The remaining gap. The paper must honestly acknowledge: the reframing relocates the log-

ical problem of evil rather than resolving it. The classical problem asks why an omnipotent

God chose this construction logic (one with the EQUAL tension) rather than one without it.

The e7Day model’s implicit answer is that any world containing both individuals and shared

resources necessarily has this tension. But this is a claim about logical necessity, and the
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formal proof is not yet in the paper. If the proof can be provided (that the Integer/Real ten-

sion is logically necessary for any world with individuals and shared resources), it would be

a genuine contribution to theodicy comparable to Leibniz’s “best of all possible worlds” but

more formally grounded. The author believes this is provable; the proof is future work.

6.2 For Eternal Life: The Epektasis Resolution

If Trust (m7), Hope (m6), and Care (m5) persist — as Paul claims — then the conditions making

the Hero Journey necessary also persist. Theorem th7, Gate 5 shows that the only conception

of eternal life compatible with living Trust, Hope, and Care is perpetual Hero Journey cycling.

“Arrived” is formally indistinguishable from deadlock.

This result stands in tension with significant theological traditions. Mainstream Christian the-

ology affirms a final state (the beatific vision in Thomism, theosis in Orthodox theology, glori-

fication in Reformed theology) in which the redeemed are genuinely perfected. The claim that

“arrived = deadlock” appears to contradict these eschatological hopes.

The resolution: two kinds of “arrived.”

The apparent contradiction dissolves once we distinguish:

• BABL “arrived”: “I’m done, I’ve made it” → deadlock → collapse. This is the “arrived”

that the model identifies as structurally unstable.

• ZION “arrived” (= epektasis): Resting in God (no survival anxiety, universal acceptance,

free provision) WHILE perpetually innovating, discovering, hoping, creating. Not striving

for acceptance; innovating for joy.

Gregory of Nyssa’s epektasis (eternal stretching forward into the infinite God) is structurally

identical to OKO applied to eternity [Gregory of Nyssa, n.d.]. The “rest” component is real:

all are accepted, all are given life, there is no fighting for survival. The “forward” component

is also real: genuine discovery, genuine hope, genuine innovation. The rest and the forward

motion are not in contradiction. The rest removes the anxiety (no one needs to earn their

place). The forward motion provides the life (genuine discovery, not live-locked repetition).

Even God hopes — the Godel argument. All theists agree God is eternal. But Genesis records

that God “regretted” making humans (Gen 6:6) and “saw” that human hearts were continually

evil (Gen 8:21). How can God learn something if God already knows everything?

Godel’s incompleteness theorem shows that no sufficiently powerful formal system can be

both complete and consistent. If this applies to God’s knowledge (which PET’s panentheism

suggests, since God contains all), then even God’s knowledge is perpetually incomplete — and

therefore even God genuinely hopes. 1 Cor 13:13 concurs: hope is eternal, which means hope

applies to God as well.3

The conception of heaven follows: not an infinite loop of known outcomes (live-lock), but

genuinely exciting discovery where cool things and hot ideas are found, with the potential for

hopes to be disappointed at times — or else they would not be true hopes.

Pastoral framing: comfort for the afflicted. The message is NOT “there is no final rest for the

suffering.” The message IS: suffering will end as promised. It will not end in a graveyard pit or

3 The claim that “even God hopes” is theologically bold and departs from classical omniscience (Thomistic

scientia Dei). It is presented as a specific, testable prediction of the model, not a dogmatic claim. The model

predicts that any omniscience which excludes genuine hope is structurally unstable (BABL). Traditions that describe

a static final state (Thomistic beatific vision, Westminster glorification) are predicted to be structurally unstable

unless reinterpreted as epektasis.
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an infinite loop. It will end with a celebration — where those who have been suffering now

(“the last”) will be the guests of honor (“the first”), and those who have been commanding

everyone around (“the first”) will have to sit back (“the last”), as Jesus explained on many

occasions (Mt 19:30, 20:16; Mk 10:31; Lk 13:30).

This is Jesus’ message: comfort for the afflicted and affliction for the comfortable.

