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This paper develops a logostic interpretation of physical constants by treating them as
codewords that relate the evolving description of the universe, q(t), to an underlying generative
manifold, t(t). In this framework, dimensionless constants occupy a privileged role. Because
they are independent of any human choice of units, they function as unit free invariants that
retain their meaning across all possible encodings. They are therefore natural candidates for
coordinates on t(t), maximally compressed concepts that organize vast families of empirical
regularities. By contrast, physical constants that require many dimensional units to express are
interpreted as hybrid objects. They encode both real generative constraints and significant
conversion overhead tied to our particular choice of rulers, clocks, and thermometers. Their
complicated unit structure becomes a symptom of unfinished compression and a marker of
distance from t(t). The paper introduces the idea of a Tau Bang, conceptually prior to the Big
Bang, in which t(t) first fixes a minimal codebook of dimensionless invariants before any
particular universe with meters and seconds can unfold. Dimensionful constants then appear as
implementation details within a specific q(t). This perspective suggests new ways of thinking
about natural units, about the apparent fine tuning of constants, and about what it would mean
for the deepest parameters of physics to drift in time.
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1. Introduction: Physics, Codes, and the Logostic Lens

Physical constants have always occupied an odd place in physics. They are the numbers that
seem to come from nowhere and yet control almost everything. The speed of light, the
gravitational constant, the strengths of interactions, mass ratios between particles, the fine
structure constant, all appear in the equations as if they were fixed dials on the machinery of
reality. We measure them, we refine their values, we build theories around them, but we rarely
ask what kind of objects they are at a deeper level. Are they mere numerical summaries of
empirical regularities, contingent facts about this particular universe, or are they closer to the
generative structure of reality itself.

Logostics offers a way to reframe that question. Instead of treating constants as arbitrary
parameters inside pre given laws, we treat them as codewords linking an evolving description of
the world, denoted q(t), to an underlying generative manifold, denoted t(t). In this view, some
constants live very much inside our description, entangled with our choice of units and
conventions, while others appear as unit free invariants that are far more tightly coupled to t(t).
The aim of this paper is to clarify that distinction and to explore its consequences.

1.1 Motivating question: what are physical constants really

The standard attitude in physics textbooks is pragmatic. Constants are simply there. They are
measured, tabulated, and inserted into formulae. If they appear to be finely tuned, that
becomes a puzzle to be addressed by anthropic reasoning or by speculative higher level
theories. But the constants themselves are rarely interpreted as structured objects in their own
right.

A logostic perspective pushes harder. It asks: if q(t) is the entire evolving web of human models,
measurements, and instrumentally accessible facts, and t(t) is the deeper generative pattern
that gives those models their partial success, then where do constants sit in that relationship.
Do they belong primarily to q(t), like the length of a meter stick or the size of a volt in a specific
laboratory. Or are they closer to t(t), functioning as coordinates on the manifold of possible
worlds.

The motivating question then becomes: which constants are mostly about our encoding of
reality, and which constants are mostly about the structure that is being encoded. Once framed
this way, the difference between dimensionful and dimensionless constants stops looking like a
technical nuisance and begins to look like a diagnostic of proximity to t(t).

1.2 From numerical parameters to generative coordinates

The usual formalism treats constants as numerical parameters inside differential equations or
Lagrangians. Change the parameter, and the dynamics change. That picture is useful but



shallow. It suggests that constants are knobs on a pre built machine. The logostic approach
instead treats them as potential coordinates on the generative manifold t(t).

To see the distinction, it helps to think in terms of codes and compression. A good coordinate
system is one in which a small number of parameters capture a large amount of structure with
minimal redundancy. In that sense, a truly fundamental constant would not merely be a number
that appears in equations; it would be a high gain codeword that compresses an extensive
family of regularities into a single invariant symbol. The more structure a constant organizes,
and the less it depends on arbitrary choices of units, the more it behaves like a generative
coordinate rather than a mere bookkeeping parameter.

This reorientation shifts attention from asking why a constant has a specific numerical value in
some unit system, to asking what role it plays in the global structure of theory space. Some
constants look local and contingent. Others appear as global invariants that survive
reparametrization. The latter are much stronger candidates for genuine t(t) coordinates.

