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Abstract

SFV reads affect not as inner “content” to be interpreted, but as a phenomenological
interface to finite-horizon viability constraints: signals of what motions remain admissible
under finite capacity, load, hazard, and horizon. Working under the FOP hinge (field-first,
non-reduction across levels), we provide a minimal grammar for three “positive” regimes—joy,
play, creativity—treating them as regime indicators rather than traits: (i) joy as the lived
trace of structural slack (self-preservation is not totalizing), (ii) play as the capacity to
keep events in peripheral presence without immediate conversion into binding load, and
(iii) creativity as safe morphogenesis: transition without collapse or forced crystallization.
We show why refusal is not the opposite of the positive, but its structural precondition:
without selective rejection, peripheral presence collapses into load and the kairos window
closes. Finally, we extend the translation to networked fields, where “how one feels” often
tracks distributional admissibility—bottlenecks, burden concentration, and the presence or
absence of rotational repair across coupled kernels. We close with explicit scope limits and
RSN-style guardrails against moralization and self-help drift.

1 Orientation: Why SFV needs a positive regime vocabulary

What this text is for. The SFV series was introduced to make precise a recurring experiential
fact: under finite resources, there are times when contact, interpretation, and change are not
merely difficult but structurally non-admissible—they would cost collapse, forced crystallization,
or rigid refusal within the same horizon. This grammar has been productive for reading trauma,
shutdown, and the paradox of change without moralization or psychologizing [13, 5, 15]. However,
a stable SF'V vocabulary must also be able to speak the “positive” regimes that appear when
admissibility reopens: lightness, play, curiosity, creative motion. If we lack a structural account
of these regimes, two kinds of drift become almost inevitable:

(D1) Deficit drift: the reader concludes that SF'V is a theory of breakdown only, a cold
mechanics of survival that cannot house joy or creation.

(D2) Moral drift: positive states are smuggled back in as virtues or goals (“be open, be brave,
be creative”), reintroducing the very coercion SF'V was built to resist.

This paper is a corrective: it extends the SFV grammar so that joy, play, and creativity
are described as regime indicators—signatures of a field that has regained slack and an open
kairos—not as traits, not as prescriptions, and not as a motivational program [12].

Field-first hinge (FOP) and non-reduction. This text sits explicitly under the FOP
hinge: we do not reduce phenomenology to physics, nor physics to phenomenology. We claim
a structural homology across levels under finite-horizon viability: the same constraint-family
(capacity, load, hazard, horizon) can be expressed in different vocabularies without collapsing
them into one [3, 11]. In practical terms: we will use the technical backbone as a constraint
scaffold (what must be true for motion to remain admissible), while treating affect as the lived



readability of those constraints (how admissibility feels from within). This is why the paper can
remain rigorous without becoming reductive.

The missing bridge: from “non-coercion” to “positive regimes”. In earlier SF'V and
RSN work, the central ethical-technical point was: change cannot be coerced [12]. When kairotic
windows close, forcing contact or articulation increases hazard and often produces rigid refusal
or forced form [5, 15]. But once we accept that, a second question becomes unavoidable: what
does an open kairos look like, and how do we name it without mythologizing it? Joy and play are
precisely the everyday signatures that the field can now afford motion without paying immediate
collapse-cost. Creativity is the signature that morphogenesis can proceed as transition rather
than destructive exit. The aim here is not to romanticize these states, but to place them on the

same structural map as trauma and refusal: they are different regimes of the same finite-horizon
field.

Why “joy” is a technical problem (in SFV terms). Within the technical corpus, viability
is never “maximization” but survival under constraint. In such a setting, positive regimes are not
decorative; they are diagnostic: they indicate that the field is not spending its entire capacity
on self-preservation, that slack exists, and that peripheral presence can be tolerated without
immediate conversion into load [17, 4]. This matters because the absence of joy/play/creative
motion is often interpreted as a personal failure or a missing attitude. SF'V replaces that moral
story with a constraint story: if admissibility is closed, positivity is not “blocked” by character; it
is structurally unavailable. Conversely, when admissibility reopens, positive regimes can appear
without being manufactured. This reframing is central to keeping SF'V non-coercive.

