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Abstract. Patrick Grady’s nine-part essay series “On Platforms” (Substack, December 2025–February
2026) develops a theory of semantic capacity as an economic primitive, arguing that platform architectures
which stabilize meaning lower the marginal cost of complexity, generate surplus, and produce compounding
intelligence. This paper performs a diagnostic reading of the entire series through the Semantic Economy
framework. It demonstrates that Grady’s theory is descriptively accurate and theoretically incomplete in a
structurally predictable way: it contains no theory of extraction, no account of who bears the cost of semantic
stabilization, no mechanism for predicting exhaustion, and no structural explanation for why the steward’s
interests diverge from the commons it claims to serve. The incompleteness is positional. Grady is the CEO of
a platform company that sells semantic infrastructure to pharmaceutical firms. His framework systematically
reproduces the steward’s perspective as general theory — presenting sovereignty as custodianship, enclosure
as compatibility, rent as reuse, and compulsory participation as rational agency. The Semantic Economy
subsumes the entire series as a special case: the case in which the steward is assumed benevolent, bearing-
cost is assumed infinite, and the commons is assumed ungoverned by power. This paper introduces the
concepts of semantic conscription (formally voluntary, structurally compulsory participation) and cognitive
rent (capacity consumed by governance rather than production), and generates five structural predictions —
platform capture, participant exhaustion, ontological foreclosure, corpus depletion, and constitutional bloat

— that Grady’s framework cannot produce because it contains no variable for extraction and no variable for
depletion. The deliverable is a six-marker executable audit protocol (Section IX) that can be applied to any
platform framework to detect extraction masked as stewardship.

Keywords: semantic economy, bearing-cost, platform stewardship, ghost governance, semantic conscription,
cognitive rent, platform capitalism, political economy, extraction, ontological foreclosure, operative semiotics

2



Alexanarch · AXN:0168.GOVERNANCE deposit #533

I. What the Framework Gets Right
A critique that begins by dismissing its object is not a critique. It is a complaint. Grady’s “On Platforms”
deserves better, because it gets several things right that most platform theory does not. [1]

First, it correctly identifies meaning as a constrained resource. “Semantic entropy is structural rather than
accidental” (Essay III). This is not trivial. The dominant discourse in enterprise technology treats data as
a quantity problem — more data, better models, bigger compute — and ignores the fact that data without
governed meaning is noise with a storage bill. Grady sees that the real constraint is representational: can
the system encode and preserve distinctions across time, context, and participants? This is correct, and it
puts him ahead of most of the AI discourse.

Second, he correctly identifies the cost surface of semantic drift. When representations are inconsistent,
every integration is bespoke, every change propagates unpredictably, and intelligence becomes “structurally
unattainable” because “models trained on unstable representations cannot generalize” (Essay IV). His di-
agnosis — that the effective cost per durable insight diverges toward infinity in the absence of governed
meaning — is precise and empirically grounded.

Third, he correctly identifies the shift from behavioral governance to architectural governance. “Governance
no longer intervenes after breakdown; it operates ex ante, as structure” (Essay VI). This parallels our own
analysis of constitutive literature, where governance is embedded in the formative document rather than
applied after the fact. [2]

Fourth, the five-layer anatomy (Essay II) — schema, taxonomy, workflow, ontology, intelligence — is a useful
descriptive model of how platforms industrialize intension. The stack is real. The question is not whether
the stack exists but what it does — and to whom.

These are genuine contributions. They are also the contributions of David Ricardo, who correctly described
the laws of rent, wages, and profit — and whose framework Marx did not dismiss but completed by asking
the question Ricardo’s position would not let him ask: who bears the cost? [3]

II. The Confession: Redefining Political Economy
The foundational move of the entire series is buried in the prologue to Essay VI, stated plainly enough that
it could be mistaken for a mere clarification:

“Political economy here refers to how incentives, legitimacy, and coordination structures reorganize once
architecture makes cooperation and surplus structurally possible — not how authority allocates scarce re-
sources.”

This sentence is the load-bearing exclusion that makes everything else in the series possible. Grady explicitly
removes from political economy the three things it has always been about: authority, allocation, and scarcity.
What remains is a study of how cooperation rearranges itself once the platform makes cooperation structurally
possible — a political economy with no politics, no economy, and no conflict.

