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Alphonic Projection Layers: A Ge-
ofinite Reframing of the Ket as a

Projection Policy

Overview

This paper develops the concept of Alphonic Projection
Layers within the framework of Geofinitism, or Geomet-
ric Finitism. The central argument is that many math-
ematical and physical formalisms do not merely repre-
sent measurement results, but apply projection policies
that transform finite symbolic measurement chains into
higher-order symbolic spaces. Within this framework,
the Dirac ket is reclassified as one such projection policy:
a disciplined, historically successful, but non-foundational
transformation from finite measurement-derived symbols

into an idealised Hilbert-space grammar.

The paper begins by stating the foundational commit-
ments of Geofinitism: finite measurement, irreducible un-

certainty, symbol generation across the Generonic bound-
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ary, and the rejection of perfect symbolic correspondence.
It then develops a formal account of first-order alphonic
lines, symbolic chains, projection layers, and projection
families. The ket is examined as a special case of a quan-
tum projection layer, rather than as an unavoidable rep-

resentation of measured reality.

This reframing opens a constructive research programme.
If the ket is one possible projection from finite mea-
surement symbols into a formal representational space,
then alternative projection layers may be developed and
tested. These alternatives may be linear, nonlinear, geo-
metric, trajectory-based, compression-based, recurrence-
based, or computationally optimised for particular sym-
bolic systems. The result is not a rejection of quan-
tum notation, but a widening of the mathematical search
space in which alternative symbol-preserving, provenance-
aware, and finite measurement-grounded representations

may be explored.

Introduction

Mathematical physics often proceeds as though its sym-
bolic objects are natural destinations for measurement.
A detector registers an outcome, a symbolic value is as-
signed, and the formal machinery of the theory receives
that value as an admissible input. In quantum mechan-

ics, this pathway frequently terminates in the notation of
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the ket,
|¥),

which is treated as the symbolic representation of a quan-

tum state.
Within Geofinitism, this order is reconsidered.

A measurement does not deliver a ket. Nor does it deliver
a state-vector, a Hilbert-space object, or a completed
mathematical representation. A measurement produces
a finite symbolic trace under conditions of uncertainty.
That trace may subsequently be projected into a mathe-
matical formalism, but the projection is a model-mediated

act.
The central thesis of this paper is therefore:

The ket is not a measurement. It is a projec-

tion policy.

More precisely, the ket is treated here as the result of
a highly specified symbolic transformation from finite
measurement-derived symbols into an idealised quantum
representational space. This transformation is powerful,
useful, and historically successful, but it is not founda-

tional under the commitments of Geofinitism.

This paper introduces the more general concept of an Al-
phonic Projection Layer. An Alphonic Projection Layer
is a declared symbolic transformation that maps a finite

alphon chain in one AlphonicBase into another symbolic
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basis, according to an explicit rule, model, table, geome-
try, or learned transformation. Such a layer may be lin-
ear, nonlinear, geometric, trajectory-based, compression-

based, or otherwise constructed.

The purpose of this reframing is not to discard existing
mathematical tools. It is to expose their representational
pipeline. In doing so, it becomes possible to ask whether
other projection layers may preserve measurement prove-
nance more effectively, reduce computational cost, reveal
hidden symbolic structure, or better match observations

in selected regimes.

Foundational Commitments of Ge-

ofinitism

Geofinitism, also referred to here as Geometric Finitism,
begins from a specific set of commitments concerning

measurement, symbol formation, and knowledge.

The first commitment is that measured knowledge be-
gins with finite exogenous measurement. The world is
not known by direct possession, but through finite inter-

actions that generate symbolic traces.

The second commitment is that all such measurements
carry uncertainty. No measurement is exact in the clas-
sical ideal sense. A measurement has finite resolution,

finite provenance, finite apparatus, finite context, and fi-
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nite limits.

