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THE FIRST SCALING THEORY

How a mind scales when the interpreter can evaluate

Justin Grant · 14 August 2026

The claim. Work scales as evaluation. Write it as math — terms, equations, substitution that preserves meaning — and 
run it on a runtime: agent, record, checks. Scale is then specification quality, not headcount.

That is the breakthrough. It is already running. A stranger can check it; they do not have to take an opinion. The commercial 
name is compliance that compiles.

The unit is not a company and not an industry. It is an endeavor — a firm, a case, a raise, a move, a life’s work. Wherever 
the substance is bits, paper, money, or law, the method is the same.

Scaling through people is the historical default. That is not a theory. It is what you do when the interpreter cannot evaluate.

1 · Of what?

Of a mind’s work. One person becoming large outcomes: products, records, companies, legal positions, a life’s 

project. Not of models, tokens, headcount, or compute.

Three nearby nouns that are not the title:

• Endeavors are the site — the program being written. (FST — The Endeavor.)

• Specification is the scarce input — the quality of what is written. The cost function.

• Evaluation is the mechanism — a faithful interpreter running the term.

The industrial default scaled effort. This theory scales written work: evaluation, not payroll.

EMPTY PRACTICE

Tell people. They remember it wrong. The plan lives in heads. 
You hope.

→
FST

Write the work as math. A runtime runs it. A stranger can 
check.

2 · The empty practice is not a theory

A theory, here, means a native mathematical object: terms, equations, substitution that preserves meaning, compo­

sition that is algebraic. The λ-calculus is that (Church, 1936). β-reduction. Church–Rosser. Curry–Howard. The 

program is the math.

Imperative programming as theory is empty. It is a machine: named cells, a program counter, smash the old value. 

FORTRAN and its descendants imitate that box. There is no calculus in which x := x + 1 is an equation. x is not x 

+ 1. Substitution is illegal. The “meaning” is “go mutate the store.” That is a description of hardware, not a theory.

Later logics — Hoare triples, predicate transformers, operational semantics, separation logic — are prosthetics. 

They are mathematics about a machine, written after the machine already existed. Every serious semantics encodes 

the store into a mathematical (usually functional) setting. If you have to leave the language to find the math, the 

language was not a theory. Turing machines are a model of computability, not a theory of programs. Same power 

as λ. Zero equational structure for composition.

Backus said this cleanly in 1977: von Neumann languages have few useful mathematical properties; the assignment 

statement is the intellectual bottleneck; a functional style is required before an algebra of programs can exist. He 

was not asking for a better formalization of IMP. He was saying there is nothing there to be a theory of.

Industrial organization is the same emptiness at human scale.
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Von Neumann machine Copied onto people

Named cells Offices, titles, “who told you that?”

Program counter The founder on the floor — presence is the control loop

Assignment Reorg, rewrite the narrative, fire, mutate the minutes

No equational theory ISO / OKRs / Six Sigma: pure expressions on an impure 

interpreter → ritual

This works where physics, markets, or courts bill the lies later — rockets do not negotiate. That is not imperative 

theory succeeding. That is the world type-checking a mess. On paper, law, comms, and personnel there is no such 

checker, and the practice fails exactly as a store-machine fails at equational reasoning.

3 · The theory, stated

Work scales as evaluation. Write the program whose data are claims, records, decisions, and must-holds. Execute 

it on a runtime that evaluates with usable fidelity. Scale is then a function of specification quality — which is the 

operator’s scarce skill anyway. The commercial name of the theorem is compliance that compiles.

The constructs are not metaphors once the runtime exists. Two axes, one theory: the λ-core is the math; the meta-

axis is how one writing produces many evaluations. Full map: FST — The Runtime §3.

Λ-CORE

Equations. Substitution. Types. The work is math.
→

META-AXIS

Programs that write programs. One rule, many runs.