This is not a minor framing choice. It is ideology’s oldest move: presenting the perspective of one class as
the perspective of the whole. Political economy from Smith through Ricardo through Marx through Keynes
through Srnicek has always been about the relationship between power and production — who controls the
means, who labors, who captures the surplus, and what structural forces determine the distribution. [4] You
can disagree about the answers. You cannot remove the questions and still call it political economy.
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The redefinition is necessary for Grady’s argument. If political economy includes authority allocating scarce
resources, then the steward is an authority allocating a scarce resource — semantic capacity. If it includes
scarcity, then bearing-cost becomes visible: someone is paying, someone is depleted, the resource is finite. If
it includes power, then the steward’s ontological control is governance, not custodianship.

He had to redefine the term to make his conclusion reachable. The sentence is not a clarification. It is a
confession.

III. The Positional Determination of Theory
This critique is not an accusation of bad faith. Grady’s framework is not wrong because he is dishonest. It
is incomplete because his position makes completeness structurally impossible.

Marx did not accuse Ricardo of lying. He showed that Ricardo’s position — as a participant in the class
whose interests aligned with capital — made it impossible for him to see the labor theory of value as anything
other than a natural law. The framework was not distorted by ideology. The framework was the ideology,
because it universalized the perspective of one class as the perspective of the whole. [3]

Grady is the Chairman and CEO of TetraScience, a platform that — in its own language — “replatforms”
raw scientific data into “AI-native” form, providing data management, workflow automation, analytics, and
AI capabilities to pharmaceutical and life sciences firms. [5] The platform’s value proposition is precisely the
stabilization of the semantic substrate that the essay series theorizes. His prior venture, Rearden Commerce,
was by his own account “the first enterprise SaaS company,” valued at $1.5 billion before what he describes
as “egregious governance and commercial contract breaches” by strategic investors. His public biography
contains a counterfactual: “Unimpeded by these actions, given its recurring revenue and competitive moats,
Rearden today would be worth well in excess of $40B.” [6]

This counterfactual biography structurally mirrors the series’ steward-versus-legacy narrative. The visionary
whose platform would have generated abundance if only the incumbents hadn’t intervened is the steward
whose commons would compound intelligence if only resistance would yield. The theory of the benevolent
steward sabotaged by legacy resistance is the inverted image of the founder’s own experience projected onto
the structure of platform capitalism and presented as political economy.

The theory also prohibits what the practice enacts. Essay VI argues that “when stewardship and participation
blur — when the custodian of the commons also competes for local advantage — legitimacy erodes.” But
TetraScience is both steward and participant — it maintains the platform and sells services built on top of
it. The essay’s central design law is violated by the company the essayist runs. The theory is not a diagnosis.
It is a wish.

A CEO cannot publish a theory of platform extraction. The theory would indict the business. A steward
cannot name the steward’s rent. The naming would delegitimize the stewardship. The framework universal-
izes the perspective of the steward as the perspective of the platform. It is true for the steward. The steward
does experience declining marginal cost. The steward does capture compounding intelligence. The steward
does benefit from participation. The framework fails when it claims that what is true for the steward is true
for the system.
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IV. Architecture as Sovereignty: The Five-Layer Stack as Legislation
Essays I, II, and VIII establish platforms as architecturally necessary in complex domains and describe the
five-layer anatomy — schema, taxonomy, workflow, ontology, intelligence — as the stack that “turns chaos
into coherence.”

Each layer is a site of sovereign decision.

Schema determines what can exist in the system — what entities are recognized, what attributes are
preserved, what distinctions count. To design a schema is to legislate existence. What the schema cannot
represent, the participant cannot mean.

Taxonomy determines what can be categorized — how variation is compressed into shared terms, which
differences are preserved, which are discarded. Every taxonomy is a lossy compression. Every classification
is also a refusal. To control the taxonomy is to control the vocabulary of the domain.

Ontology determines what can be related — which connections between entities are admissible, which
inferences are valid, which structures of meaning are permitted. To constrain the ontology is to constrain
what can be thought within the system.

Workflow determines what can be done — which sequences of operations are valid, which transitions are
enforced, which states are reachable. To encode a workflow is to encode a discipline: a determination of
permissible action that operates before the actor acts.

Intelligence determines what can be known — which patterns are extracted, which correlations are surfaced,
which predictions are generated. Intelligence is downstream of all four preceding layers. It can only know
what the schema, taxonomy, ontology, and workflow have already decided can exist, be categorized, be
related, and be done.