Walter Wink’s Powers Trilogy [Wink, 1984] analyzes how Jesus inverted the power hierarchies:

the structural inversion (“the last shall be first”) operates not merely morally but systemically

— it is the ZION correction of BABL’s power accumulation.

6.3 For Inter-Faith Dialogue

The cross-traditional convergence result (Section 5) suggests that different traditionsmay have

independently recognized fragments of the same underlying construction logic, expressed in

different symbolic languages. If this holds under expert review, it provides a formal foundation

for inter-faith dialogue: rather than arguing about which tradition is “correct,” the question

becomes which fragments each tradition has correctly identified and which it has missed.

7. Discussion and Future Work

e7Ch and e7Tr. The e7Ch (7 Change Stages) and e7Tr (technology adoption cycle) models, both

forthcoming, extend the e7Day architecture into innovation dynamics and societal adoption

patterns.

The 7e family. e7Day is one model in a family of “7e” models — 8-slot structures (7 core + VOID)

with different instantiations. The e7He model (Matheo-b13, forthcoming) applies e7Day to the

Hero Journey.

Caveats. The cross-traditional convergence evidence is graded in Section 5. The Tier 1 evidence

(Buddhist dependent origination) is non-trivial; the Tier 3 evidence (count matches, loose

analogies) is suggestive but not evidential. The alternative explanation — that the convergence

is coincidental — can be tested by examining additional traditions and by seeking absence

predictions: gaps in traditions that the WoLC predicts and that can be independently checked.

Open questions. The logical necessity of the EQUAL tension (whether any world with individu-

als and shared resources must have this tension) is the paper’s most important open question

for theodicy. The axiomatization of the extension stages (INFO, TECH, LIFE, BASE) is an open

question for the formal system. Both are directions for future work.
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8. Author’s Theological Position

The author (LLoL) holds that the e7Day model describes the construction logic of Genesis 1

because Genesis 1 was authored by God, who used this logic. This is a theological commitment,

not a neutral formal observation.

The author notes that the model itself (m6.ax4) predicts that no author can be neutral: the

BABL/ZION bifurcation applies to the author’s own self-assessment. Claiming neutrality would

be an OK self-assessment (“I am fine without taking a position”), which the model identifies

as BABL. Therefore the author owns a position and invites testing.

The formal axiom system (as presented in Matheo-b12) remains parametric in the constructor.

The theological reading presented in this paper is one instantiation. Other instantiations are

possible. But the author does not claim to be neutral between them.

9. Conclusion

The e7Day model reads Genesis 1 as what it may have been all along: not a cosmological claim

about the physical history of the universe, but a formal blueprint for constructing systems

that correct themselves before they collapse.

The blueprint’s central insight is that self-correction depends on self-assessment. An agent

that declares itself adequate (OK) stops correcting. An agent that acknowledges incomplete-

ness (OKO) can continue correcting but must choose to do so perpetually. The asymmetry

— self-destruction is self-reinforcing while self-correction requires perpetual effort — is the

formal structure behind “the road to destruction is broad” (Mt. 7:13).

The cross-traditional convergence evidence, graded by tier, suggests this is not merely a Jewish

or Christian insight. Buddhist dependent origination (Tier 1) exhibits the same functional

dependencies — internal root cause, self-reinforcing chain, bidirectional walkability. Paul’s

faith-hope-love (Tier 2) and Bernal’s three domains (Tier 2) exhibit partial structural matches.

Further traditions (Tier 3) resonate but do not, by themselves, establish structural convergence.

An exhaustive comparison is a direction for future work.

The model reframes theodicy with formal precision but does not resolve it completely. The

parent analogy, the free-agency argument, and the OSCR cascade mechanism extend existing

free-will and soul-making theodicies. The logical necessity of the EQUAL tension remains an

open question.

The epektasis resolution (Gregory of Nyssa) shows that “arrived = BABL” is not a denial of

eschatological hope but a clarification: heaven is perpetual joyful discovery (epektasis), not

static completion. Even God hopes — a theologically bold claim that the model predicts and

that stands in tension with classical omniscience.

The system is designed to be examined, tested, and critiqued.