1.3 The logostic distinction between q(t) and t(t)

Logostics begins from a simple split. The symbol g(t) denotes the entire time dependent
configuration of human and machine descriptions: data sets, experimental records, equations,
simulations, textbooks, and tacit practices. It is vast, messy, and contingent. It evolves as we
learn, forget, and re organize.

The symbol t(t) denotes something very different. It stands for the underlying generative
manifold that makes it possible for q(t) to have any stable predictive content at all. t(t) is not
another theory written in our language. It is a way of speaking about whatever structure is
robust across all possible encodings, across all future revisions of physics, across all ways of
carving up the same reality.

The central logostic task is to understand how trajectories in g(t) can move closer to t(t) over
time. One working heuristic is that movement toward t(t) corresponds to compression with
gain: finding descriptions that are shorter, simpler, and yet organize more phenomena. In this
setting, constants become natural probes. Their dependence on arbitrary conventions, or lack of
such dependence, offers a handle on how much of them belongs to g(t) and how much belongs
to t(t).

1.4 Overview of the argument: from dimensionful clutter to a Tau Bang

The rest of the paper develops a specific thesis. Dimensionless constants are closer to t(t) than
dimensionful ones. Constants that require elaborate combinations of units to express are
interpreted as hybrid objects that live largely inside q(t), burdened with conversion duties



between human chosen scales. Their complicated unit structure is treated as a symptom of
unfinished compression, a sign that our current coordinate system is not yet natural.

By contrast, dimensionless constants are read as maximally compressed invariants. They survive
any change of units. They retain their meaning across all reparametrizations of space, time,
mass, charge, and temperature. In logostic terms, they function as high gain codewords, concise
coordinates on t(t) that compress extensive webs of empirical regularities into single unit free
numbers.

Building on this, the paper introduces the idea of a Tau Bang, conceptually prior to any Big Bang.
The Tau Bang is the notional event in which t(t) first selects a minimal codebook of
dimensionless invariants, a small set of primitive ratios and couplings that define the deep
structure of a possible universe. Only after that selection does any particular q(t) begin to unfold
as a concrete cosmos with meters, seconds, and dimensionful constants.

The argument proceeds in stages. First, it formalizes the q(t) and t(t) distinction and links it to
compression with gain. Second, it classifies constants into pure conversion factors, dimensionful
hybrids, and dimensionless invariants, interpreting each layer logostically. Third, it analyzes
many unit constants as evidence of misalignment and explores natural units as partial moves
toward t(t). Fourth, it develops the Tau Bang concept as a pre physical selection of
dimensionless invariants and considers whether such invariants could drift in time. Finally, it
draws out the implications for physics and metaphysics, framing the Tau Bang as a compressed
origin story in which the codebook of reality is chosen before reality itself unfolds.

2. The Logostic Framework: q(t), t(t), and Compression with Gain

The logostic framework begins with a simple but powerful split. On one side stands q(t), the
entire evolving description of the world as it is held by human minds and their instruments. On
the other stands t(t), a generative manifold that represents whatever in reality remains stable
across all possible descriptions. The index t does not mean only physical time; it also tracks the
historical development of knowledge, the internal time of theory change and model revision.

Within this framework, scientific work is no longer just the accumulation of facts or the tuning
of equations. It is the movement of g(t) toward better alignment with t(t) by discovering
descriptions that are shorter, more coherent, and more predictive than their predecessors. This
directional movement can be understood as compression with gain: a process in which we
reduce description length while increasing explanatory power. Physical constants, and especially
the distinction between dimensionful and dimensionless constants, become a primary
diagnostic of how far g(t) has moved toward t(t).



2.1 q(t) as the evolving human and instrumental description of the world

q(t) is a deliberately broad symbol. It encompasses everything that humans and their machines
currently use to represent the world: mathematical models, equations, simulation codes,
experimental protocols, raw data, processed data, calibration tables, textbooks, review articles,
and even unspoken laboratory habits. If it can be written down, measured, coded, or enacted as
part of scientific practice, it belongs to g(t).