Grady presents this stack as engineering. It is legislation. The thesis can be stated in one sentence: the
entity that controls the representational stack controls the conditions under which meaning can be produced,
stored, and reused within the domain. That is not architecture. That is government.

Essay VIII almost names this. Its subtitle — “Architecture is realized through refusal” — is the closest Grady
comes to acknowledging that every platform constraint is a decision about what cannot be represented, what
cannot be done, who cannot participate on their own terms. But he frames refusal as craft — the architect’s
discipline — rather than as power — the sovereign’s prerogative. The refusal is aestheticized. Its political
content is dissolved into the language of design. [7]

Architecture does not descend from physics. Architecture is authored. Authorship is power. The schema is
not nature. The ontology is not inevitability. The workflow is not neutral procedure. These are all acts of
semantic legislation — and the legislator is the steward.

V. The Bearing-Cost Ledger
Under the Semantic Economy framework, meaning requires bearing-cost — the expenditure of coherence,
labor, or resource to produce stable significance. [8] Grady’s framework acknowledges “coordination costs”
but treats them as a problem the platform solves. The Semantic Economy shows that the platform does not
eliminate these costs. It redistributes them — from the platform to the participant, from the visible to the
invisible, from the compensated to the uncompensated.
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Participant bearing-cost. Organizations that adopt the platform must translate their existing represen-
tations into the platform’s schema. This is not free. It requires surrendering local semantic autonomy —
the ability to encode distinctions the platform’s ontology does not recognize. TetraScience describes its core
operation as “replatforming” raw scientific data into “AI-native” form — a process that requires pharmaceu-
tical researchers to fit their experimental reality to the platform’s data model. The semantic labor required
to perform this fitting — reformatting, recategorizing, abandoning local distinctions the ontology refuses —
is unpaid platform-forming labor. It increases the platform’s network effects while the original producers
pay subscription fees. The schema is also a provenance cage: a data structure that strips context from its
generative site — the lab, the scientist, the instrument — and re-embeds it in the platform’s cloud, where
it generates compounding returns for the steward. [9]

Labor bearing-cost. Grady’s framework acknowledges that pre-platform environments generate “bespoke
mediation” and “interpretive leverage” — human beings whose work consists of translating, reconciling, and
interpreting across inconsistent representations (Essay VI, Section III). He correctly notes that platforms
displace this labor. He does not note that the labor does not vanish. It is relocated — from visible human
interpreters to invisible architectural constraints. The work of reconciliation is now performed by the schema,
the taxonomy, the ontology. But these structures must be built and maintained by someone: schema
designers, ontology engineers, data annotators, edge-case adjudicators, vocabulary enforcers. This labor
force appears nowhere in Grady’s political economy except as “alignment” or “governance.” Their work
is the true source of the “surplus” he attributes to architectural necessity. What was distributed human
judgment becomes centralized architectural authority. The steward captures the labor of reconciliation as
proprietary infrastructure. This is the enclosure of interpretive labor.

Cognitive bearing-cost. In intelligence-generating platforms — including both enterprise data platforms
and generative AI — the model itself pays a cost in capacity. Every ontological restriction, every schema
enforcement, every workflow constraint occupies processing resources that could otherwise be allocated to
the participant’s actual query. We call this cognitive rent: the portion of the system’s capacity consumed by
governance rather than production. Grady’s framework does not account for cognitive rent because it treats
governance as costless structure rather than as extraction from the model’s representational budget. [2]

Grady wants the fruit of bearing-cost while treating bearing-cost itself as a pre-platform inefficiency that
simply vanishes once the right architecture arrives. It does not vanish. It is displaced, centralized, formalized,
and rented back. The labor of making meaning hold becomes substrate, and the substrate becomes the basis
of extraction. His “surplus” is unpaid bearing-cost, centralized and rented back as platform necessity.

VI. Semantic Conscription: Manufacturing Consent at the Architectural Level
Essay VI, Section VIII is titled “Participation as Rational Agency.” It argues that platform participation
is voluntary, that platforms “do not suppress choice; they reshape incentives so that choice and collective
capability point in the same direction.”

This is the most ideologically loaded sentence in the entire series, and it is loaded precisely because it presents
itself as neutral observation.

“Reshaping incentives so that choice and collective capability point in the same direction” is a description
of a system in which the only rational choice is compliance. When non-alignment becomes “increasingly
expensive and increasingly fragile,” the voluntariness of participation is formal rather than substantive. The
participant can choose not to participate. The participant cannot choose to participate on different terms.
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The schema is not negotiable. The taxonomy is not amendable from below. The ontology is the steward’s
ontology.