The third commitment is that measurement generates fi-
nite symbols. These symbols may be numerical marks,
words, detector outcomes, diagrammatic features, en-
tries in a dataset, or formal mathematical inscriptions.
They are not free-floating abstractions; they are gener-

ated through finite processes.

The fourth commitment is that models and narratives are
constructed within the symbolic realm after symbol gen-
eration has occurred. Theories do not precede symbolic
construction as direct possessions of reality; they are or-
ganised symbolic frameworks developed from measurement-

derived symbols.

The fifth commitment is that perfect correspondence be-
tween symbol and exogenous source is not admissible. A
symbol does not perfectly become the measured interac-

tion. It is a finite construction generated from it.

Thus, the Geofinite pathway is not:

world — perfect symbol.

It is instead:

finite measurement symbolic relation

model -

symbolic potential finite symbol

The transition from symbolic potential into symbolic form
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occurs at the Generonic boundary. Before this boundary,
the symbolic form is not yet available. After this bound-
ary, a finite symbol has entered the symbolic realm and
can be manipulated, projected, compressed, compared,

and narrated.

This has direct implications for mathematical physics. If
a formal object is many transformations downstream of
measurement, then it should not be treated as a first-
order measurement symbol. It should be treated as a

constructed symbolic object with a projection history.

The Alphonic Limit and the First-
Order Symbol

At the boundary of first-order measurement, Geofinitism
identifies the Alphonic Limit. The Alphonic Limit is the
current limit of first-order symbolic distinction. It is not
the limit of what can be imagined, interpolated, inferred,
or modelled. It is the limit at which a finite measurement
first produces an admissible symbol without further in-

ternal reconstruction.

The symbol generated at this limit is called a Newil. A
Nexil is not a mathematical point. It is a finite symbolic

unit with extent, uncertainty, and provenance.
In a Geofinite formalism, the first-order symbol may be
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represented as

N(SD) ~ (5>Va7 Uau PM):

«

where s is the assigned symbolic identity, V,, is the finite
Alphonic volume of the symbol, U, is the uncertainty
structure associated with its formation, and P, is the

provenance of the measurement process.

The notation ~ is used deliberately. It does not indicate
classical identity. It indicates a finite symbolic relation

within a Geofinite framework.

The uncertainty function U, is not assumed to be Gaus-
sian, linear, sigmoidal, or probabilistic in any classical
sense. To impose such a structure would already be to
introduce a second-order model. At first order, the un-

certainty structure remains open:

U, ~ underdetermined first-order uncertainty structure.

This is important because projection layers operate on
symbolic material that has already crossed the Alphonic
Limit. Projection does not create the first-order symbol.
Projection transforms already generated symbolic chains

into further symbolic structures.

11



Projection Layers:

AlphonicBases and Discrete Sym-

bol Lines

An AlphonicBase is a finite symbolic system composed of
ordered alphons. It may resemble an ordinary numerical
base, but it is not merely a base in the classical arithmetic
sense. It is a symbolic basis with explicit representational

rules.

Examples include:
Ay = {0, 1},

AlO = {07 17 27 35 47 57 67 77 87 9}7

and an alpha-numeric base:

Asg ={0,1,...,9,A,B,..., Z}.

More generally:

Ab = {Oéo,Ckl, c. ,Oébfl}.

A symbolic chain in this base is written:

NAb = [aim i1y - 7ai0]Ab‘
The chain is not treated as a hidden integer written in a
different notation. It is a finite symbolic structure in its

12
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own right.

Under classical assumptions, one often treats these bases
as alternative encodings of an abstract number. Under
Geofinitism, this is not assumed. Each AlphonicBase has
its own symbolic geometry, representational cost, chain

length, local structure, and transformation behaviour.

Thus:
NAz ~ NAlo

may hold under a declared translation rule, but:
NA2 = N-AID

is not admitted as a foundational identity.

The symbolic chains belong to different alphonic systems.
If they are related, the relation must be established by a

declared projection or translation layer.