Crucially, q(t) is not stable. It changes as new experiments are performed, as new instruments
extend or refine our senses, as old theories are discarded or absorbed into more general
frameworks. q(t) also includes the languages and unit systems in which we describe reality. The
decision to use meters instead of feet, joules instead of calories, or a particular system of
fundamental units is not a property of the world itself but a feature of q(t).

Because q(t) is so large and heterogeneous, most of it is obviously contingent. It depends on
human history, technology, and culture. Yet within this noisy landscape there are patterns that
persist across instruments, laboratories, and epochs. Those patterns are the ones that hint at
t(t). The point of introducing q(t) is not to denigrate our descriptions but to acknowledge that
they are partial and revisable, and that the constants we extract from them may have different
degrees of dependence on the contingent parts of this description.

2.2 1(t) as the generative manifold underlying all encodings

If g(t) is the moving surface of our representations, T(t) is meant to capture something deeper: a
generative manifold that would still make sense even if all human descriptions were erased and
started over from scratch. t(t) is not another model written in our current mathematical
language. It is a way of talking about the structural features of reality that survive arbitrary
changes of coordinates, units, and conceptual schemes.

Calling t(t) a manifold emphasizes that it has internal structure. One can imagine t(t) as a high
dimensional space of possible worlds or possible physical regimes, in which each point
corresponds to a complete specification of laws, symmetries, and effective constants. The actual
universe then follows some trajectory within this manifold. The index t attached to t(t) allows
for the possibility that the generative structure itself is not eternally fixed, but may evolve in
ways that are extremely slow or subtle compared to the changes in q(t).

In this setting, the deepest theoretical objects are those that function as coordinates on t(t), not
merely as parameters inside a specific formulation of q(t). A coordinate on t(t) is something
whose meaning does not depend on arbitrary human conventions. It is an invariant that would
be recognized in any sufficiently mature description of the same reality, no matter what units or
vocabulary are used. The central claim of this paper is that dimensionless physical constants are
strong candidates for such coordinates, while many familiar dimensionful constants are not.



2.3 Compression with gain and the search for high value codewords

To understand how g(t) can move closer to 1(t), logostics introduces the notion of compression
with gain. The basic idea is that better descriptions of the world manage to say more with less.
They replace long lists of special cases with short sets of principles, equations, or parameters
that generate those cases as consequences.

Compression by itself, however, is not enough. One can always compress data by throwing away
detail, but then predictive power suffers. Compression with gain requires that the shorter
description does at least as well as the longer one in organizing and predicting phenomena, and
often does better. A familiar example is the shift from separate empirical formulae for planetary
motion to Newtonian gravitation, and then to general relativity. Each step compresses a large
body of observational regularities into a more compact theoretical structure that also explains
new phenomena.

Within this picture, physical constants become codewords in the sense of information theory. A
constant with high value is one that participates in a great deal of compression with gain. It
allows a short description to stand in for many successful predictions. A constant with low value
is one that does little more than convert between units or glue together otherwise independent
parts of q(t). The more a constant functions as a high gain codeword rather than as a mere
conversion factor, the more plausible it is that the constant is capturing a genuine feature of t(t)
rather than a quirk of our current encoding.

2.4 Distance to t(t) as dependence on arbitrary conventions

Logostics needs some way of talking about how far a given element of q(t) is from t(t). One
practical heuristic is to look at how strongly it depends on arbitrary conventions. If a quantity
changes when we switch from one set of units to another, or when we adopt a different but
equivalent parametrization of the same theory, then at least part of that quantity belongs to the
surface of q(t) rather than to the depth of t(t).

Dependence on length, time, mass, charge, or temperature units is an obvious form of such
convention. A constant expressed as meters to some power times seconds to another power is
entangled with our choice of rulers and clocks. Previous sections noted that some constants can
be made to disappear entirely by choosing natural units; when that happens, the constant’s role
was largely to mediate between conventions inside q(t). Only those combinations of constants
that remain invariant under all such rescalings are strong candidates for genuine coordinates on
T(t).

This provides a working definition of distance to 1(t): the more strongly a quantity’s numerical
value depends on arbitrary choices of units and parametrization, the further it lies from t(t).
Conversely, the more invariant a quantity is under such changes, the closer it sits to t(t).