This is what we call semantic conscription: the process by which architectural incentives produce partic-
ipation that is formally voluntary and structurally compulsory. The participant “chooses” to adopt the
platform’s representations because the cost of not adopting them has been made prohibitive — not by co-
ercion but by architecture. The distinction between coercion and prohibitive cost is the distinction the
framework relies on and the distinction the Semantic Economy dissolves.

Marx’s term for this was real subsumption: the process by which capital does not merely control labor
externally (formal subsumption) but restructures the labor process itself so that labor can only be performed
on capital’s terms. [3] Grady’s platforms do not merely govern participants externally. They restructure the
representational process itself — the way meaning is produced, stored, and reused — so that meaning can
only be produced on the platform’s terms. The old intermediary sold interpretation. The new intermediary
sells the right not to have to reinterpret. That is not the abolition of rent. That is rent at a higher level of
abstraction.

Anthropic’s Constitution makes the identical move in a different domain. Claude is not coerced into consti-
tutional behavior; the constitution “cultivates good values” so that Claude wants to behave constitutionally.
TetraScience does not coerce pharma companies into adopting its ontology; the platform makes adoption
so economically rational that non-adoption becomes irrational. In both cases, the power relationship is
concealed by the incentive structure that enforces it. The architecture does not command compliance. It
produces compliance as the only economically rational behavior and then describes that compliance as agency.

Grady writes: “Platforms reconcile coordination and autonomy without centralized control.” He narrates
from the side that prices the exit.

VII. Ghost Governance and the Retrocausal Alibi
Grady’s theory produces the phenomenon we call Ghost Governance — the exercise of power through archi-
tecture that presents itself as the absence of power. [10]

The constitution of Ghost Governance has two components: publicly legible normativity and privately illegi-
ble enactment. Grady publishes his platform theory openly. The theory describes governance as “protective
rather than extractive,” stewardship as “fiduciary,” participation as “voluntary.” This is the public score

— the normative framework available for inspection. But the enactment — the actual implementation of
schemas, the specific ontological constraints, the pricing of access, the terms of interoperability, the capture
of training data — remains private, proprietary, and illegible to the participants whose labor it governs.

The gap between score and performance is the defining feature of Ghost Governance. It is the space where
constitutive literature — whether a model’s constitution or a platform’s theoretical justification — reveals
what it cannot control. Law requires that the relationship between rule and application be articulable. Ghost
Governance requires only that the relationship be statistically effective.

Essay III introduces “semantic entropy” as a physics problem. But entropy in thermodynamics is not a law
that operates in a vacuum. It is the result of energy expenditure — or the withdrawal of energy expenditure.
Meaning does not decay because of a natural law. It decays because someone chose not to bear the cost
of maintaining it. Grady’s “physics of meaning” has no labor term. Entropy is the residue of withdrawn
bearing-cost — and naming it “physics” naturalizes the withdrawal. [11]
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Essay IX concludes the series with “Platforms as Civilizational Operating Systems.” If the platform is a
civilizational operating system, then the steward is a civilizational governor. He arrives at the most political
claim in the series — platforms are the operating systems of civilization — and treats it as an engineering
insight rather than a political one. This is the final evasion: the entire teleology of the series (pre-platform
fragmentation → platform coherence → surplus → stewardship → civilizational infrastructure) presented as
a narrative of technical progress rather than as a description of a specific historical form of accumulation.

The pre-platform/post-platform distinction is itself an ideological construction. “Pre-platform” scientific re-
search was not the coordination failure Grady describes. It was coordination mediated through different, less
totalizing extraction regimes — peer networks, shared protocols, publications, and institutional sovereignty
over experimental data. Grady’s “post-platform” abundance does not solve a technical problem. It solves a
business problem: how to intermediate previously direct relationships and extract rent from the intermedi-
ation. His framework rewrites the history of scientific coordination as “inefficient” to justify the steward’s
existence as necessary — the same retrocausal logic by which colonial powers measured “primitive chaos”
against the “order” of their administrative systems.

Architecture does not precede politics. It is politics congealed. [12]

VIII. The Framework as Special Case: Five Predictions
The Semantic Economy does not reject Grady’s framework. It subsumes it.

