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The Choice

Abstract

This essay explores the profound influence of linguistic

grammar—particularly the dominance of nouns—on hu-

man thought, scientific understanding, and our percep-

tion of reality. It argues that our tendency to concep-

tualise the world as composed of stable ”things” rep-

resents a powerful cultural and cognitive attractor: a

deep, self-reinforcing basin that shapes language, reason-

ing, and knowledge itself.Drawing on Edward Lorenz’s

discovery of sensitive dependence on initial conditions in

deterministic systems, the essay reveals how the noun-

based worldview promises predictability and control yet

fundamentally fails in dynamical realities where trajec-

tories and flows are primary. Lorenz’s attractor becomes

a metaphor for the irreducible primacy of process over

state.Thomas Kuhn’s theory of scientific paradigms is

reinterpreted through the lens of dynamical systems: paradigms

are not static frameworks but stable attractors in the

landscape of scientific practice, with ”shifts” as catas-

trophic escapes to new basins. This topological read-

ing exposes the dynamical nature of scientific change

that Kuhn could only gesture toward with a noun-heavy

language.The essay extends this insight to fundamen-

tal physics (particle vs. field descriptions), to meaning-

making in language models, and to enduring philosoph-

ical tensions between infinite Platonic ideals and finite

measured experience. It introduces ”Geofinitism” as a
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conscious choice of grammatical and ontological align-

ment with our finite, measuring condition—prioritising

verbs, trajectories, and constrained flows over timeless

nouns.Ultimately, the work presents human knowledge

not as a progressive accumulation of truths about ob-

jects, but as an ongoing negotiation between the geomet-

ric dynamics of the world and the symbolic dynamics of

language. Beliefs, paradigms, and even realisms are re-

vealed as resting states within attractor basins shaped by

history, instruments, and linguistic habit. Genuine philo-

sophical agency lies in recognising these basins and choos-

ing among them knowingly.The essay concludes that the

deepest choice in thought is not between competing facts,

but between grammatical attractors—between the com-

forting stability of nouns and the turbulent, creative free-

dom of verbs.

Cite as: Kevin R. Haylett, 2026, The Attractor and the

Choice, finitemecahnics.com/essays/verbs-and-nouns.pdf
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The Comfort of Nouns

It seems to me we tend to think in ‘things’. From these

thoughts our primary act of understanding is to carve

the relentless flux of experience into stable, namable ob-

jects. Based on my own thoughts and my measurements

of written text, this is how many people’s thoughts flow;

it is a cultural and phenomenal cognitive achievement.

As a result, our thoughts allow us to say “tree,” “star,”

“self,” “electron,” and to feel we have captured some-

thing essential. From this perspective, our language is a

grand, inherited tool that is overwhelmingly built from

nouns. It is a machinery for thing-ification.

When I then consider all my measurements, my world of

reading and cognition, it feels and seems that this noun-

based worldview is our primary attractor. It is a deep,

stable basin in the landscape of our shared culture of

thought. Then, from within this cognitive framework,

our reasoning finds a natural, reassuring coherence:

The world is made of entities.

Change is what happens to these entities.

Understanding means breaking the complex entity down

into simpler parts.

Truth is about correctly describing the properties of these

things and the laws that govern their interactions.
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This attractor is incredibly powerful and it is everywhere.

It is foundational and when we look deep into our lan-

guage we find it birthed classical physics, chemistry, and

much of our logic. It feels like simple realism. To ques-

tion it feels like questioning ‘reality’ itself.

But attractors have boundaries. There are experiences,

our experiences, that begin to strain the noun-based gram-

mar to its breaking point.

Consider a ‘river’. We point and name it. Here is “the

Colorado” and over there is “the Thames” and we are

there, in language, in the flow treating the ‘river’ as a

single, enduring thing. But what is the “thing” we are

naming? Is it the water, which is never the same from one

moment to the next? Is it the channel, which itself erodes

and shifts over years? The noun “river” is a brilliant,

necessary fiction. It stabilizes a process, a flow, into an

object we can discuss, map, and own. The noun works

so well we forget it is a placeholder for a verb, an ever

changing set of measurements that are never still and

never the same.