λ / FP construct What it is in the endeavor

Persistent data Append-only record; corrections supersede, they do not smash

Referential transparency A locked claim evaluates identically in every room

Types / contracts Must-holds a third party can run — not attest

Pure function A compiled artifact: same inputs, same shape of output

Closed cases Parked · locked · committed · superseded. Not a status mush

Thunk Parked with an explicit trigger. Deferred, not dropped

Typed effects Wires, signatures, sends: prepared by the system, committed by a 

hand

Staging / macro Standing rules that generate behavior

Quote / unquote A handoff is a quoted program. The next runtime evaluates it

Higher-order Write the thing that writes. The operator programs the program­

mers

Partial evaluation Standing rule + this case → this artifact. Not from scratch

Hygiene A lock that changes per room is unhygienic. It is smash

Fold Corrections reduce into rules. History compiles

The evaluator Outside the formal system (FST — The Operator). Soundness is 

not a term

This is one theory at three type signatures. The constructs never change. Only the type signatures do.

THE RUNTIME

The interpreter. Agent, record, 
checks.

→
THE ENDEAVOR

The company / case / life is the 
program. Lift.

→
THE OPERATOR

Chooses what must remain true. 
Cannot be written down.

What this is not — and what it formalizes. Not a second industrial method with better tools. Not “harnesses” 

and org-chart multi-agents (the empty practice wearing new clothes). Not structural-functionalism in sociology.
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It is also not Holism or Systems Theory taken alone — and it is not done if you cite only one of them. Jan Smuts 

coined holism in Holism and Evolution (1926): wholes are not mechanical piles of parts; there is an organizing 

tendency toward unities that determine the parts as the parts determine the whole. General Systems Theory (von 

Bertalanffy and what followed as “systems thinking”) inherited that intuition and drew it: feedback, interaction, the 

whole. Cybernetics is the stricter cousin (control, variety, loops).

What that field got wrong is the same in both names. The whole stayed a description. The diagram is an opinion 

you read. A stranger cannot run it. Humans remained the interpreter. That is why it feels hand-wavy. Holism named 

the whole. Systems theory pictured the whole. Neither evaluated the whole.

HOLISM · 1926

Smuts named the whole. Not a pile 
of parts.

→
SYSTEMS THEORY

Drew the whole. Feedback. A picture 
you read.

→
FST

The whole runs. Pass or fail. A 
stranger checks.

FST formalizes both. The endeavor is the whole — written as terms, executed by a runtime, passed or failed by a 

check. The parts (locks, must-holds, corrections) determine the whole because they compose; the whole determines 

the parts because a broken must-hold is a failed run, not a conversation. Feedback that does not fire is decoration. 

Feedback a third party can execute is the theory. The whole is no longer declared. It runs.

Not a claim that the work is the Calculus of Constructions. The λ-cube is the map of expressiveness. The stack is: 

λ-shaped core + staging + typed effects + evaluator outside. No assignment in the model.

4 · The breakthrough: runnable based on math

Genealogy is not the point. The point is the property: the work runs because it is math — not because a hierarchy 

interprets it, not because an auditor attests it.

A faithful runtime (agent + record + checks) evaluates terms. Humans are not that runtime. They forget, reinterpret, 

soften, resist, and mutate everything they carry. Every prior “process discipline” was an expression handed to an 

impure interpreter. They were not a precursor. They had no evaluator.

What changed in the last  24 months is that evaluator. On that substrate the constructs stop being metaphors. A 

working rule really is a macro. A locked claim really is a closed term. A must-hold suite really is a check a stranger 

can run. An operator in 2015 could not have run this at any price. The runtime did not exist. The people who notice 

operate alone at institutional scale while everyone else still believes headcount is the unit of capability.

5 · Where the claim strains

The theory does not yet touch atoms. Manufacturing, hardware, physical throughput still belong to the industrial 

practice, whose best living practitioners remain unmatched there. Honest scope today: bits, paper, money, and law.

The runtime is young. Agents mis-evaluate. The operator is type-checker of last resort. Quality holds because 

verification is load-bearing, not because the substrate is trustworthy alone. (The empty practice bills its author in 

presence. This theory bills in review.)