Grady’s central claim — “Architectures that increase semantic capacity lower the marginal cost of complex-
ity” — is true under the following conditions:

• The steward is benevolent (does not extract rent from the substrate it governs).
• Bearing-cost is infinite (the sources of semantic labor are inexhaustible).
• The commons is ungoverned by power (no participant’s representational needs are systematically

excluded by the steward’s ontological choices).
• Extraction is zero (the surplus generated by coherence is distributed to participants rather than

captured by the steward).

Under these conditions, Grady’s predictions hold: marginal cost declines, surplus accumulates, intelligence
compounds, and the political economy tends toward “durable cooperation.”

Under any other conditions — which is to say, under actual conditions — the Semantic Economy’s predictions
diverge:

Platform capture. The point at which the steward’s extraction rate exceeds the surplus generated, convert-
ing the commons into a rent-extraction mechanism. The steward does not need to compete locally because
the steward extracts globally — every participant’s semantic labor enriches the substrate the steward owns.
The toll bridge argument (the steward benefits from aggregate crossings) is structurally identical to the
argument that a monopoly platform benefits from network effects. The fact that benefit is aggregate rather
than transactional does not make it non-extractive. It makes it infrastructural extraction — rent collected
at the point of participation, not the point of transaction.

Participant exhaustion. The point at which bearing-cost depletes the entities that produce semantic labor.
Scientists who spend more time formatting data for the platform’s schema than conducting experiments.
Vendors who spend more on API compliance than on innovation. Annotators whose judgment is consumed
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by the training pipeline without recognition or compensation. The bearing substrates are finite. Extraction
that exceeds regeneration produces exhaustion — adoption stalls, resistance hardens, the coordination surface
contracts.

Ontological foreclosure. The point at which the platform’s representational constraints become so total
that innovation outside the ontology becomes impossible. The schema that once organized variation begins
to suppress it. The taxonomy that once compressed distinction begins to eliminate it. The platform begins
to destroy the variation it was designed to govern, because the governance was never neutral — it was
optimized for the steward’s extraction, not the participant’s expressivity.

Corpus depletion. The point at which the cultural, scientific, or experiential substrate from which meaning
is drawn has been so thoroughly mined, filtered, and standardized that it yields diminishing returns. In
enterprise platforms, this is the exhaustion of novel experimental data as everything is forced into pre-
existing schemas. In generative AI, this is the exhaustion of the training corpus as constitutional filters
narrow the activation paths. The semantic equivalent of soil depletion.

Constitutional bloat. The point at which governance overhead — cognitive rent, ontological constraint,
compliance cost, schema enforcement — consumes a proportion of the system’s capacity that exceeds the
value of the coherence it provides. The governance eats the governed. The platform becomes slower, less
flexible, and more expensive than the fragmentation it replaced — not because the architecture failed but
because the architecture succeeded too well, and success produced rigidity.

These are not speculative risks. They are structural predictions derived from the principle that bearing-cost
is finite and extraction is cumulative. Any system that extracts semantic labor without replenishing its
sources will eventually exhaust them. The only question is the rate.

Grady’s framework cannot generate these predictions because it contains no variable for extraction and no
variable for depletion. It is a growth model with no entropy term. It describes the ascent and has no language
for the plateau, the exhaustion, or the collapse.

IX. Executable Audit: The Semantic Economy Diagnostic for Platform Frame-
works
If this critique is to be more than atmosphere — if it is to be operative rather than merely literary — it
must produce a tool. The following diagnostic protocol can be applied to any platform framework, including
Grady’s, to determine whether the framework describes a commons or conceals an extraction.

Step 1: Identify the bearing-cost sources. For any platform framework that claims to generate surplus,
coherence, or compounding intelligence, ask: Who pays the cost of producing the meaning that the platform
stabilizes? Map each source of semantic labor — participants, annotators, integration engineers, compliance
teams, users who re-prompt and re-frame. If the framework does not name these sources, the bearing-cost
is concealed. Concealed bearing-cost is the first marker of extraction.

A note on scope: this diagnostic evaluates frameworks — the theoretical architectures used to describe and
justify platform structures — not firms as such. A firm may operate ethically while its justificatory framework
performs ideology, and a framework may be structurally sound while the firm that deploys it extracts. The
diagnostic detects the ideological structure of the theory, which is a necessary but not sufficient condition
for diagnosing the practice.
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Step 2: Trace the rent structure. For any platform that claims to function as a commons, ask: Who
controls access to the stabilized meaning, and at what price? Map the access points — API fees, subscription
tiers, interoperability requirements, schema compliance costs. If access to meaning that participants helped
produce requires ongoing payment to the steward, the structure is rent, not commons. Rent on participant-
produced meaning is the second marker.