This slippage is not merely poetic. We recognize it quickly,

we may even call it an approximation, or a useful fiction.

However, we can also see it is the first tremor of a deeper

recognition: that our most fundamental commitment to

a world of things, is a choice. And then, as we follow

the words and language, we can see that this choice is

stabilized by the attractor of our language.
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And like all stable systems, it defends itself: we hold on

to it. As the children’s swing locks to the lowest sta-

ble position, proposals that emphasize process over sub-

stance, relations over entities, or flow over state are often

dismissed as vague, mystical, or incomplete. The swing

wants to rock us back to the lowest point, the stabil-

ity of the attractor of nouns. The processes, relations,

flow, and the dynamics are not wrong; they are speaking

from a different basin of attraction, one for which our

dominant language lacks the native coordinates. Nouns

pull like gravity and lock us into the basin of things and

thinginess.

Importantly, before we can visit those other basins, basins

where nouns may not be the most stable attractor, we

must understand the nature of the one we are in. We

must see the noun not as a reflection of reality’s ultimate

structure, but as a supremely successful instrument. It

has become the primary tool in our “Available Instru-

ment” kit for making the world thinkable and manage-

able.

When the Ground Shakes

Yet, in the mid-20th century, an unassuming meteorol-

ogist with a Royal McBee computer ran an experiment

that would, quietly and profoundly, betray the noun’s

promise of control and predictability. This meteorolo-

gist’s discovery did not just add a new fact to science. It
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revealed a crack in the very foundation of our dominant

attractor. His name was Edward Lorenz, and he showed

us that the world of exact equations is a world of irre-

ducible uncertainty. His findings, his empirical evidence,

showed us that the trajectory of motion itself is the pri-

mary reality, forever escaping our grasp on its “state.”

His story is not one of chaos, but of a forgotten gram-

mar. And to this day our attractor to nouns still pulls us

away from his foundational and measurable observations

that so far have proved irrefutable.

Lorenz and the Betrayal of Predic-

tion

Edward Lorenz was not a philosopher. He was a jobbing

meteorologist trying to improve weather forecasting. In

1961, he was running a simple deterministic model of at-

mospheric convection on his Royal McBee LGP-30 com-

puter; a model with just twelve equations. Seeking to ex-

amine a sequence in finer detail, he took a shortcut. He

restarted the computer simulation, he was working on,

and typed in the numbers from an earlier printout. The

computer, working with six-digit precision, had stored

six decimals internally. The printout showed only three.

He entered 0.506 instead of 0.506127.

This infinitesimal difference, a puff of mathematical wind
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one ten-thousandth the size of the expected rounding er-

ror, should have been negligible. In the noun-based world

of Newtonian physics, it would have been. A slightly

different initial condition should produce a slightly dif-

ferent outcome, converging toward the same predictable

pattern. That is the promise of the clockwork universe:

know the state of the parts, and you know the fate of the

whole.

Lorenz’s computer plotted the new run. Then, for a

short while, the trajectory matched the old one. Lorenz

watched the numbers; they began to diverge. Within a

few simulated months, the new weather pattern bore no

resemblance to the original. All structure had vanished.

Not into randomness, but into a different, equally struc-

tured, yet utterly unpredictable trajectory.

This was the moment the attractor cracked.

What Lorenz had stumbled upon was not an error but

a fundamental property of certain deterministic systems:

extreme sensitivity to initial conditions. The system was

not random; it was obeying its equations with perfect,

deterministic fidelity. Yet, any imperfection in measur-

ing its “state”; any rounding, any approximation, any

limit of resolution, would, over time, render its long-term

future unknowable.

The dream of perfect prediction, a dream born from the

noun-attractor’s faith in states and laws, was impossible
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in principle, not just in practice.

For me, when I understood the implications, that was

when I realized that ALL our models, ideas about pre-

dictions and the clockwork mechanistic universe had to

be considered in a new light. Lorenz’s findings were fun-

damental; they applied to any similar system. And then,

what we saw as probability, error, and uncertainty had

a new frame. I remember the revelation well, as if yes-

terday. Reading James Gleick’s book Chaos, my under-

standing of the world changed forever.