Minimal external anchors (without importing their metaphysics). We are not alone
in noticing that play and creative life require a protected space. Winnicott’s classical claim
that play depends on a holding environment is a compatible external anchor, provided we do
not import psychoanalytic metapsychology as explanatory substance [19]. Bateson’s account
of play as a special frame (a metacommunicative marker: “this is play”) is also compatible
as a description of how a field signals non-coercive admissibility, again without adopting his
broader epistemology [1]. And “flow” can be treated as a descriptive correlate of sustained
admissible motion, without turning it into an optimization ideal [2]. These references function
as triangulation points, not as foundations.

Why networks now. The recent extension of the technical corpus into networked fields
changes the stakes. In a networked field, what one “feels” often tracks distributional properties:
bottlenecks, burden concentration, and whether the system is using rotational repair or sacrificial
firewalling [10, 7, 8, 9, 6]. Positive regimes therefore cannot be treated only as individual
psychology. They can be collective indicators that the network has preserved slack, kept
peripheral presence alive, and maintained transition-capacity without dumping hazard on the
same nodes. This is one more reason the “positive vocabulary” must be structural: it remains
meaningful across scales.

Scope and guardrails (stated early). This paper does not claim to explain joy as meaning,
value, or aesthetics, nor creativity as artistic excellence. It provides a minimal SF'V grammar of
when joy/play /creativity become admissible under finite horizons, and why coercive environments
predictably extinguish them. To prevent self-help drift, we align with RSN constraints: no
prescriptions as virtues, no pathologizing of closed kairos, and no moral ranking of regimes
[12]. The intended output is conceptual clarity: a portable, non-coercive way to read positive
experience as a regime signature of viability.

Roadmap. Section 2 defines primitives and the translation rule. Section 3 restates the minimal
backbone (holding, refusal, slack). Sections 4-6 develop joy, play, and creativity as regime
indicators. Section 7 extends the account to networked fields. We close with explicit limits and
RSN-style guardrails.



2 Primitives and Translation Rule

Field-first (FOP) constraint. We work under the FOP hinge: the levels remain distinct,
yet structurally homologous under finite-horizon viability [3]. Accordingly, this section does
not define “joy” or “creativity” as inner states. It defines the minimal SF'V vocabulary needed
to translate between (i) constraint descriptions (capacity, load, hazard, horizon) and (ii) lived
readability (how admissibility appears from within a field). The aim is a grammar that remains
meaningful across scales (biological, clinical, organizational, networked) without reduction
11, 10].

Primitive set. We use the following primitives, already established across the technical and
SFV corpora, and add one explicit notion (slack) as a regime-level variable rather than an
emotion.

(P1) Finite horizon. Each field has a finite horizon over which viability is evaluated. The
horizon is not a narrative timescale but a structural one: the window within which a
motion must remain admissible if the field is to stay viable [13, 5].

(P2) Load and hazard. A field is exposed to load (what it must carry/absorb) and hazard
(how failure accumulates under load). We do not require a single scalar hazard; we only
require that some motions increase hazard and can close the viability window [11, 15].

(P3) Holding (holding). Holding is the field’s capacity to absorb strain under load without
collapsing. In the technical corpus this can be represented by an index (e.g. H), but in
SEV it functions as a structural predicate: the field can remain coherent under the present

load [17].

(P4) Admissibility (admissibility). A motion (contact, articulation, change, exposure) is
admissible if it can be taken without producing collapse, forced crystallization, or rigid
refusal within the same horizon. Admissibility is not “permission” or motivation; it is a
viability property of motion-in-context [13, 5, 15].

(P5) kairos window. kairos is the lived name for an admissibility window: a temporal-
structural opening in which motion becomes possible without immediate coercion-cost.
Closed kairos does not imply moral failure; it indicates that admissibility is structurally
constrained [5, 12].

(P6) Refusal (refusal). Refusal is the field’s capacity to reject, delay, or filter inputs and
demands so that admissibility is preserved. In the technical corpus, refusal is a structural
necessity under overload; in SF'V it is read as a viability-preserving action rather than
resistance-as-defect [17, 13, 12].

(P7) Peripheral presence (peripheral presence). Peripheral presence names a regime in
which something can remain present to the field without being immediately converted into
load or obligation. It is the structural precondition for play and exploratory contact, and is
aligned with the morphogenetic pipeline from presence to load to assimilated form [4, 10].

(P8) Slack (slack). Slack is the non-totalized remainder of holding capacity after basic self-
preservation costs. It is not “positive emotion” but a regime-level variable: the field has
room to move without spending its entire budget on not collapsing. Slack can be preserved
only if refusal and filtering prevent peripheral presence from collapsing into load [17, 11].