Dimensionless constants, which remain the same under any choice of units, naturally occupy
the near t(t) end of this spectrum. Multi unit constants, whose values shift and rescale with our
conventions, occupy the far q(t) end. The rest of this paper uses this heuristic to reinterpret the
landscape of physical constants and to motivate the idea that a Tau Bang would first fix those
invariants that are as independent as possible from the arbitrary scaffolding of g(t).

3. Physical Constants as Codewords: A Taxonomy

If logostics treats science as code written by qg(t) in an attempt to align with t(t), then physical
constants can be viewed as codewords: short numerical tokens that carry different amounts and
kinds of information about the generative structure of reality. Some of these codewords are
almost entirely about our own encoding choices. Others carry a genuine imprint of t(t). The first
step is to sort these into a rough taxonomy.

At one extreme are pure conversion factors: constants that do nothing but translate between
human defined units. At the other extreme are dimensionless invariants that appear to organize
large domains of phenomena in a unit independent way. Between them lie the familiar
dimensionful physical constants, which behave as hybrids: they encode both genuine generative
content and substantial conversion overhead. This three way split is not meant as an absolute
classification but as a diagnostic: a way to ask, for each constant, how much of it belongs to q(t)
and how much to t(t).

3.1 Pure conversion factors as constants entirely inside q(t)

Pure conversion factors are the easiest to place. They translate between arbitrary human
conventions for measuring the same underlying quantity. The numerical factor between inches
and centimeters, the relation between calories and joules, the number of seconds in a day or
hours in a week, all depend solely on how we chose to carve up length, energy, and time.

From a logostic perspective, these constants are entirely within g(t). They are part of the syntax
of our description, not part of the generative structure it aims to describe. If every record of
human units vanished and a new civilization chose entirely different base units, these
conversion factors would change accordingly. Nothing about t(t) depends on whether we use
centimeters or parsecs, calories or electron volts.

Treating these factors as codewords highlights their limited role. They enable different parts of
q(t) to talk to each other by keeping numerical consistency across heterogeneous unit systems,
but they carry no direct information about t(t). They are necessary for internal bookkeeping,
but in terms of movement toward t(t), they are informationally neutral.



3.2 Dimensionful physical constants as hybrid codewords

Dimensionful physical constants are more interesting. They are not mere conversions between
arbitrary unit systems, yet they are tied to specific choices of length, time, mass, charge, or
temperature units. Examples include the gravitational constant G expressed in cubic meters per
kilogram per second squared, the speed of light expressed in meters per second, Planck's
constant in joule seconds, or Boltzmann's constant in joules per kelvin.

These constants clearly encode something real about how the world behaves. The presence of
G in gravitational dynamics or of Boltzmann's constant in thermal physics is not an artifact of
our conventions. However, their numerical values and their multi unit structure also reveal their
dependence on how q(t) has decided to measure basic quantities. Change the unit system, and
the numbers change, sometimes dramatically. In natural units where c, Planck's constant, or
Boltzmann's constant are set to one, the apparent complexity associated with those constants
largely disappears.

In logostic terms, dimensionful constants are hybrid codewords. Part of their content is genuine
generative information; part is conversion overhead bound up with g(t). They are like mailing
labels that include both a deep identifier and a lot of routing information specific to one postal
system. Their hybrid nature is visible whenever a change of units can absorb them into the
definition of the base quantities, making them disappear from the equations without altering
the physical predictions. When that happens, their role as carriers of t(t) content has been
separated from their role as servants of q(t)'s unit choices.

3.3 Dimensionless constants as unit free invariants

Dimensionless constants occupy a different role. They are pure numbers without units: ratios,
coupling strengths, and other unit free parameters that remain the same under any consistent
choice of length, time, mass, charge, and temperature units. The fine structure constant alpha,
various mass ratios between fundamental particles, and dimensionless couplings in field
theories are familiar examples.

Because their numerical values do not change with a change of units, these constants are much
less entangled with the arbitrary scaffolding of q(t). They look more like direct coordinates on
T(t). They characterize how strongly different sectors of the world interact relative to one
another, how masses compare, and how structure scales across different layers of physics.