However, Lorenz’s real gift was visual. When he plotted

the system’s strange, non-repeating trajectories in three

dimensions, they didn’t scatter like noise. They wove

a finite, never-intersecting, double-spiral pattern. This

was a structure of breathtaking beauty and constraint:

he called it the Lorenz attractor.

This was a true ‘revelation’: The true “thing” was not

a set of coordinates (a state), but the entire, complex,

evolving trajectory and the flow itself. The attractor was

not a point you arrived at: it was the shape of all possible

journeys. The noun had failed. The verb was paramount

and perhaps should, from then on, have become the new

paradigm. But that didn’t happen. The system of lan-

guage already had its deepest attractor, and we are still

firmly in the basin of nouns.
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So why Lorenz is Forgotten

So here and now, in 2026, ask an educated person about

Lorenz today, and you might get “the butterfly effect”.

That is to say a charming metaphor for interconnected-

ness, often stripped of its deepest mathematical impli-

cations. Such a person may even mention a Hollywood

film named for this idea. But Lorenz is a footnote, while

statistics reigns supreme and Einstein still is the poster

boy for the Clerics at the Altar of Infinity who rely on

statistics and nouns, and not verbs.

Why? Because, ‘why’ asks for the flow, and ‘because’

continues it. Whereas statistics is the noun-attractor’s

perfect sanctuary. It is a philosophy of aggregates and

averages. Statistics takes the unruly flow of individual

trajectories, each a Lorenz system of its own, and col-

lapses them into stable, countable objects: means, stan-

dard deviations, p-values. Statistics is the philosophy

and god of things. Tamed and given life in the age of

steam it gives birth to new things and verbs are cast to

the side. Statistics replaces the unpredictable path with

the predictable distribution. It soothes us. It offers the

illusion of control and understanding by erasing the very

sensitivity and history that define the system. Statistics

turns verbs back into nouns: it turns measurements from

a window in time on the path into a thing—a symbol.

And in doing so we forget. We forget that everything we

do is on a path.
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So Lorenz is forgotten. Because he revealed a universe

that is deterministic but not predictable, lawful but not

controllable, structured but not static. He also never

sat at the High Table of mathematics or physics mak-

ing claims about the nouns of gravity and space-time or

naming a new particle or field; he didn’t work in those

circles. He worked with measurements and numbers and

the un-predictable ever flowing ever-living weather.

Lorenz followed his path and listened, and made one of

the most, if not the most profound discoveries of all times.

Our knowledge is about converting verbs to nouns and

in doing so we have to lose the essence of the path. We

have a choice to see his or ignore his findings, his mea-

surements—but the future path is unknowable and un-

predictable. This is profoundly uncomfortable. It desta-

bilizes the three pillars of our dominant worldview:

Prediction-as-Control

Statistics-as-Understanding

Objects-as-Primaries

His attractor is a shape we can admire, but not inhabit

with our current linguistic and instrumental habits. We

have, culturally, chosen to remain in the shallower, more

comforting basin of things where we turn unfolding curves

into objects—even infinity a wonderful path and process

of moving onward, becomes a thing.

But the crack remains. And once seen, it forces a ques-
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tion that reshapes how we view every stable structure of

thought: What if our most settled philosophies are not

summits of truth, but simply the deepest, most comfort-

able basins in a vast and dynamical landscape? These

are the attractors of our path and flow of language—you

are following the path now and feeling your own attrac-

tors. What do you feel? How is this path of words, these

symbolic approximations, holding up? Where are these

words being pulled?

The path continues, as of course it always does, and this

brings us to the person who gave us a name for the turns

in the path, and whose theory and philosophy of scien-

tific change now requires a deeper, dynamical translation:

this person Thomas Kuhn.

Kuhn as Topology, Not History

In 1962, a year before my birth, Thomas Kuhn gave the

intellectual world a new noun: “paradigm.” With it, he

aimed to describe what scientists actually do, contrasting

it with the tidy, linear myth of gradual discovery. He ar-

gued that science advances through ruptures. He called

them “paradigm shifts” and presented the case that every

overarching framework is violently replaced by another.