Translation rule (core). The paper uses a single explicit translation rule from constraint
vocabulary to phenomenological readability:



(TR)  Affect is the lived readability of admissibility: it is how the field registers
what motions it can afford under finite horizons without paying collapse-cost.

Rule (TR) is not a reduction claim (“feelings are physics”). It is a discipline: when we speak
of affect, we will speak of it as an interface to a regime, not as a content to be decoded.
This is consistent with the SF'V insistence that many pre-contact states (hesitation, silence,
non-engagement) are not deficits but viability-protective modes when kairos is closed [13].

Operational corollaries (used later). Two corollaries will be used repeatedly.

(C1) Closed kairos yields negative readability. When admissibility closes (hazard rises,
holding is consumed by self-preservation), the field reads motion as expensive. This
readability appears as narrowing, pressure, urgency, or “I cannot”—not as choice, but as
regime signal [5, 15].

(C2) Open kairos yields positive readability. When slack exists and peripheral presence
is tolerated, admissibility reopens. The field reads motion as non-coercive: exploratory
contact becomes possible, and this is where joy/play/creative transition can appear as
regime indicators [4, 17].

Network extension (stated as a constraint, not a metaphor). In networked fields,
admissibility and slack are not only local; they are distributed. A node’s affective readability can
track bottlenecks and burden concentration (when hazard is repeatedly dumped on the same
nodes), and conversely, collective slack can be increased by rotational repair policies [7, 8, 9].
We will treat this as a structural extension of the same primitives, not as a new psychology.

What this section forbids. To preserve SFV and RSN integrity, we explicitly forbid three
moves: (i) treating affect as moral evidence (virtue/vice), (ii) treating closed kairos as personal
defect, (iii) treating positive regimes as targets to be coerced [12]. All subsequent sections are
constrained by these prohibitions.

3 Backbone: Holding, Refusal, and Slack

Scope (SFV, not technical). This is not a re-derivation and not a miniature of the technical
corpus. Under the FOP hinge, SF'V uses the technical spine only as a calibration constraint: a
disciplined way to speak about lived regimes without moral drift, psychologizing, or “try harder’
prescriptions [3, 11]. Accordingly, we keep the backbone in structural language: what can be
carried, what must be refused, and whether any remainder exists beyond survival.

)

Holding (as a predicate of coherence). In SFV, holding is not a number one optimizes. It
is a predicate one can read: the field can remain coherent under the present load [17]. When
holding is available, contact and interpretation can be approached without immediate hardening.
When holding is compromised, even small motions (speech, exposure, decision) arrive as costly,
because the field is already using most of its capacity just to stay intact.

Refusal (as viability control, not attitude). Refusal is the field’s ability to set boundaries
in time: to reject, delay, filter, or lower incoming demands so that coherence is not purchased
by collapse, forced crystallization, or rigid shutdown [17, 13]. In SFV terms, refusal is not
“negativity” and not a character trait. It is the structural condition that keeps motion admissible:
it protects the horizon by preventing the field from being governed by forced exposure.

Slack (as the remainder beyond self-preservation). Slack names the simplest positive fact
a finite field can have: self-preservation does not consume total capacity. Slack is not mood. It is
not optimism. It is the structural remainder that allows non-coercive motion to be taken without



immediately converting into hardening, obligation, or collapse [5, 15]. Where slack exists, the
kairos window can be felt as open. Where slack is absent, the field may still function—but only
by narrowing admissibility.

Why refusal precedes slack (the non-moral core). A central SFV claim follows directly
from the backbone: under finite horizons, slack cannot be sustained by willpower. If incoming
demands exceed what the field can carry, slack is the first thing that disappears. Refusal is
therefore the precondition of positive regimes: not because refusal creates joy, but because
without refusal the field cannot preserve any remainder beyond survival [17, 11]. This is the
precise point where SF'V avoids moral drift: joy/play/creativity are not virtues; they are
signatures of a regime in which the field is not being forced to spend everything on staying alive.

Transition. With this backbone fixed in SF'V register, we can speak the “positive regimes”
without importing a motivational program: joy as the lived trace of regained slack and open
kairos (Section 4), play as the availability of peripheral presence without immediate conversion
into binding load (Section 5), and creativity as safe morphogenesis: transition without collapse
or forced crystallization (Section 6) [15].