The Need for Projection Layers

Once first-order symbols have been generated, scientific
and mathematical practice rarely leaves them in their
original form. They are transformed. Binary detector
outputs become decimal tables. Measurement records
become graphs. Graphs become equations. Equations

become state vectors. State vectors become narratives.

This means that after symbol generation, there is often
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a projection step:

measurement

first-order alphon chain

projection layer

higher-order symbolic construction

The projection layer is a model that may preserve some
structure and discard other structure. It may compress,
expand, reorder, flatten, smooth, discretise, normalise, or
reweight the original symbolic chain. It may be chosen
for historical reasons, computational efficiency, theoreti-
cal elegance, experimental fit, or institutional habit. This
motivates the formal definition and conceptualization of

an Alphonic Projection Layer.

Definition of an Alphonic Projec-

tion Layer

Let A and B be two AlphonicBases or symbolic spaces.
An Alphonic Projection Layer from A to B is a declared

symbolic transformation

Pasp:Cs — Cp,
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where C4 is the set of finite symbolic chains over A, and
Cp is the set of finite symbolic chains or symbolic struc-

tures over B.

For a symbolic chain N 4, the projection is written:

Pap(Na) ~ Np.

The relation is not identity. The projection is model-

mediated:
Pass(Na) # Np

unless a particular formal system explicitly defines such

an equivalence internally.

A projection layer should declare:

its source AlphonicBase;

- its target AlphonicBase or symbolic space;
- its transformation rule;

- whether it is linear or nonlinear;

- whether it is reversible;

- whether it is lossy;

- how it transforms uncertainty;

- how it preserves or discards provenance;

- its computational cost;

- its assumptions.
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This declaration is essential. A projection layer that
hides these commitments may be mistaken for a neutral

representation.

Families of Projection Layers

Projection layers may be classified into families.

A linear projection may be written:

Pﬁ—)B'
A nonlinear projection:

Pils
A geometric projection:

Pﬁ%lﬁ'

A compression-based projection:

C
IPAHB'

A recurrence-based projection:
R
PA—)B'

16
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A trajectory-based or Takens-style projection:

T
PA—)B'

A quantum or Hilbert-space projection:

Q
PA%H'

Here H denotes the formal Hilbert-style symbolic space

associated with conventional quantum mechanics.

This classification is not exhaustive. It is intended to
show that the quantum projection is not the only possible

destination for measurement-derived symbols.

The Ket as a Projection Policy

We now examine the ket within this framework.

In conventional quantum mechanics, a ket such as

[¥)

is treated as the symbolic representation of a state. It
belongs to a formal system involving Hilbert spaces, ba-
sis vectors, amplitudes, inner products, operators, and

measurement probabilities.

From a Geofinite standpoint, the ket is not a first-order

measurement, symbol. It is a downstream symbolic con-
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struction.

Let N4, be a finite measurement-derived symbolic chain
in some measurement AlphonicBase A,,. Then the ket

may be interpreted as:

) ~ PG s (Na,)-

More fully, because the ket also belongs to the modelling

framework of quantum mechanics, we may write:

) ~ Maur (PR, o (V)

where Mgy denotes the formal quantum-mechanical mod-

elling structure.
This is the central reclassification.
The ket is not a direct measurement. It is not the first-

order Nexil. It is not the raw symbolic chain. It is a

model-conditioned projection into a particular symbolic

grammar.
Thus:

) # NEP
Nor is it simply:

) = Na,,
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It is more properly:

W) ~ Mau o PG 5 (Na,)-

In words:

The ket is a disciplined symbolic guess: a pro-
jection from finite measurement symbols into

an idealised Hilbert-space grammar.

The word “guess” is used here in a technical Geofinite
sense. It does not mean arbitrary speculation. It means
a model-mediated symbolic proposal whose validity must
be judged by its finite measurement consequences and

computational usefulness.