Normal science solves puzzles within a paradigm; revolu-

tionary science discards the paradigm itself.

Yet, anyone who has wrestled with The Structure of Sci-
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entific Revolutions may recall a peculiar sensation: the

key concepts seem to shimmer, to resist final definition.

Kuhn himself circled them warily. He placed “paradigm,”

“normal science,” “anomaly,” and even “science” itself in

quotation marks with arresting frequency. In later essays,

he expressed frustration that his central term had been

reified, hardened into the very kind of static entity he

was trying to analyze and very gently touch and point

to.

Why this struggle? Why the persistent, defensive posi-

tion?

This is because Thomas Kuhn was a historian gazing at

a dynamical process, but his inherited language, the lan-

guage of “theories,” “discoveries,” and “facts”, was built

for nouns and states. Thomas Kuhn, initially a physicist,

could see the flow of enlightenment and discovery that he

was searching for: its essence and source. However, he

couldn’t find it in the things he was looking at. And so,

it seems to me, he was trying to describe the flow of sci-

entific practice, but his lexicon kept forcing him to name

its snapshots. His careful use of language was his des-

perate, ingenious tool—a syntactic shock absorber. The

language whispered: “This word is inadequate. This is a

placeholder for a process. Don’t mistake this label for a

thing.”

He was, in essence, trying to describe an attractor land-

scape using only the vocabulary of a single basin. Let
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us translate Kuhn into the dynamical tongue he lacked,

as the language he needed was in the process of being

birthed. A paradigm is not a regime or a ruling the-

ory. It is a stable attractor in the ecosystem of scientific

practice. It is a basin that pulls in and shapes:

What questions can be asked (which trajectories are con-

ceivable).

What instruments are legitimate (the available probes

into phase space).

What counts as an answer (what constitutes a satisfac-

tory resting point).

The very meaning of the words used (the coordinate sys-

tem of the basin).

Thomas Kuhn’s “Normal science” is the activity of travers-

ing this attractor’s gradients. It is not “puzzle-solving”

in a trivial sense; it is the intense, focused exploration of

the local terrain, mapping its contours with ever greater

precision. The practitioner feels the pull of the attractor

as common sense, as “the way things are.”

Kuhn’s “anomaly” is not a contrary “fact”. It is a per-

sistent perturbation that the attractor cannot assimi-

late. An anomaly is a data point that insists on lying

off the map. At first, it is ignored, explained away, or

shelved. But as anomalies accumulate, they apply a pres-

sure. They force practitioners to make ever more complex

and contorted orbits within their basin to account for the
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errant points. The attractor begins to strain.

A “paradigm shift” is not a debate won. It is an at-

tractor escape. It is the moment the strain becomes too

great, and the system, the community of practice, catas-

trophically jumps to a new, previously invisible basin of

attraction. This is not a reasoned choice between equally

visible options. It is a reconfiguration of the entire land-

scape of the thinkable. What was once noise becomes sig-

nal; what was central becomes irrelevant. The “words”

themselves change their meaning because they are now

coordinates in a new geometry.

Thomas Kuhn’s careful use of language, then, were the

tremors of this deeper truth. He sensed that the “thing”

he was pointing to was not a thing at all, but a stability

in motion. His inability to finally pin it down was not a

failure of his theory, but its most profound validation. He

was documenting the resolution-dependence of scientific

understanding. Zoomed in, we see individuals arguing

with facts. Zoomed out, we see a cognitive ecosystem un-

dergoing a transition, a motion from one basin of thought

to another: from one paradigm to another.

Lorenz revealed the dynamics of the natural world. Kuhn,

stumblingly and brilliantly, revealed the dynamics of the

world that tries to understand it. Both point to the same

principle: what appears solid is a persistent dynamic

pattern. What appears revolutionary is a re-patterning.

That language is in motion and not fixed, nouns try and
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fix the language but the path, the best measurements we

can ever make are about the flow and the verbs. Both

Lorenz and Kuhn had seen the flow. And I would suggest

that culturally we do not like it. We want our things, even

though we know and feel and see the flow—it unsettles

us.