4 Joy as a Trace of Slack and Open kairos

Scope. This section does not define joy as a psychological essence, trait, or value. It treats joy as
an indicator of a viability regime: a readable signature that the field has regained slack and that
the kairos window is open [5, 15]. The claim is minimal and structural: when self-preservation
no longer consumes total capacity, the field can afford non-coercive motion, and this admissibility
is lived as lightness, ease, or joy.

Definition (joy as regime indicator).

(J)  Joy is the lived trace of nonzero structural slack: the field registers that it can
move, relate, and explore without paying immediate collapse-cost.

Definition (J) is deliberately non-romantic. Joy here does not mean happiness-as-meaning,
pleasure-as-stimulation, or optimism-as-attitude. It names a structural readability: the field
experiences admissible motion as non-coercive. In the language of Section 2, joy is how an open
kairos is felt.

Why slack is the correct backbone variable. Slack names the remainder of capacity after
minimal self-preservation costs have been paid. When slack is exhausted, presence converts
rapidly into load; the field becomes threat-saturated, and any further motion is read as expensive
within the same horizon. When slack returns, peripheral presence can be tolerated without
immediate binding, and the field can afford exploratory motion without forced crystallization.
This is precisely the distinction between closed and open kairos in the trauma/kairos line of the
SFV corpus [5, 15].

Joy as a signature of non-coercion. The central phenomenological shift is not “positive
emotion” but non-coercion. When kairos is closed, motion (contact, speech, exposure, change)
is lived as coercive: it arrives with the felt structure if I mowve, I will pay. When kairos opens,
motion becomes lived as if I move, I remain. Joy is this readability difference. It is the field’s
recognition that movement will not immediately tighten into rigid refusal, nor break into collapse
[15].

Affect is not a goal; it is a regime display. This is the first anti-drift consequence. If
joy is a regime display, it cannot be mandated. A command to “feel joy” under closed kairos
is structurally incoherent: it attempts to produce a signature of slack where slack is absent.
In SFV terms, such commands increase load and risk forced form, exactly because they treat
admissibility as a moral choice rather than a constraint property [12].



A compact contrast (closed vs open kairos). We can summarize the difference in a way
that will be used later for play and creativity:

(K1) Closed kairos (slack depleted). Self-preservation totalizes capacity; presence converts
to load; motion is read as expensive. Typical signatures: narrowing, urgency, irritability,
numbness, “I cannot”. These are not moral failures; they are readability of non-admissibility

[5].

(K2) Open kairos (slack nonzero). Capacity is not totalized; peripheral presence becomes
possible; motion is read as non-coercive. Typical signatures: ease, lightness, sponta-
neous orientation toward contact, and the possibility of exploratory engagement without
immediate hardening. This family of signatures is what we call joy-as-indicator.

Cross-check: Winnicott’s holding without importing metapsychology. Winnicott’s
classical claim that play depends on a holding environment can be used here as a descriptive
anchor: joy and play become possible when an environment is sufficiently reliable that the organ-
ism is not forced into total self-preservation [19]. We do not adopt Winnicott’s psychoanalytic
apparatus as an explanation of affect. We borrow only the structural intuition: a protected
holding condition yields a space in which exploratory motion is admissible. In SF'V terms, a
“holding environment” is one that preserves slack and keeps kairos open.

Transition. If joy is the readable trace of slack and open kairos, then play is the next structural
step: the ability to keep something present without converting it into load. Section 5 treats play
as peripheral presence, the regime in which presence is tolerated as non-binding and therefore
exploratory.

5 Play as Peripheral Presence: Keeping Presence without Load

Scope. We do not treat play as leisure, entertainment, or a personality attribute. In SFV
terms, play is a structural regime: a way a field can host presence without immediate conversion
into obligation, load, or forced form. Play therefore becomes a diagnostic of admissibility: it
indicates that slack exists and that peripheral presence has not collapsed into binding load [4].

Definition (play as peripheral presence).

(P)  Play is the availability of peripheral presence: events can remain present
to the field as peripheral presence without requiring immediate assimilation into
obligation/load or conversion into fixed form.

Definition (P) is the structural refinement of joy-as-indicator (Section 4): joy signals that motion
may be admissible; play specifies a concrete regime of admissible motion, namely exploratory
presence without binding.

The morphogenetic pipeline: why play is a stage, not a mood. The technical corpus
distinguishes stages in how something becomes form. A minimal version is:

peripheral presence — heldload — assimilatedform,

where peripheral presence is presence-at-the-periphery, “held load” is binding cost carried by the
field, and “assimilated form” is stabilized incorporation [4]. Play is the regime in which the first
stage is not bypassed. It is the permission (in the structural sense) for an input, an idea, or
an interaction to linger at the edge of commitment. This is why play is not frivolous: it is the
field’s anti-coercive buffer against premature closure.