The Classical Assumptions Embed-
ded in the Ket

The ket projection carries several assumptions inherited
from the classical mathematical environment in which

quantum mechanics was formalised.

First, it assumes that the appropriate representational
destination for measurement-derived symbols is an ab-

stract state-space.

Second, it assumes the admissibility of linear vector-space

structure.

19
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Third, it assumes the use of ideal amplitudes, normalisa-

tion, and inner products.

Fourth, it assumes that measurement outcomes may be
treated through projection operators and probability rules

within the same formal grammar.

Fifth, it assumes that the flattening of finite measure-
ment provenance into abstract state notation is not foun-

dationally damaging.

These assumptions may be powerful, but they are still

assumptions.

Within Geofinitism, they must be named as part of a
projection policy:

Q
PAm —H"

The question is no longer:
What is the quantum state?
The question becomes:

What projection policy has transformed the
measurement-derived symbolic chain into this

formal state-symbol?

This reframing shifts the analysis from state realism to

symbolic construction.
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Binary Measurement and Higher

Alphonic Projection

Many practical measurement systems generate binary or
near-binary outcomes. A detector clicks or does not click.
A threshold is crossed or not crossed. A bit is assigned
as 0 or 1. The first symbolic chain may therefore be
modelled as:

Ny, € Cy,.

Classical computation then often processes this binary
chain using hidden binary arithmetic while displaying
results in decimal or another convenient notation. Ge-

ofinitism asks that this projection be made explicit.

A projection from binary to a higher AlphonicBase may
be written:

P2_>B : CA2 — CAB-
For example:

PQ—)IO(NAQ) ~ NA107
or:

P2—>36<NA2> ~ NA36 :

These projections are not identity transformations. They
are representational acts. They may group, compress,

recode, translate, or restructure the original binary chain.

This becomes important when considering the ket. The

21
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ket may be understood as an especially elaborate pro-
jection from finite discrete measurement-derived symbols
into a higher formal grammar. It is not merely a change

of display; it is a change of representational world.

Projection as Model of the Unknown

A projection layer is a model of the unknown. It deter-
mines how symbolic potential, once measured and sta-
bilised into finite symbols, is to be extended, lifted, reor-

ganised, or interpreted.

The projection may be linear:

PL(z) = Ax.

It may be nonlinear:
PN () = F(a)
where F' is not restricted to linear transformation.
It may be trajectory-based:
PT(Ny) = [Nty Nz, Ni—or, -, Nigr],

where delayed symbolic chains are used to reconstruct a

higher-dimensional trajectory.
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It may be compression-based:

PY(N4) = Compressg(N.4).

It may be recurrence-based:

PR(N4) = RecurrenceMap(N ).

Or it may be quantum:

P9(Na,) = [).

The important point is that none of these projections is
forced by first-order measurement itself. Each is chosen,
declared, justified, and tested.

Thus, projection is where the modelling act becomes ex-

plicit.

From State-Space to Trajectory-Space

The ket is fundamentally state-oriented. It expresses the
symbolic content of a system as a formal state in an ab-

stract vector space.

Geofinitism suggests an alternative possibility: measurement-
derived symbols may be better represented as trajectories

rather than states.
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Let a sequence of measurement-generated Nexils be writ-

ten:

To = (NEDNED, L NED))

«,

This sequence is a finite symbolic trajectory. It preserves

temporal or processual order.

Instead of projecting immediately into a state-vector, one
may define:
Pﬁiﬂé (Fa> ~ Ty,

where 7, is an alphonic trajectory space.
This offers a different representational philosophy.

The quantum ket says:

measurement — state.

The FSM trajectory projection says:

measurement — symbol-generating trajectory.

This distinction may be significant. A trajectory space
may preserve ordering, recurrence, transition structure,
symbolic cost, uncertainty propagation, and provenance

in ways that a flattened state notation does not.
A compact statement of the contrast is:

The ket projects measurement into an ideal

state-space. FSM asks whether measurement

24
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should instead be projected into an explicit

alphonic trajectory-space.