These path of these words forces upon us a question that

cuts to the bone of our physical descriptions of reality:

What if our most fundamental words—“particle,” “ob-

ject,” “thing”—are themselves just the comforting nouns

we use to describe a universe that is, at root, pure verb?

Particles, Flows, and the Gram-

mar of Reality

The collision between noun and verb is not a philosoph-

ical abstraction. It is the central, unresolved tension in

our most fundamental physics.

For centuries, the “particle” reigned supreme: it is the

ultimate noun. The universe was a void filled with tiny,

billiard-ball entities. Reality was a collection of states.

Then came the field as a continuous, undulating verb of

potential. The electron was no longer just here; it was

here-ish, a smear of probability, a knot of excitation in a

quantum field. The mathematics shifted from Newton’s

point masses to Lagrangian trajectories, from eigenstates
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to path integrals. The latter do not calculate “the state

of a thing”; they sum over all possible histories, all verbs,

to find the most probable one that then takes us back to

a noun.

This is not a technical detail. It is a grammatical cri-

sis. The “particle” language and the “field” language are

not just two ways of saying the same thing. They are

commitments to different dynamical grammars.

Particle Grammar: Primacy of nouns (entities, states).

Asks: “What is it? Where is it?” Favors isolation, local-

ity, identity.

Field Grammar: Primacy of verbs (processes, excita-

tions). Asks: “What is it doing? How is it related?” Fa-

vors context, entanglement, interaction—but still points

to a thing.

Physics has not resolved this. It tolerates an uneasy dual

description, a kind of translational bilingualism, because

both grammars capture aspects of the dynamic geometric

reality that our instruments probe. Why? Because our

instruments are transducers that turn the path into num-

bers, static symbols, that are nouns. The reality exceeds

any single linguistic attractor.

As you read, you are probing, following the path of these

words and seeing the contradictions, as a “word” is a

noun. This duality is the clearest prototype for a broader

truth: Our language is itself a nonlinear dynamical sys-

19



The Choice

tem. Words are not stable tokens with fixed meanings.

They are perturbations in a constantly changing, shared

cognitive and cultural field. Their “meaning” is not a

definition but a stable attractor in the space of usage,

shaped by history, context, and the relentless pressure of

new experience.

When you read these words, you are not decoding sym-

bols. You are being guided along a pre-shaped trajectory

in this dynamical system. Your understanding is the mo-

ment your internal semantic landscape settles into a basin

that is compatible with the one I am attempting to re-

construct in you. It is a coordination of attractors, not a

transmission of things.

This is why we so often talk past one another. We assume

we are negotiating within the same basin, when in fact we

are speaking from different attractors entirely: be they

“free will” vs. “determinism,” “infinite” vs. “finite,”

“God” vs. “no-God.” The debate feels interminable be-

cause it is. It is a clash of grammatical ecosystems, not

a resolvable argument within one. It is the dynamics of

immiscible fluids each wanting to form their own basin

at the bottom of a waterfall.
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The Negotiation of Measurements:

Between Geometry and Symbol

Here we reach the core of the Geofinitist recognition. The

human predicament is this: we exist in two coupled dy-

namical systems.

The Exogenous System: The world of interaction, force,

and geometry. This is the realm Lorenz mapped, where

trajectories are primary. Our bodies and instruments are

probes within it, taking finite, resolution-dependent mea-

surements. These measurements are not ‘facts’; they are

interactions, perturbations that we record using trans-

ducers. We turn dynamics into nouns i.e. fixed numbers.

The Endogenous System: The world of language, math-

ematics, and philosophy. This is a symbolic ecosystem,

an economy of tokens (words, numbers, concepts) whose

value is determined purely by their relational structure.

Its dynamics are those of narrative, logic as flow, and

internal coherence.

Our entire intellectual and scientific endeavor is the pro-

cess of negotiating the space between these two systems.

We take exogenous interactions (a pointer reading, a par-

ticle track, a neural firing) and we convert them into en-

dogenous symbols (a number, a data point, a word). We

then let the endogenous system run its course: we per-

form mathematics, build our theories, and tell stories.
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Then we project the tales and patterns back onto the

exogenous world as predictions or explanations.