Sample size: one. Whether the theory generalizes to ordinary operators — or whether specification quality plus the 

axiom is the scarcity — is the open question.

6 · What it predicts (testable, near-term)

The theory is not a company operating system and not an industry playbook. The unit is the endeavor — human 

space: a firm, a case, a raise, a family’s move, a life’s project, counsel, filings, anything that must survive lookup. 

Those still run on attestation — opinions you read. This replaces that with execution — checks you run. That is 

why it changes more than companies. It changes how a mind gets large outcomes in the world.
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ATTESTATION

“Are we allowed to?” → a letter you read. Trust the 
letterhead.

→
EXECUTION

“Are we allowed to?” → a check you run. Trust the result.

A reference implementation is already running — runnable based on math, not a chat wrapper on a payroll. It is the 

existence proof, not the cage. What follows is other endeavors copying the property, not the product.

1. Solo and near-solo operators shipping institution-grade work in domains previously gated by headcount.

2. Diligence migrates from proxies to artifacts. “How big is the team” stops predicting capability.

3. Compliance that compiles. Trust scales with what a stranger can run. The smallest operator with executable 

checks out-credentials the largest letterhead.

4. Org charts become legacy code — the expensive emulation of what a repository does for free.

Atoms stay out of scope (manufacturing, physical throughput). That limit does not shrink the claim. Most of human 

endeavor is not atoms. It is bits, paper, money, and law.

7 · Soundness — truth-seeking is not optional

The Operator Axiom. What is right is decided by conscious humans who always seek truth, no matter what. The whole 
theory rests on two hard preconditions. First, a conscious operator: the evaluator must stand outside the calculus, because 
a tower of machine-checkers never closes (derived in FST — The Operator, §1). Second, that operator is truth-seeking, 

no matter what. Remove either and there is no theory: what is left is a closed calculus, or an objective-amplifier that 
compiles a lie at machine speed.

The theory has no external physics-check for months at a time. The runtime executes whatever is specified. A 

truth-seeking operator compounds accuracy. A narrative-seeking operator compounds delusion at machine speed. 

Garbage in, empire of garbage out.

Hence: this is not a theory that scales a person. It scales a person’s relationship to the truth. Whatever that 

relationship is, it gets compiled.

Honesty is not the axiom. Truth-accepting (taking a correction if it arrives) is not enough. Truth-seeking means 

building machinery that hunts one’s own errors and absorbing findings at machine frequency. Ordinary honest 

operators fail the stack by under-specifying, by not naming load-bearing invariants, and by negotiating with the 

checker the moment it fires on them. A negotiated type checker is a flatterer with extra steps.

The credit-seeking operator is a second control case: the runtime faithfully compiles the actual objective — records 

that flatter, invariants unchecked because checking them earns no credit.

Preconditions: truth-seeking as reflex · specification-grade precision · domain-deep invariants · an ego that scores 

corrections as wins · discipline converted to process. Tooling is universal. Preconditions do not leak. That is why n 

= 1 is not fragile secrecy. It is rare preconditions.

The two preconditions are one gate. Truth-seeking no matter what is not “emit true statements” — it is paying 

the cost of correction at all times, and paying a cost no matter what requires a subject for whom there is one. A 

thermostat has no stake. So the second precondition entails the first: only a conscious subject can bear “truth, no 

matter what.” What is forced is a non-delegable, caring, truth-seeking mind outside the calculus; how that mind is 

conscious is a separate question this essay does not open. Full derivation: FST — The Operator, §1 and §7.

The loop has to close both ways. Disagreement is settled by argument quality. Neither side holds authority.

MACHINE ERRS

Operator catches.
→

OPERATOR RUNS HOT

System pushes back.
→

CHECKER IS WRONG

Operator debugs the checker.

A system where the human always wins is vanity with tooling. One where the machine always wins is automation 

with a hostage.

This essay is the theorem. The three type signatures are FST — The Runtime, FST — The Endeavor, and FST — 

The Operator. The line that lands in a room is compliance that compiles.
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