Projection Loss and Provenance

Every projection layer should be evaluated by what it

preserves and what it loses.

Let Py be the provenance of a measurement process. Let
U, be the first-order uncertainty structure. Let C, be the
symbolic chain generated at the Alphonic Limit.

A projection layer

P.A*)B

should therefore be accompanied by a provenance trans-
formation:

PMP—>PJ/\/[,

and an uncertainty transformation:

U, — Ué.

If the projection discards provenance, then:

or is incomplete.
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If it hides uncertainty, then:
!
Us

does not faithfully record the first-order uncertainty struc-

ture.

A provenance-aware projection should therefore be writ-

ten:
PA%B(NAa Ua7PM) ~ (NB7U,37P]/\47L73)7

where Lp records projection loss.

This gives a more complete object:

PZ—)B : (NA7 UonPM) — (NB, UIB,P]/\/[,LP).

The superscript * denotes an audited or provenance-preserving

projection.

This is a key requirement for future FSM computation.

The Alphonic Projection Function
We now define the central named function of this paper.
Let the Alphonic Projection Function be written:

Phos : (Na, Ua, Par) — (N5, Us, Py, La),

26
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where:

- A is the source AlphonicBase;

B is the target AlphonicBase or symbolic space;

N 4 is the source symbolic chain;

- U, is the source uncertainty structure;

Py is the source measurement provenance;

Q) is the declared projection policy;

Np is the projected symbolic chain or structure;

Up is the transformed uncertainty structure;

Pj, is the resulting provenance record;

Lq is the loss or alteration introduced by the pro-

jection.

The projection policy €2 must be declared. It may be lin-
ear, nonlinear, Hilbert-space, trajectory-based, compression-

based, recurrence-based, or otherwise specified.

For the quantum ket:

and:

B (N, Un, Par) ~ (9, Ung, Py, Lo).

27
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This expresses the ket as the output of a projection policy
with transformed uncertainty, altered provenance, and

projection loss.

For an FSM trajectory model:
Q=FSM,
and:

mgi]\é(raa Uaa PM) ~ (TOM UT7 P]/\m LFSM)'

The two projection policies may then be compared.

Comparison with the Ket Projec-
tion
The ket projection has the following structure:

Ny, = ).

The Alphonic Projection Function expands this to:

(NAm7UomPM) — (|¢>7 U’HaP],WvLQ)

This makes visible what the standard ket notation hides.

The notation

[¥)

28
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does not explicitly record:

[label=()]the first-order measurement symbols from
which it was constructed; the AlphonicBase of those
symbols; the uncertainty structure at the Alphonic
Limit; the provenance of the measurement process;
the projection policy used to enter Hilbert-space
notation; the loss introduced by that projection;
the assumptions of linearity, normalisation, and state-

space representation.

The Alphonic Projection Function restores these missing

components.

Thus, the ket is not eliminated. It is embedded inside a

wider representational accounting system.

Alternative Projection Policies

Once the ket is reclassified as a projection policy, alterna-
tive policies become mathematically admissible research

objects.
A nonlinear alphonic projection may be defined:

NL
A—B-

A geometric projection:

G
;’BA—>B'
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A trajectory-based projection:
m%ﬂHTa'
A recurrence projection:
mfl—ﬂe'
A compression projection:

C
(‘BAHB'

Each projection can be evaluated according to:
- agreement with measured outcomes;
- preservation of uncertainty;
- preservation of provenance;
- computational efficiency;
- symbolic compression cost;
- interpretability;
- robustness under base change;
- sensitivity to noise;

capacity to reveal hidden recurrence or structure.

This is the constructive programme opened by the present

paper.
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Computational Implications

The Alphonic Projection Layer concept connects directly

with the proposed FSM arithmetic engine.