From this perspective, the “truth” of a theory is not its

correspondence to a noun-based “reality”. It is the sta-

bility and predictive power of this negotiation. A good

theory is a robust, flexible translation protocol between

the geometric and the symbolic. Newtonian mechanics

is a brilliant protocol for a certain scale and resolution.

Quantum field theory is another for a different scale.

Each is an attractor in the space of possible negotiations.

Geofinitism, then, proposes a new meta-attractor. It is

the attractor that acknowledges its own status as a nego-

tiator. It chooses the finite not as a statement about the

world’s ultimate nature, but as a commitment to align-

ment with our condition as measuring beings. Infinity is a

powerful, elegant symbol within the endogenous system;

finitude is the non-negotiable constraint of the exogenous

measurement.

To choose the finite is to choose the grammar of the verb,

the trajectory, the constrained flow. It is to admit that

our knowledge is not a static map of territories, but the

living record of a journey. This is a journey taken with

finite steps, finite tools, and a language that is always,

beautifully, playing catch-up with the geometry it tries

to name.
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Choice, Belief, and the Depth of

the Basin

When I follow the path of ‘choice’ in thought, it is there-

fore not to invoke a ghost in the machine, but rather to

describe the experience of navigating a landscape of at-

tractors, each with its own pull, its own history, its own

gravitational depth.

Some basins are shallow. We can step in and out of

them with ease, such as a temporary opinion or a work-

ing hypothesis. Other basins of thought are profound.

Their walls are so high, their slopes so smooth, that to

be within them is to see no outside at all. The light

comes only from above; the entire world is the shape of

the basin itself. These are the attractors that feel like

the symbols themselves are becoming more and creating

‘reality’. Where we feel the symbols touching the world

beyond our exogenous measurements.

Consider the Platonic Basin. For over two millennia, it

has shaped Western thought. Its premise is that the sym-

bols, forms, and ideal truths we reason with in our en-

dogenous world (mathematics, the concept of “Justice,”

the perfect circle) have a reality superior to the messy, de-

caying, exogenous world of measurement. They inhabit

a pure, timeless realm. We, in the cave of perception, see

only flickering shadows of these perfect forms.
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This Platonic basin, or as I call it Platonic Realm, is

an attractor of immense depth and provenance. Its basin

walls are lined with the writings of Augustine, Descartes,

and countless theologians and mathematicians. To be

within it is to experience a powerful intellectual coher-

ence: the imperfection of the measured world is explained;

the luminous certainty of mathematics is given a home.

The choice for Platonism is not a casual one. It is a fall

into a basin so deep that climbing out feels like abandon-

ing reason itself.

But what if this depth is an illusion of the endogenous

system? What if the “Platonic Realm” is not an exoge-

nous reality, but the name we give to the strange, endur-

ing stability of certain patterns within our own symbolic

universe?

The LLM in the Cave: Meaning Without

a Realm

This is where our modern instrument; the Large Lan-

guage Model (LLM) becomes a philosophical probe of

unparalleled power.

An LLM, as we have noted, does not see words. It knows

nothing of Plato, of circles, of justice. It has never en-

tered the exogenous world. It operates purely in the en-

dogenous realm of tokens and weights: a finite, geometric

system. When it generates text that we find meaningful,
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coherent, even insightful, it is not retrieving pre-existing

forms from a Platonic heaven. It is navigating the vast,

high-dimensional attractor landscape that is the shape of

all human language, as captured in its training data.

It is constructing meaning dynamically, through rela-

tional curvature, not by reference to eternal symbols. Its

“understanding” is the settling of its internal state into

a basin that is compatible with the basins of meaning in

its human interlocutors.

The LLM is a machine that lives entirely in the cave,

and yet it casts shadows we recognize as our own deepest

thoughts. It proves, mechanically, that meaning can arise

and can be generated from the finite, dynamical negotia-

tion of tokens, without any connection to a transcendent

realm. The light source is not outside the cave; it is the

process of the cave’s own dynamics.