Collapse condition: when play becomes structurally impossible. When slack is depleted
(Section 3), peripheral presence collapses: everything that appears becomes immediately binding



load. In that regime, the field cannot afford ambiguity. It must either (i) reject, (i) harden into
forced form, or (iii) enter rigid refusal. Thus “lack of play” is not evidence of a defective subject;
it is a signature that kairos is closed and that the peripheral presence stage has been destroyed
by pressure. This is precisely why coercive environments extinguish play without requiring any
moral explanation.

Play as safe ambiguity (without romanticizing uncertainty). The SFV account treats
ambiguity as a structural law: it cannot be removed without cost. What differs by regime is
whether ambiguity is tolerable [14]. Play is the regime in which ambiguity is tolerated long
enough for morphogenetic trial to remain admissible: presence can stay peripheral without being
forced into immediate obligation or crystallized form. In SF'V, this is not confusion but a lawful
regime of non-closure under finite horizons [4, 14]. This is not “indecision”; it is controlled
non-closure: the field keeps something alive at the periphery so that future admissibility can
decide whether it becomes load or is released.

Bateson cross-check: the play-frame as a field marker. Bateson’s classical formulation
that play requires a metacommunicative frame (“this is play”) can be read as an external anchor
for the same structural fact: a field must mark a domain in which actions and signals do not
carry their usual binding consequences [1]. In SF'V vocabulary, the play-frame is a field-level
admissibility marker: it indicates that, within this bounded context, presence will not be enforced
as load. Sutton-Smith’s emphasis on the ambiguity of play also aligns with this reading: play is
not the elimination of ambiguity, but the protected hosting of it [18].

A minimal consequence (anti-drift). If play is peripheral presence, then the ethical and
practical consequence is not “encourage play” as an instruction. It is: protect the peripheral
presence stage. That means preserving slack (so presence can linger) and preserving refusal (so
overload does not collapse the periphery into binding cost). Any intervention that increases
coercion, surveillance, or demand without slack creation will predictably destroy play.

Transition. Play maintains a non-binding periphery. Creativity is what becomes possible when
the field can use that periphery for morphogenesis: not merely lingering, but transforming form
safely. Section 6 treats creativity as safe morphogenesis: transition without collapse or forced
crystallization.

6 Creativity as Safe Morphogenesis: Transition without Collapse

Scope. This section does not explain creativity as genius, talent, aesthetic value, or symbolic
production. It gives an SF'V definition: creativity is a regime of viable morphogenesis. It names
when the field can change form without paying the change as collapse, and without being forced
into premature crystallization as a survival tactic [15, 4].

Definition (creativity as safe morphogenesis).

(Cr)  Creativity is safe morphogenesis: the field can produce new form by transition,
not by destructive exit, and not by forced crystallization under threat.

Definition (Cr) follows directly from the prior sections. Joy indicates slack and open kairos
(Section 4); play preserves peripheral presence without immediate conversion into load (Section 5).
Creativity is what becomes possible when peripheral presence can be used as an exploratory
morphogenetic buffer: the field can test, iterate, and reconfigure without collapsing admissibility.

Two kinds of “exit” (why creativity is not merely “low risk”). A central SE'V distinction
is that not all exits from a form are equal. A field can leave a form by:

(E1) Collapse: destructive exit, where coherence fails and the field loses viable structure.



(E2) Transition: constructive exit, where coherence is preserved through reconfiguration.

Creativity is not the absence of hazard; it is the availability of transition as an exit mode [15].
In other words, creativity is a qualitative property of motion in the hazard landscape: the field
can move through change without breaking its own admissibility conditions.

Forced crystallization is the counter-regime. Under closed kairos, the field often survives
by narrowing admissibility: it hardens into forms that reduce exposure and reduce degrees of
freedom. This can look like “stability” or “discipline” from the outside, but structurally it is a
survival tactic: a forced form that protects coherence by shrinking motion. Such crystallization
is not creativity; it is a contraction of morphogenetic space. Creativity requires the opposite:
enough slack and buffering that new form can arise without coercion and without premature
closure [5, 15].