In ordinary computation, one often calculates in binary
and then displays the result in a chosen base. This hides
the projection. FSM requires the projection to be ex-

plicit.
Given an AlphonicBase Ay, a symbolic arithmetic engine
should operate on chains:

NAb = [C(in, C ,OéiO]Ab.

If a result is projected into another base, this must be

declared:

m?\bﬁAc(NAb?Ub’ PM) ~ (NACJ UC7P]/\/[7LQ)-

The engine should not silently treat this as base-neutral

identity.

This provides a way to investigate constants such as .
Instead of computing 7 using hidden binary arithmetic
and then displaying it in base b, one may specify an
AlphonicBase and construct a 7w-like symbolic sequence
within that base using only the operators admissible to
that base.
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The question is then not merely:

What are the digits of 7 in base b7

The Geofinite question is:

What symbolic structure emerges when a m-construction is generated

Projection layers then allow comparison between such
constructions, but only with explicit accounting for loss,

uncertainty, and transformation policy.

Research Programme Enabled by
Alphonic Projection Layers

This framework opens a wider constructive programme

for future research.

First, it allows the systematic classification of projection

policies used in existing mathematical physics.

Second, it allows quantum notation to be examined as
one historically successful projection policy rather than

as the inevitable form of physical representation.

Third, it allows alternative projection layers to be pro-

posed, implemented, and tested.

Fourth, it allows computational experiments in arbitrary

AlphonicBases, where symbolic structure can be studied

w
DO
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without assuming base invariance.

Fifth, it allows trajectory-based alternatives to state-based

formalisms.

Sixth, it allows measurement provenance and uncertainty

to be carried forward rather than erased by notation.

Seventh, it creates a bridge between mathematical for-
malism, finite symbolic computation, and experimental

measurement.

The broader research programme may proceed through

the following stages.

Stage One: Define AlphonicBases

Construct explicit alphonic symbol lines, including:
A27 “4-107 A367 A64) A2567

and potentially non-standard symbolic alphabets.

Stage Two: Define Symbolic Operators

Develop arithmetic and transformation operators that

act within each AlphonicBase:

Da, XA, 04, PA—)B .

o
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Stage Three: Define Projection Policies

Construct projection policies:

Q=L NL G,C,R,T,Q,FSM.

Each policy must declare its assumptions, cost, loss, re-

versibility, and treatment of uncertainty.

Stage Four: Reinterpret Existing Formalisms

Treat existing mathematical structures as projection out-

puts. In particular:

W) ~ PG (N ay. Uas Par).

Stage Five: Construct Alternatives

Develop non-ket projection systems:

Ty ~ gBIEiA’;a (Faa Uon PM)

Stage Six: Compare Against Observation

Evaluate projection policies against finite measurement
outcomes, computational efficiency, symbolic cost, and

robustness.
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Philosophical Discussion

The philosophical significance of Alphonic Projection Lay-

ers lies in their reversal of representational priority.

Classical mathematical physics often treats formal ob-
jects as though they are the natural homes of measured
phenomena. The vector, state, function, operator, and
probability amplitude become the primary symbolic des-
tinations. Measurement is then interpreted in relation to

those formal objects.

Geofinitism reverses the order.
Measurement comes first.

Symbol generation follows.

Projection comes afterward.

Model and narrative follow from projection.

This reversal changes the status of many formal objects.
They are no longer treated as direct representations of

measured processes. They become projection products.

The ket, therefore, is not a primitive symbol of physical
knowledge. It is a formal compression introduced after
symbol generation. It is a projection from finite sym-
bolic measurement chains into a particular mathematical

gramimar.

This does not diminish its usefulness. On the contrary,

w
ot
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it clarifies the source of its power. The ket is powerful
because it is a highly refined projection policy. But once
recognised as a projection policy, it becomes legitimate

to ask whether other policies are possible.
This is the philosophical opening.