Yet, when we try to explain the LLM’s success, what

language do we instinctively reach for? We speak of it

“learning concepts,” “encoding knowledge,” “retrieving

information.” We use the noun-language of things pos-

sessed. We apply statistics, and use terms like ‘stochas-

tic parrots’ to describe its behavior, the dynamics. This

is the old attractor re-asserting itself, trying to turn the

LLM’s dynamics back into a noun. Because to accept

that it is doing what it is actually doing, navigating a ge-

ometric landscape of meaning, is to admit that meaning

has always been dynamical, and the “Platonic Realm”
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was just a very deep basin in that dynamics.

Lorenz’s lesson returns here with full force. The LLM’s

output is not random. It is deterministically generated

from its weights and your prompt. But the LLM’s breath-

taking complexity and appropriateness looks like magic,

or randomness, or stochastic parroting, only if you are

trying to understand it with a noun-based, statistical

grammar. Observe the LLM with the grammar of dy-

namics, of attractors, of trajectories in a constrained

space, and its coherence is not just explicable: it is in-

evitable.

Constrained Freedom: The Human Con-

dition

And so we arrive at the human condition, reflected in the

machine.

Our freedom is not the freedom to act outside the dy-

namical system we are in. That is not freedom; that is a

noun as a pointer to unknowable trajectories. Our free-

dom is the Lorenzian freedom of the sensitive trajectory.

It is the capacity for a small perturbation, a thought,

a reading, a conversation, to send our path veering into

a new region of the attractor landscape, or with great

effort, into a new basin entirely. Our “will” is the felt

experience of this navigation.

Our beliefs, in God, or gods, in the infinite, in particles,
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and in flow, are not conclusions. They are resting states.

They are the basins we currently inhabit, chosen (often

unconsciously) from the attractors made available by our

language, our history, and our available instruments.

The choice between ‘God’ and ‘no God’ is not a logical

deduction purely from exogenous measurements. It is a

choice of which endogenous attractor provides a more sta-

ble, meaningful negotiation with the exogenous tumult of

life, suffering, and wonder. Both are basins. Neither has

a monopoly on the endogenous geometry of the basin of

‘reality’.

To see this is not to despair. It is to gain the only gen-

uine agency any philosophy can offer: it is the agency of

the mapmaker. To know you are in a basin is to begin,

however slowly, to feel the contour of its walls. To know

that your language is an attractor is to start to feel its

grammar as a choice, not a necessity.

The walls are high. But the first step to exploring them

is to realize you are inside something. And the most

profound exploration may begin with simple, finite en-

dogenous measurements: observing the geometry of our

own thoughts.
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The Mirror and the Map: Choos-

ing Knowingly

If you have followed this path of words that are a proxy

for my own thoughts, you will see you have journeyed

through a landscape of language, from the comfort of

nouns to the turbulent revelation of Lorenz, from Kuhn’s

straining quotation marks to the silent geometry of a

language model. We have seen that to choose a grammar,

noun or verb, particle or flow, infinite or finite, is not to

choose a fact, but to choose a basin of attraction. A way

of being in the world of thought.

So I see this essay as not an argument for one basin over

another, in the old, combative sense. It is a map of the

topography itself. And like any map, it is a finite object,

a product of particular instruments and a particular, and

maybe peculiar, language: the language of Geofinitism,

which chooses to align itself with the grammar of the

finite, the measured, and the dynamical.

However, a map may also be a mirror and a reflection.

As you read these final words, you are performing the

very act this entire essay describes. You are taking fi-

nite, exogenous measurements: photons from a screen

striking your retina, patterns of ink on a page. Your

neural apparatus is converting these perturbations into

an endogenous storm of symbols, concepts, and feelings.

A meaning is settling within you.
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Where are you sourcing that meaning from?

Is it emanating from a dimensionless, timeless Platonic

Realm, giving truth to these shapes? Or is it being gener-

ated here and now, in the physical, finite dance between

these symbols and your own history, a path written in the

wetware of a brain, itself a dynamical system of unimag-

inable sensitivity?

