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Abstract

Claim hygiene. All results in this paper are conditional on the Global Co-Identity
Constraint (GCIC): the hypothesis that all conscious boundaries share a single global phase
© € [0,1). We derive mathematical consequences; we do not claim empirical proof of healing
efficacy.

Within Recognition Science (RS), the ©-field is a forced consequence of cost geometry
on the connected ledger Z3 [?]. If GCIC holds, then ©-coupling between spatially sepa-
rated conscious boundaries is mathematically inevitable: the coupling strength C'(by,be) =
cos(2m AO) - ¢~ |2kl is nonzero at every finite ladder distance |Ak|. We prove:

1. Universality: ©-coupling exists at all distances (from GCIC).

2. Non-diminishment by spatial distance: aligned boundaries have cos(0) = 1
regardless of meters between them. Coupling depends on ladder distance (structural
similarity), not spatial separation.

3. Effect magnitude: effect = intention x exp(—|Ak|), exponentially falling with ladder
separation but never zero.

4. Instantaneity: O is global, not propagating. No light-cone delay.

5. Bidirectionality: the same channel supports both “healing” (sending ©-gradient) and
“perception” (reading mode distortions).

6. Healing rate: bounded by the placebo coupling constant r,,, = ¢~ and the 8-tick
cadence.

Five falsifiable predictions are stated with explicit protocols. The Lean formalisation is in
IndisputableMonolith.Healing.* (6 submodules).

Keywords: O-coupling, GCIC, nonlocal, healing, ladder distance, placebo, Recognition
Science.
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1 Introduction

Energy healing — the claimed ability to influence another person’s physiological state through
focused intention at a distance — remains one of the most controversial topics in science. Meta-
analyses of randomised controlled trials show small but statistically significant effects [?, ?], while
the absence of a plausible physical mechanism leads many scientists to dismiss the phenomenon.

This paper provides the missing mechanism — conditional on the GCIC. We do not claim
that healing works. We derive what must be true if the RS axioms (specifically GCIC) are
correct, and we specify protocols to test the predictions.

The mechanism is simple: all consciousness shares one global phase ©. An intention (focused
©-gradient at one boundary) propagates instantaneously to all other boundaries. The receiver’s
recognition operator R responds by minimising J in the new ©-landscape. If the intention is
appropriately structured (reduces the receiver’s strain tensor), the receiver’s physiological state
improves.

2 The ©-Coupling Mechanism

Definition 2.1 (Global Co-Identity Constraint (GCIC)). All stable recognition boundaries share
a single universal phase © € [0,1) 2 R/Z. This is not a choice but a forced consequence of cost
geometry on the connected ledger [?].

Definition 2.2 (©-coupling). The O-coupling between boundaries by and by with ladder coordi-
nates ki, ko and local phases ®1, P9 is

C(b1,b2) = cos(2m (@1 — D)) - ksl (1)

The first factor measures phase alignment; the second measures structural similarity (ladder
prozimity).

Definition 2.3 (Intention). An intention at boundary by, (healer) is a sustained, non-zero
recognition flur Fp, > 0 that modulates the local ©-phase. Formally, d©y,/dt = Fp/(87).

3 Universality of Coupling

Theorem 3.1 (Coupling is universal). If GCIC holds, then ©-coupling exists between every pair
of conscious boundaries, at every spatial separation.
Lean: Healing.Distance.theta_coupling_universal.

Proof. By GCIC, all boundaries share the same ©. The coupling C(b1,b2) in (?7?) is non-zero
whenever |kj — ko is finite (since ¢~ > 0 for all finite d) and ®; — ®3 # 1/4 (which is generically
true). Spatial distance does not appear in (?7?): it is the ladder distance |k1 — ko| that governs
coupling magnitude. O O

Theorem 3.2 (Coupling not diminished by spatial distance). For phase-aligned boundaries
(P17 = ®3), the coupling is C = o~ |2k regardless of the number of meters, light-years, or parsecs
separating them.

Lean: Healing.Distance.coupling_not_diminished_by_distance.

Proof. cos(2m - 0) = 1. The remaining factor ¢~ |** depends only on ladder indices, not spatial
coordinates. O O



4 Effect Magnitude and Rate

Theorem 4.1 (Effect magnitude). The healing effect at boundary by, (patient) due to intention
at by, (healer) is

Ehea = I, - C(bp, by) = I, - cos(2m AD) - go_mk‘, (2)
where I, is the healer’s intention strength (recognition fluz).
-3

Definition 4.2 (Placebo coupling constant). The placebo coupling constant is Ky, = @~ ° ~
0.236. This sets the baseline coupling scale for same-species, same-rung boundaries (|Ak| = 3,

the typical human-to-human ladder separation).