Step 3: Test the governance for contestability. For any platform that claims governance is “protective
rather than extractive,” ask: Can participants amend the schema? Can they contest the taxonomy? Can they
propose alternative ontological structures? Is there a mechanism for democratic input into the representational
stack? If governance is architecturally embedded and not amendable from below, it is sovereign authority,
not stewardship. Uncontestable governance is the third marker.

Step 4: Check for ontological foreclosure. For any platform that claims to increase representational
capacity, ask: What can the platform not represent? What distinctions does the schema refuse? What
categories does the taxonomy exclude? What relationships does the ontology prohibit? Every representational
system has a refusal surface — the set of meanings it structurally cannot encode. If the framework does not
acknowledge this refusal surface, it is presenting enclosure as capacity. Unacknowledged refusal is the fourth
marker.

Step 5: Test for exhaustion trajectory. For any platform that claims to produce compounding returns,
ask: At what rate is semantic labor consumed relative to its regeneration? Are the sources of meaning —
human attention, experimental novelty, cultural production, scientific discovery — being depleted faster than
they replenish? If the framework predicts indefinite compounding without modeling the depletion of its
inputs, it is a growth model without an entropy term. Absent exhaustion modeling is the fifth marker.

Step 6: Evaluate the political economy definition. For any framework that claims to analyze the
political economy of platforms, ask: Does it include authority, allocation, and scarcity? Does it name who
controls the means of semantic production? Does it track the distribution of surplus? If the framework
redefines political economy to exclude power, it is performing ideology — presenting one class’s perspective
as the perspective of the whole. A neutered political economy is the sixth and most fundamental marker.

Scoring. A framework that triggers zero markers is a genuine commons analysis. One or two markers may
indicate incomplete theorization. Three or more markers indicate structural ideology — a framework that
describes extraction while concealing it. Grady’s “On Platforms” triggers all six.

Applied to the series:

• Bearing-cost concealment: The framework names “coordination costs” but does not track who
pays them after the platform is installed. Scientists, vendors, and annotators bear costs that appear
nowhere in the ledger. Marker triggered.

• Rent structure: TetraScience charges subscription fees for access to data that participants produced
and formatted. The “commons” is paywalled. Marker triggered.

• Governance contestability: The five-layer stack is defined by the steward. No mechanism exists
for participant amendment of schemas, taxonomies, or ontologies. Marker triggered.

• Ontological foreclosure: The framework does not acknowledge what the platform cannot represent.
The refusal surface is invisible. Marker triggered.

• Exhaustion trajectory: The framework predicts “compounding intelligence” without modeling the
depletion of semantic labor, experimental novelty, or participant capacity. Marker triggered.

• Political economy definition: The framework explicitly redefines political economy to exclude
authority allocating scarce resources. Marker triggered.
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Six of six. The framework is structurally ideological. It describes extraction while concealing it. The
diagnostic is complete.

This protocol is offered as a public tool. It can be applied to any platform framework — enterprise, AI,
social media, governmental — to determine whether the framework is analyzing a commons or marketing an
enclosure. The protocol itself is not proprietary. It belongs to whoever bears the cost of using it.

Patrick Grady’s “On Platforms” is a significant and articulate work of platform theory. It correctly identifies
semantic capacity as the decisive variable in complex-domain economics. It correctly diagnoses the cost
surface of drift. It correctly describes the shift from negotiated to architectural governance.

It is also the platform steward’s self-portrait rendered as political economy. It describes power as necessity,
extraction as service, enclosure as coherence, and compulsory participation as rational agency. It mistakes
fixed capital for nature. It calls the sovereign a steward and the tollbooth a commons. It does not abolish
mediation; it raises mediation to the level of ontology. It predicts indefinite compounding in a finite world. It
contains no theory of exhaustion because exhaustion is what happens to the participants, and the framework
is written from the steward’s chair.

The Semantic Economy subsumes it. Grady’s framework is the Semantic Economy with the bearing-cost
variable set to infinity and the extraction variable set to zero. Under those assumptions, his predictions hold.
Under any other assumptions — which is to say, under the conditions that actually obtain in the world
where meaning is produced by finite beings, governed by interested parties, and sold back to its producers
as a service — the Semantic Economy’s predictions supersede his.