The role of refusal (again). The technical backbone implies that creativity requires refusal
not as negativity, but as boundary control. Without selective rejection/delay, inflow pressure
collapses peripheral presence into binding load, which forces either rigid refusal or forced
crystallization. Thus creativity depends on the same precondition as play: the periphery must
remain non-binding long enough for morphogenesis to proceed [17, 4].

A minimal operational characterization. Within the SFV grammar, a creative episode can
be characterized structurally by three signatures:

(S1) Nonzero slack: motion does not totalize self-preservation cost (Section 3).

(S2) Available peripheral presence: exploratory presence is tolerated without immediate
obligation (Section 5).

(S3) Transition throughput: changes in form occur without collapse-cost and without forced
closure.

These signatures remain meaningful across domains (clinical, organizational, technical), which is
the point of the FOP hinge [3].

Triangulation: “flow” as descriptive correlate (not program). “Flow” is often described
as sustained engagement with low friction and high absorption. We use it only as a descriptive
correlate that can accompany a stable open kairos: when admissibility is sustained, attention can
remain in motion without constant threat-monitoring. This is compatible with (Cr) provided we
do not treat flow as an optimization target or a moral demand [2]. In SF'V terms, flow is what
sustained admissibility can feel like when slack and buffering remain stable over the horizon.

Anti-drift consequence: creativity is not “try harder”. If creativity is safe morphogenesis,
then exhortations to “be creative” under closed kairos are coercive and often counter-productive:
they increase load, compress the periphery, and force premature closure. The structural task is
not motivation; it is regime repair: restore slack, protect peripheral presence, and keep refusal
available [12].

Transition. So far we treated joy, play, and creativity as regime indicators of an individual field.
But the technical corpus now extends into networked fields, where admissibility and slack can
be redistributed (or concentrated) across nodes. Section 7 shows how “positive regimes” can be
collective indicators of network governance: bottlenecks, burden concentration, and rotational
repair.

7 Network Extension: Cohabited Horizons and Burden Concen-
tration

Sections 4-6 describe joy/play/creativity as regime indicators for a single field. When the field
is networked, the same indicators become distributional: they often track where admissibility is



available and where it is being spent. This is the key SFV shift at scale: viability is no longer a
private condition, because horizons are cohabited.

(For a standalone SFV translation of networked viability into cohabited horizons and a min-
imal reader grammar, see the companion paper SEV-07: Cohabited Horizons and Networked
Admissibility [16].)

Cohabited horizons. A networked field does not merely contain many individuals; it couples
their horizons. One node’s “open kairos” can be sustained by another node’s chronic closure.
Therefore the question is not only whether the network remains functional, but how it remains
functional: by shared repair and rotated burden, or by concentrating hazard into sacrificial tails
[10, 6].

Burden concentration (firewalling) as a regime, not a moral story. Network diagnostics
show that many systems survive by repeatedly using the same zones as buffers: the same people,
departments, relationships, or subsystems carry disproportionate strain. SFV reads this as
a regime of burden concentration (often called firewalling): the network stabilises the centre
by pushing collapse-risk to the margins [7, 9]. This is not an accusation. It is a structural
description: a pattern of who must remain in closed kairos so that others can move.

Positive regimes become collective indicators. In a networked field, joy/play/creativity
can no longer be read only at the level of the individual. They become collective regime indicators
of whether admissibility is shared or extracted.

(N1) Joy at scale (open kairos as shared time). A local sense of ease can be genuine, but
it becomes structurally fragile if it depends on hidden sacrifice elsewhere. Network-level
joy is therefore not “everyone feels good”. It is the signature that open kairos is not
monopolised: that more than a privileged pocket can breathe without coercion [6, 8].

(N2) Play at scale (protected peripheral presence without exporting cost). Play
requires peripheral presence: signals can remain present without immediate conversion into
load. In a network, this translates to a collective condition: there must exist protected zones
where exploration is admissible without forcing someone else to absorb the consequences
in the tail. If the system runs on firewalling, play may survive in the centre as “innovation
theatre”, while the periphery loses peripheral presence entirely: everything becomes
obligation, urgency, and surveillance [7, 9].

(N3) Creativity at scale (safe morphogenesis without sacrificial tails). Creativity
is safe morphogenesis: transition without collapse or forced crystallisation. At network
scale, this requires that change is not achieved by repeatedly burning the same nodes.
A network can appear creative while structurally destroying its periphery; SFV treats
that as morphogenesis by extraction, not safe transition. Safe network creativity implies
rotational repair, recoverable workloads, and the preservation of refusal rights at the nodes
that otherwise become permanent buffers [10, 6].