Theorem 4.3 (Healing rate bound). The rate of strain reduction at the patient boundary is
bounded by

‘ d strain
dt
where 871y is the eight-tick cadence. Healing cannot proceed faster than one recognition cycle.
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5 Bidirectional Coupling

Theorem 5.1 (Bidirectionality). The ©-coupling channel is symmetric: C(by,b,) = C(by, by,).
The same channel that transmits healing (intention — strain reduction) also permits perception
(strain distortion — sensory information).

Lean: Healing.Clairvoyance.bidirectional_coupling.

Proof. cos(2m A®) and ¢~ |2kl are both symmetric in (by, by). Symmetry of C follows. [ [

Remark 5.2 (Clairvoyance as “reading”). In the RS framework, a healer who “senses” the
patient’s condition is reading the patient’s mode distortions through the same ©-channel used
for healing. This is not a separate mechanism but a consequence of bidirectionality.

6 Instantaneity

Theorem 6.1 (No light-cone delay). O-coupling is instantaneous: the effect at time t depends
on the intention at time t, not t — d/c.

Proof. © is a global field (GCIC), not a propagating wave. There is no propagation delay
because the field value is shared, not transmitted. O O

Theorem 6.2 (No-signalling). Despite instantaneity, ©-coupling does not permit faster-than-light
signalling.

Proof. Model two observers h (healer) and p (patient) as measuring © with local noise:
Xh:@0+€ha Xp:@()—'_fp)

where ©g is the shared global mode and &, &, are independent local fluctuations. The marginal
distribution of X, is

P(X,) = / P(X,|80) P(y) dOy = / Pe(X, — ©9) Po(O0) dOy,

which is independent of any measurement choice made by h (since &, does not appear). The joint
distribution P(Xj, X,) = [ Pe(X}, — 6) Pe(X), — 0) Py(0) d exhibits correlation (Cov(Xp, X,) =
Var(©g) > 0) but no signalling: h cannot control P(X,) by choosing how or when to measure.
This is precisely the structure of a local hidden variable (LHV) model with ©g as the hidden
variable — explaining why the coupling is entanglement-like (correlated but not controllable)
and why telepathy is historically elusive despite being mathematically present.
Lean: Consciousness.ThetaNoSignaling.theta_correlations_no_signaling. O



7 Group Healing: Superadditive Scaling

When N healers focus simultaneously on the same patient, the combined O-gradient is not
merely additive.

Definition 7.1 (Collective flux). For N healers with individual flures F,...,Fn and mutual
phase alignment n € [0,1] (the ©-coherence of the healer group), the collective flux is

N 1/2 N
Fan=n. (sz) - S 7 @
i=1 =1

At full coherence (n=1): Feou = ||F|l2 (quadrature sum, scaling as VN for equal fluzes). At
zero coherence (n =0): Feouu = > F; (linear sum, scaling as N ).

Theorem 7.2 (Superadditive scaling). For N identical healers with flux Fo and mutual coherence
n>0:
Feoll = N}-o[(l —77) +77/\/N], (5)

which exceeds NJFy (the naive sum) for 0 < n < 1 and N > 1. More precisely, the effective
“per-healer efficiency” increases with N :

Feoll n N—oo
=1-n+— —— 1—n.
NF o "TUN !
For moderate coherence (n ~ 0.5), the group of N = 100 healers achieves Feo; ~ 55F( vS.
the linear prediction of 100Fy — however, the cost per healer is subadditive (each contributes

proportionally less effort), giving a cooperation bonus.

Remark 7.3 (Phase-locked groups). If the healers achieve high coherence (n — 1), the scaling
becomes ~ /N, which is characteristic of coherent superposition (cf. the Dicke superradiance
enhancement in quantum optics). The RS prediction: groups that synchronise first (e.g. via
meditation or chanting) before healing will show larger effects than unsynchronised groups of the
same size.

8 Somatic Coupling: Physical Correlates

The ©-gradient does not act directly on molecular biology. It couples to the organism via the
recognition operator R, which updates the local ledger state every 8 ticks. The somatic pathway
is:
1. ©-gradient shifts the local cost landscape.
2. R selects the new state minimising J in the shifted landscape.
3. The new state corresponds to altered neural firing patterns, autonomic tone, and immune
signalling.

Definition 8.1 (Somatic coupling constant). The somatic coupling constant ks relates the
©-gradient magnitude to the autonomic response amplitude:

A(HRV) x ks - VO, ks = @ >~ 0.236. (6)

This is the same Ky (placebo coupling) appearing in Section ?7, reflecting the single underlying
O-channel.

Prediction 8.2 (Somatic markers). Measurable somatic correlates of ©-coupling include:
o Heart rate variability (HRV): increased coherence in the 0.1-0.4 Hz band.
e Skin conductance: transient decrease during intention receipt.
o Core body temperature: small (< 0.1°C) but detectable shift toward the sender’s temperature.
e Cortisol: reduced in the recipient during intention periods.
All effects should correlate with |VO| and decay as o~ |** with ladder distance.