If all measured knowledge begins with first-order finite
exogenous measurement, and if all formal models are
downstream symbolic constructions, then no projection
layer may claim final authority merely because it is math-
ematically elegant or historically successful. It must re-
main accountable to the finite measurement pathway from

which it derives.
This shifts the question from:
Which formalism is true?
to:
Which projection policy best preserves and organises finite measureme
This is a more modest question, but also a more con-
structive one.

It allows multiple symbolic grammars to be compared
without requiring that one be elevated into a final repre-

sentation of reality.
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Summary of Results

This paper has introduced the concept of Alphonic Pro-

jection Layers.
The principal results are as follows.

First, finite measurement generates symbolic chains at
the Alphonic Limit.

Second, these chains belong to specific AlphonicBases

and should not be treated as base-neutral abstractions.

Third, projection layers transform symbolic chains from

one AlphonicBase or symbolic space into another.

Fourth, projection layers are model-mediated and must

declare their assumptions.

Fifth, the ket can be reclassified as a quantum projection
policy:
|¢> ~ f’pgm%H(NA'mﬂ UOm PM)

Sixth, this reclassification does not reject the ket but re-

locates it as a downstream symbolic construction.

Seventh, alternative projection layers may be developed,

including nonlinear, geometric, trajectory-based, recurrence-

based, and compression-based systems.

Eighth, the framework opens a constructive research pro-
gramme for FSM computation, base-invariance analysis,

and alternative representations of measurement-derived

-J
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symbolic chains.

38
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Conclusion

The quantum mechanical formalism, centred on
the ket, has achieved extraordinary empirical
success. It is not the purpose of this essay
to deny or diminish that success. However,
empirical success does not entail foundational
uniqueness. A tool may work well without be-
ing the only possible tool, and without its hid-
den assumptions being harmless in all contexts.
To date, no fully developed alternative instru-
ment exists that matches the ket’s predictive
range while respecting finite measurement com-
mitments. Geofinitism does not claim to have
completed such an instrument. Rather, it offers
a research programme: to explore whether pro-
jection policies grounded in finite measurement,
explicit provenance, and alphonic geometry can,
over time, yield alternative formalisms that are
comparable in predictive power, superior in ac-
countability, or better suited to regimes where
the ket’s idealisations become costly. Whether
such alternatives succeed is an empirical and
constructive question, not a matter of philosoph-
ical decree. The present work opens the ques-

tion; it does not close it.
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The ket is not a measurement and can be considered a
projection policy: this is the central conclusion of the pa-
per. Within Geofinitism, finite exogenous measurement
produces symbols at the Alphonic Limit. These symbols
are not ideal points, abstract states, or completed math-
ematical objects. They are finite symbolic units with
uncertainty and provenance. When such symbols are
transformed into higher-order mathematical formalisms,

a projection layer has been applied.

The Dirac ket is one such projection layer: a highly suc-
cessful transformation into Hilbert-space notation. But
it is not the only possible projection. It is one formal

grammar among many potential symbolic grammars.

By defining Alphonic Projection Layers, this paper makes
the representational pipeline explicit. It allows projection
policies to be compared, audited, modified, and replaced.
It also enables a constructive research programme in which

alternative projection systems may be developed and tested.

The Geofinite question is therefore not whether the ket
has been useful; as it of course has However, the question
is whether it should be treated as foundational. From the
basin of Geofinitism the answer given here is no as the
foundational commitment and process is finite measure-
ment. The foundational symbolic unit is the measurement-
generated Nexil. The projection layer is a model-mediated
transformation. The ket is one historically dominant re-

sult of such a transformation. Once this is recognised,
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a wider mathematical landscape opens. This does not
mean the ket is 'wrong’. It means the ket is not foun-
dational. A tool can be useful without being primor-
dial. This landscape is one in which measurement-derived
symbolic chains may be projected not only into ideal
state-spaces, but into alphonic trajectory spaces, recur-
rence spaces, compression spaces, and other finite sym-
bolic geometries. This is the constructive programme of

Alphonic Projection Layers.

41