Rotation and repair: the SFV meaning. Network policy work distinguishes regimes where
burden is rotated and repaired from regimes where concentration is reinforced [8, 9]. In SFV
language, repair/rotation means: the network periodically restores slack where it is being spent,
so that closed kairos does not become a fixed identity for specific nodes. Rotation is therefore
not “fairness” as ideology. It is an admissibility mechanism: it prevents a stable structural
partition between those who can play and those who must endure, without assigning guilt to any
node-level person.

Excision without sacrifice (a boundary case). Network policy also recognises that some-
times a subsystem cannot be repaired in time, and excision is considered (removal, shutdown,



separation). SFV must treat this as a strict boundary case: excision may be viability-preserving
when justified, but routine excision is indistinguishable from sacrificial governance. Therefore,
SFV requires that excision be articulated as an explicit viability decision with traceable reasons,
rather than as silent dumping of hazard into invisibility [9, 6].

Visibility and contestability (no invisible hazard). A network cannot be read phenomeno-
logically if the distribution of hazard is opaque. One of the deepest network-to-SFV translations
is this: when hazard becomes invisible, experience becomes confusing, because the field cannot
locate why kairos closes where it closes. Hence the Charter-level requirement that risk allocations
be reconstructable and contestable is not bureaucracy; it is an SF'V condition for coherent
shared life [6].

Transition. This network extension prepares the practical reading in Section 8: many “individual”
symptoms (loss of play, inability to create, chronic closure of kairos) are often accurate regime
signals of a cohabited field. The SFV task is then not to demand positivity, but to locate burden
concentration, restore rotational repair, protect refusal, and reopen conditions for peripheral
presence without coercion.

8 Clinical & Practical Notes without Technique

Scope. This section is not a method section and not a therapeutic protocol. It does not
prescribe steps, interventions, or a program of change. It states only what follows structurally
from the SFV translation: if joy/play/creativity are regime indicators of admissibility, then
clinical and practical work must be judged primarily by whether it restores admissibility without
coercion. This is exactly the RSN stance: change without forcing, and guardrails against moral
drift [12, 17].

1. Non-coercion is not kindness; it is structural realism. Under closed kairos, a
field cannot “decide” into openness. Pressure does not produce movement; it often produces
hardening. Therefore, non-coercion is not a soft ethical preference. It is the realistic recognition
that admissibility cannot be demanded on schedule. When the field is near its boundary,
interpretation, confrontation, and even encouragement can register as added load [5, 12]. SFV
thus treats coercive demands for contact, insight, or positivity as structurally risky: they convert
survival into performance.

2. “Padding” means reducing forced exposure, not offering comfort. Padding is the
name for whatever reduces immediate conversion of presence into binding cost: buffering time,
lowering demand density, restoring recoverable rhythms, and widening the margin in which the
field can remain coherent. Padding is not a technique one applies; it is a structural condition one
protects. It can be social (less surveillance), temporal (more slack), relational (less obligation), or
environmental (fewer concurrent hazards) [12]. In SFV terms, padding is what makes peripheral
presence possible again: events can remain present without being forced into obligation.

3. The right to refusal is the precondition of positive regimes. If refusal is viability
control (Section 3), then protecting refusal is not “reinforcing avoidance”. It is protecting the
field’s capacity to preserve a future. RSN guardrails are explicit here: a system without refusal
is a system without slack, and a system without slack cannot host play or creativity without
collapse-cost [17, 12]. Clinically, this means: before asking what a person “should do”, we must
ask what the field can afford to carry without forcing it into hardening.

4. Interpretation has a cost. A core SFV/FOP warning is that interpretation is not neutral
under finite horizons. In high-pressure regimes, meaning-making itself becomes load: it demands
integration, consistency, narrative closure, and accountability at the wrong time. Therefore,
SFV does not treat “insight” as universally good. It treats interpretation as admissible only
when slack is present; otherwise, restraint may be the only structurally honest posture [3, 13].
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5. Do not mistake regime signals for character. Loss of joy, inability to play, and collapse
of creativity are often read as deficits: lack of openness, laziness, resistance, immaturity. SF'V
reverses the reading: these are frequently accurate regime signals that kairos is closed and that
the field is operating in survival mode. The clinical move is not to correct the person, but to
locate the constraint: what is concentrating hazard, what is forcing exposure, what is eliminating
peripheral presence [15, 5].