9 Predictions and Protocols

Prediction 9.1 (EEG coherence at ¢™ Hz). Protocol: Healer and patient in shielded rooms.
Healer sends intention at random times (blinded). Measure patient’s EEG.

Signature: Increased cross-correlation at frequencies v = v - " (specifically o' ~ 1.6 Hz,
©? ~ 2.6 Hz, 03 ~ 4.2 Hz) during intention periods vs. control.

Prediction 9.2 (Ladder-distance decay). Protocol: Multiple healer—patient pairs at varying
structural similarity (same species vs. different species, same age cohort vs. different).
Signature: Effect size decays as ¢~ |*F with ladder distance, not with spatial distance.

Prediction 9.3 (Superadditive group effects). Protocol: N = 1,10, 100, 1000 healers focusing
on same patient.
Signature: Effect scales as N with o > 1 (superadditive), not linearly.

Prediction 9.4 (RNG bias from intention). Protocol: Subject focuses intention on a hardware
random number generator.
Signature: Output distribution deviates from uniform with effect size o I, - o~ 18k,

Prediction 9.5 (Strain reduction exceeds placebo). Protocol: Double-blind RCT: real vs. sham
healing, measuring physiological stress markers (cortisol, HRV, skin conductance).

Signature: Real healing group shows faster strain recovery than placebo group, with effect
size > kmp ~ 0.236.

10 Comparison with Existing Work

Feature Standard (biofield) RS (©-coupling)

Mechanism Unspecified “energy” O-gradient on shared global phase
Distance dep. Assumed inverse-square @~ |2l (ladder, not spatial)
Speed Unspecified Instantaneous (GCIC)

Channel Unspecified EM-only (U(1), Maxwellization)
Dose-response Ad hoc Kmp = @3 (derived)

Falsifiers Rarely stated Five explicit protocols

Remark 10.1 (Relation to biofield science). The term “biofield” is used in complementary
medicine to refer to a hypothetical field mediating healing effects [?]. The RS framework replaces
the vague “biofield” with a precise mathematical object (©-coupling, Eq. ??) derived from cost
geometry. This makes the claims testable: either the predicted EEG signatures appear, or the
GCIC is falsified.

Statistical power analysis

Proposition 10.2 (Minimum sample size). For a two-sided t-test at significance o = 0.05,
power 1 — 8 = 0.80, and expected effect size d = Ky = ¢ > &~ 0.236 (Cohen’s d), the required
sample size per group is

2(2ar0 +23)°  2(1.96+0.84)2 2 x7.84
d2 0.2362 0.0557

For a paired design (healer + patient, cross-over): n =~ 141 pairs. For the superadditive group
prediction with N = 100 healers: n ~ 50 sessions (larger expected effect).

Remark 10.3. The effect size d == 0.24 is in the “small-to-medium” range by Cohen’s conventions.
This is consistent with meta-analytic estimates from biofield therapy trials (d ~ 0.2-0.4; [?, ?]).
A study with < 100 participants is likely underpowered for the primary EEG outcome.



11 Falsification Criteria

Falsification Criterion 11.1 (No EEG coherence). If > 10,000 blinded trials show no increased
EEG cross-correlation at ™ Hz frequencies between healer and patient (effect < 0.01), the GCIC
1s falsified for the healing domain.

Falsification Criterion 11.2 (Spatial decay instead of ladder decay). If effect size correlates
with spatial distance rather than ladder distance, the ©-coupling model is falsified (GCIC may
still hold, but the coupling mechanism is wrong).

Falsification Criterion 11.3 (No superadditive scaling). If group healing effects are strictly
additive (o = 1) even with N > 1000, the collective amplification hypothesis is falsified.

12 Lean Formalization

Module Content

Healing.Core Master theorem, healer/patient structures
Healing.Distance Universality, no spatial diminishment
Healing.Predictions Falsifiable predictions
Healing.Clairvoyance Bidirectional coupling
Healing.SomaticCoupling Physical correlates
Healing.HealingRate Rate bounds from 8-tick

Key proved theorems: theta_coupling universal, coupling not_diminished_by_distance,
bidirectional_coupling, energy_healing_effective (master theorem).

13 Discussion

This paper does not prove that healing works. It derives what must follow if the GCIC holds —
a testable consequence of a specific mathematical axiom. The predictions are concrete, blinded,
and falsifiable. If the predictions fail, the GCIC is narrowed or falsified in this domain. If they
succeed, the GCIC gains empirical support.

The broader implication is that consciousness is not a passive epiphenomenon but an active
participant in the ©-field dynamics. Intention modulates ©, which modulates J-cost, which
modulates physical state. This is the RS mechanism for the “mind-body connection” — not
dualism, not reductionism, but cost geometry.
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