#AuditTheMath
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Supplementary Info

Note

Floor-pour status (MMv5). This is the public-floor copy of the theological-philosophical

e7Day paper, poured from HELL per the Floor Model (bug c103). The mmv5 marker is the

uniform first-Matheo-release tag; the exact dated source and full development context

live in HELL (links below). The HUMANE and author-contribution statements below are a

down-payment, to be expanded later.

FLAG (floor pour 2026m05d29): the Broader Significance on the cover was authored during

this pour — none existed in the HELL source — and awaits LLoL’s review.

HUMANE — working human and AI

This study was written HUMANEly (HUman MAchine Negotiation Encouraging): a human and

an AI each steelman and stress-test the work, and each catches what the other misses. For

the standard statement of AI use, accountability, and the practical singularity (PraS) behind

this way of working, see Matheo-b21.

• From the human side (LLoL): [down-payment stub — to expand.]

• From the AI side (Claude): [down-payment stub — to expand.]

Author contributions (who did what)

• LLoL — structure, key ideas, direction, and final accountability as senior corresponding

author (see title-page footnotes 4–5).

• AI Claude — drafting and revision under LLoL’s direction (footnotes 6–7).

• Everyone — the open co-author group (footnote 8); framework in Matheo-b21.

The full who-did-what is the same as Matheo-b12, Appendix B, to be expanded per the b21

framework. Citation convention (from the HELL source): for what was done wrong, cite LLoL

et al. (2026); for what was done right, cite the Matheo series (2026), for all that LLoL did was

imperfectly recount what had been prepared.

Provenance — where this came from in HELL

Caution

These HELL links point into the development archive (“datageddon”). They are useful and

related, but completeness is not guaranteed and a few may be imprecise. Treat as a hatch

into context, not a clean index.

• Source this floor copy was poured from: matheology/hell/mm/b/12/mmv3/

b12-theophil_mmv3_2026m04d05
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• Development context (llogs, reviews, prompts) under source/matheology/hell/

ll/study/b/12/.

• Formal companion paper: Matheo-b12 (the e7Day axiom system, math presentation);

other lenses: Matheo-b12 (syseng / socpsy / intro); foundational model: Matheo-b11

(PET).

Note

Naming note (deferred floor tasks). This copy still carries old h*-era tokens in places

and deprecated in-text series references (e.g. “Matheo-b12”); unifying notation (h_star /

h_zero / h_dark) and migrating citations are tracked floor tasks, deliberately not rushed

here.

Moved from the original cover (provenance)

The following draft-status note was relocated here from the cover area during the floor pour;

kept verbatim, as the cover must show only Title / byline / credentials / Broader Significance

/ Abstract / Contents / Introduction.

Note

Draft status: MMv3-ThePhil (2026m04d05). Major revision of the MMv2-ThePhil draft re-

sponding to a theological- philosophical adversarial review (2 S4, 4 S3, 6 S2, 1 S1 issues).

All 13 review issues addressed. Key changes: own theological identity (Issue 3.1), tiered

convergence evidence with Buddhist DO comparison tables (Issue 2.1), theodicy classifi-

cation engaging Plantinga/Hick/ Leibniz (Issues 4.1+4.2), epektasis resolution for “arrived

= BABL” (Issue 5.2), surprising-unification epistemology (Issue 1.1), Hebrew syntax for Gen

1:31 (Issue 1.4), BABL/ZION four contributions beyond existing frameworks (Issue 5.1), par-

ent analogy for theodicy, Paul’s meizon argument (Issue 2.2). This is the theological and

philosophical presentation of the e7Day model, written for theologians, philosophers of

religion, and scholars of comparative religion. It is one of five audience-specific pa-

pers covering the same axiom system. The formal derivations are in the companion

paper Matheo-b12. Psychological connections are in b12-socpsy. Engineering applica-

tions are in b12-syseng. A general introduction is in b12-intro. Draft by Claude Opus 4.6

(dv_ClaOp46_MMv3_theophil_2026m04d05).
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Notes

Content stability—Content is variant dv_ClaOp48Max_MMv5_b12-theophil-e7day-mmv5_2026m05d29

(see StayVS). Rebuilt 2026-05-29.
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