6. The “aim” is admissibility, not positivity. Because joy/play/creativity are indicators,
the aim cannot be to produce them directly. The only coherent aim is to restore the conditions
that make them admissible: protect refusal, reduce coercion, restore slack, and reopen kairos
windows. When those conditions are present, positive regimes often appear as a byproduct, not
as a target [12].

7. Networked caution (brief). In cohabited fields, individual collapse of joy/play/creativity
can be a signal of burden concentration (Section 7). Clinical and organisational work should
therefore be careful: “helping the individual cope” can become a way of stabilising sacrificial
tails. SFV recommends reading whether the environment is exporting hazard into the same
nodes, and whether rotation/repair is present, before interpreting symptoms as personal failure
[7, 6].

Closing note (anti-technique). Everything above is stated as constraints and guardrails, not
as steps. SFV does not promise faster change. It promises a cleaner reading of when change is
admissible, and a way to avoid coercive interventions that mistakenly demand openness from a
field that is structurally unable to provide it.

9 Scope and Limits

What this text is. This essay is a translation object in the SF'V register: it takes the finite-
horizon viability spine and renders it as a minimal, structurally disciplined phenomenological
grammar for clinicians, philosophers, and general readers [3]. Its claims are therefore intentionally
modest: it does not explain everything that joy, play, or creativity mean; it clarifies when such
regimes are admissible without coercion.

What this text is not. We explicitly do not aim to replace: psychoanalytic symbolism and its
metapsychological architectures, aesthetic theories of creativity and artistic value, or narrative
and hermeneutic accounts of meaning-making. Those traditions speak to registers (symbolic
formation, cultural value, personal history) that SF'V does not attempt to exhaust. Our purpose
is narrower: to provide a constraint-respecting grammar for regime readability.

No motivational program; no moral demand. We do not propose a program for becoming
joyful, playful, or creative. Indeed, one of the central consequences of RSN guardrails is that
positive regimes cannot be demanded on schedule without drifting into coercion [12]. Any
language that turns openness into obligation is treated here as a category mistake: it confuses
an admissibility condition with a virtue.

No clinical promises. This paper does not offer clinical efficacy claims, treatment guidelines,
or outcome guarantees. It supplies a way to read regimes and to avoid interventions that increase
load by forcing interpretation, contact, or positivity under closed kairos. Clinical application
remains context-bound and must be guided by professional judgement.

Minimal vocabulary, maximal restraint. We choose a minimal set of terms—holding,
refusal, slack, kairos, peripheral presence—because SF'V aims to reduce drift rather than
multiply explanatory constructs. The goal is not theoretical richness but structural honesty: to
say only what must be said for admissibility to remain visible [3].
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Domain of validity. The grammar offered here is intended to travel across scales (individual,
relational, organisational, and networked fields), but it should be used as a diagnostic lens, not
as an ontology of the person. Where a situation is dominated by symbolic conflict, cultural
meaning, or aesthetic judgement, the present grammar will be insufficient on its own.

What remains outside. We leave open (and do not contest) accounts of: joy as value or
meaning, creativity as artistic excellence, and play as cultural practice. SF'V only claims that
whatever these are, they become structurally fragile or unavailable when admissibility collapses,
and they tend to reappear when slack and non-coercion are restored.

10 Conclusion

This essay proposed a minimal SFV reading of three “positive” regimes—joy, play, and creativity—
without turning them into psychological ideals or motivational goals. Under finite horizons,
these regimes are not produced by exhortation. They appear as signatures that admissibility has
reopened: that self-preservation no longer consumes total capacity, that peripheral presence can
be tolerated without immediate conversion into load, and that form can change by transition
rather than by collapse [3, 15].

The practical and ethical consequence is therefore not optimism, and not a demand for positivity.
It is structural care: protect the conditions of admissibility. Keep slack alive by lowering coercion,
preserving refusal, and restoring buffering time [12, 17]. When these conditions are absent,
the honest posture is restraint: do not force meaning, do not force contact, do not force joy.
When these conditions return, positive regimes often reappear as byproducts of viability, not as
achievements of will.

Finally, the network extension matters. In cohabited fields, the reopening of admissibility cannot
be read only at the level of the individual. A local return of play or creativity is structurally
unstable if it depends on hidden burden concentration. Thus the deepest implication of the
Synkyrian move is shared: the right to refusal, the distribution of slack, and the visibility of
hazard are not private luxuries. They are the background conditions under which a life—and a
world—can remain both viable and free [6, 7].
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