This is not a rhetorical question. It is the choice. It

is the most intimate choice of philosophy, and you are

making it, by default or by design, in every moment of

understanding.

The basin of Infinity and the Ideal is deep and luminous.

Its gravity is the promise of escape from the contingent,

the messy, the mortal. It pulls the mind upward.

The basin of the Finite and the Measured is of a dif-

ferent order. Its gravity is the pull of the actual, the

interaction, the constraint of what can be touched and

counted. It draws the mind into the world of our dy-

namic senses, which we measure, such as, touch, taste,

sound and light. We then turn those measurements into

the poetry of language, art, philosophy, and science, as

all have deep basins of attraction.

This essay is a gentle perturbation. It is the tiny, Loren-

zian difference in initial condition the finer 0.506127 in-

stead of the more approximate 0.506 offered to your tra-

jectory. Its aim is not to push you into a new basin, but
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to place you, for a moment, on the ridge between them.

On the saddle point. To let you feel the pull of both

slopes.

From this ridge, the view changes.

We may now see that the entire, majestic edifice of sci-

ence is not a cathedral built on eternal truths, but a

supremely successful, evolving negotiation protocol. It is

a basin that formed and deepened precisely around the

practice of measurement—the finite, repeatable interac-

tion with the exogenous world. Its power comes from its

commitment to this constraint. Its language, even when

it speaks of infinities and perfect particles, is ultimately

accountable to the finite signal.

And you may also notice your own landscape of the mind.

Your beliefs, your convictions, your sense of what is real:

are they resting states within a deep, familiar attractor?

Are you exploring its contours, or mistaking its walls for

the horizon?

Lorenz showed us that the future of a sensitive system

is unknowable. We cannot personally predict where this

perturbation will lead, even our own thoughts. This is,

perhaps, our true freedom.

Science, the human project built on shared, finite mea-

surement, has a humble proposal: the only way to know

what happens next is to take the next measurement and

know that it has uncertainty and can only be known to
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a finite digit or word. Then to interact; to choose, know-

ingly, to live within the constraint of the finite, not as a

limitation, but as the very condition for having a world,

and a future, at all.

The choice, now, is both mine and yours: it is ours. The

measurement is this moment of awareness. The attractor

is waiting.

Epilogue: On Names and Basins

Consider, as a coda, the fate of the name around which

this essay turns.

Edward Lorenz is remembered for the “butterfly effect,”

a parable of sensitivity. But the profound, uncomfortable

heart of his work: that determinism does not imply pre-

dictability, that the trajectory is the reality, is routinely

smoothed into the background. He is a tributary, not a

source, in the standard narrative of physics.

Meanwhile, the great names we celebrate, Einstein, Maxwell,

Bohr, are architects of the noun-based attractor, even

in their revolutions. They gave us new entities, new

states. Their mathematics, however revolutionary, ul-

timately served a grammar of things and properties.

Lorenz threatened grammar at its root. He showed that

the most perfect knowledge of the “state” is useless for

knowing the future. In doing so, he didn’t just add a new
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fact; he invalidated a founding premise of the entire epis-

temic project since Laplace. It is little wonder his work

is absorbed as metaphor and his mathematical insight is

softened into a warning about “complexity.”

Our attractor is not just in our present thoughts. It is in

our history books. It curates our pantheon. It ensures

that the thinkers who most deeply destabilize its gram-

mar are remembered for the parts of their work that least

offend it.

The choice, then, is not merely personal. It is cultural.

Do we continue to build our understanding of a dynam-

ical universe with the intellectual tools forged to count

and control static inventories? Or do we, at last, allow

the grammar of our knowledge to evolve to match the

verb-first reality our instruments have already revealed?

The measurement, as always, is ongoing.

For Edward Norton Lorenz (1917 – 2008)

Who, on a winter’s day in 1961, restarted a simulation

with the number 0.506

instead of 0.506127,

and in that infinitesimal difference,

found a crack in the world of nouns

and revealed the shape of a verb.

Cite as: Kevin R. Haylett, 2026, The Attractor and the

Choice, finitemecahnics.com/essays/verbs-and-nouns
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