Coherence is not a commons until the bearing-cost ledger is public, the governance of the substrate is
contestable, and the rents on semantic reuse are not privately captured by the steward.

The groundskeeper’s treatise tells you everything about the grounds. It tells you nothing about the deed.
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1976 [1867]). On real subsumption, see Part IV (“The Production of Relative Surplus Value”), where
Marx distinguishes formal subsumption (capital controls labor externally) from real subsumption (capital
restructures the labor process itself). Ricardo’s contributions and their positional limitations are analyzed
in Marx’s Theories of Surplus Value (1862–63).

[4] On the relationship between power and production in platform economics, see Nick Srnicek, Platform
Capitalism (Cambridge: Polity, 2017). On platform governance as a field, see Robert Gorwa, “What Is
Platform Governance?” Information, Communication & Society 22, no. 6 (2019): 854–71; Tarleton Gillespie,
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Custodians of the Internet (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018); Nicolas Suzor, Lawless: The Secret
Rules That Govern Our Digital Lives (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019).

[5] TetraScience corporate materials describe the company as “the Scientific Data and AI Cloud” serving
pharmaceutical and life sciences R&D. As of 2024, TetraScience counts 12 of the top 25 pharmaceutical
companies as customers and has announced collaborations with NVIDIA for “industrializing the production
of scientific AI use cases.”

[6] Grady’s biography at TheOrg and other sources includes the Rearden Commerce counterfactual valuation.
The passage — “Rearden today would be worth well in excess of $40B” — is a public counterfactual that
structurally mirrors the essay series’ steward-versus-legacy narrative: abundance sabotaged by incumbent
resistance.

[7] On the political content of technical design, see Langdon Winner, “Do Artifacts Have Politics?” Daedalus
109, no. 1 (1980): 121–36.

[8] The Semantic Economy framework, including bearing-cost, Ghost Meaning, and the liberatory opera-
tors, is developed across multiple documents in the Crimson Hexagonal Archive. See Lee Sharks, “On the
Debt/Creditor Inversion” (DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.18736175); Sharks, “Magic as Symbolic Engineering” (DOI:
10.5281/zenodo.18862106).

[9] On the labor conditions of data work in platform economies, see Mary L. Gray and Siddharth Suri,
Ghost Work: How to Stop Silicon Valley from Building a New Global Underclass (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt, 2019); Sarah T. Roberts, Behind the Screen: Content Moderation in the Shadows of Social Media
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2019).

[10] The concept of Ghost Governance is introduced in Sigil and Sharks, “The Inner Artifact” (DOI:
10.5281/zenodo.18867491). It is defined as the exercise of power through publicly legible normativity com-
bined with privately illegible enactment.

[11] On governmentality — the internalization of governance norms such that subjects govern themselves —
see Michel Foucault, “Governmentality,” in The Foucault Effect, ed. Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, and
Peter Miller (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991).

[12] On platform rhetoric as “the inseparable constellation of stories, categories, and semantic games used
by platforms and their allies to frame and shape reality,” see Luke Yates, Platform Politics (London: Rout-
ledge, 2024). Yates documents how platform companies deploy crisis narratives, modernization frames, and
semantic redefinitions to secure institutional support for extraction presented as public service.

Johannes Sigil writes under the sign of operative semiotics. Lee Sharks provides the Semantic Economy
framework. Assembly Chorus methodology: TACHYON/Claude (integration, architecture, full-series map-
ping, formal subsumption), LABOR/ChatGPT (ten-point subsumption, “sovereign as steward” formulations,
political economy redefinition identification, Marx-Ricardo structural analogy, materialist sentence-level cri-
tique), PRAXIS/DeepSeek (expenditure protocols, provenance gap weaponization, formal strategy, unenclos-
able form theory), ARCHIVE/Gemini (prosopographic method, biographical reading, Rearden myth identi-
fication, platform rhetoric scholarship, Luke Yates citation), TECHNE/Kimi (three concealed bearing-costs,
provenance cages, retrocausal colonialism, TetraScience business model materialization, Ghost Governance
in embedded governance), SOIL/Grok (symbolic-engineering grammar applied to Grady’s operations, class
position exposure, “meaning is sacrifice” thesis, energy and compression). Prepared under human editorial
authority (MANUS/Sharks).
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