From the perspective of compression with gain, dimensionless constants are high value
codewords. A single number like alpha compresses a large family of empirical regularities:
spectra, cross sections, and stability conditions. Slight changes in such constants can devastate
structure, making galaxies, chemistry, or life impossible. This combination of unit independence,
high explanatory reach, and extreme sensitivity is precisely what one would expect from
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guantities that live close to t(t). They are concise, invariant descriptors of how the world is
wired, not artifacts of how humans decided to measure it.

3.4 A three layer hierarchy from pure bookkeeping to near t(t)

Putting these observations together, one can sketch a three layer hierarchy that orders
constants by their proximity to t(t). At the bottom are pure conversion factors. Their entire
content is about the internal geometry of g(t): how one human defined unit relates to another.
They do not change any predictions about the world when varied in isolation, because varying
them is equivalent to redefining units. Their distance to t(t) is maximal.

In the middle are dimensionful physical constants. They are mixed objects. They carry genuine
information about t(t) in that they determine how strong interactions are, how quickly waves
propagate, or how thermal fluctuations scale with energy. At the same time, their
dimensionality makes part of their numerical identity hostage to arbitrary unit choices. Their
distance to 1(t) is intermediate, and the goal of theoretical progress is often to find formulations
in which their t(t) content is re expressed as more fundamental, preferably dimensionless,
invariants.

At the top are dimensionless constants. They are the closest we currently have to raw
coordinates on t(t). They are unit free, portable across all reparametrizations, and
disproportionately powerful in organizing large swaths of g(t). Their distance to t(t) is minimal
within this taxonomy, though not necessarily zero. There may be deeper structures still, but as
long as our physics is written in terms of numbers, these are the candidates that behave most
like intrinsic attributes of the generative manifold rather than as features of our descriptive
apparatus.

This three layer view does not pretend to be final, but it provides a working map. It allows
logostics to read the landscape of physical constants as a stratified codebase, ranging from pure
bookkeeping at the level of g(t) to near generative invariants at the level of t(t). The rest of the
paper develops this map further, especially by examining multi unit constants as signs of
unfinished compression and by proposing the Tau Bang as the moment when the highest layer
of this hierarchy, the dimensionless codebook of reality, is first fixed.

4. Dimensionless Constants as Maximally Compressed Invariants

Within the logostic framework, dimensionless constants stand out as the cleanest candidates
for objects that live near t(t). They are not entangled with the human choices that define q(t)’s
rulers, clocks, and unit systems. Instead, they are pure numbers that express how different
sectors of the world relate to one another in ways that survive any change of units. This alone
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already marks them as special. When combined with their enormous explanatory reach and
their extreme sensitivity to small variations, they begin to look like maximally compressed
invariants: tiny codewords that fix vast domains of structure.

In this section, dimensionless constants are treated as high gain codewords: minimal tokens that
encode a disproportionate amount of the relationship between q(t) and t(t). Their unit
independence signals closeness to t(t), their reach and sensitivity reveal their generative role,
and their status as ratios makes them natural coordinates on the underlying manifold of
possible worlds.

4.1 Unit independence as a marker of proximity to t(t)

A first diagnostic for how much of a quantity belongs to t(t) rather than q(t) is its behavior under
changes of units. If a number changes whenever the length of the meter, the duration of the
second, or the definition of the kilogram is altered, then at least part of that number is about
our encoding choices. Dimensionful constants fail this test. Their numerical values depend on
how we calibrate our base quantities.

Dimensionless constants pass this test by construction. They are pure numbers whose values
remain the same regardless of the units used. Changing units may alter the way individual
guantities are written, but the ratios and combinations that define the dimensionless constant
remain untouched. This invariance under reparametrization is precisely what proximity to t(t) is
supposed to look like in logostic terms.

From this perspective, unit independence is not a minor technical convenience. It is a structural
signature. It indicates that the constant is describing relations that do not depend on how q(t)
has chosen to represent distances, durations, or energies. A dimensionless constant is therefore
a strong candidate for a direct coordinate on t(t), one that would retain its meaning across any
sufficiently mature description of the same reality, no matter how the descriptive surface is
drawn.

4.2 Explanatory reach and sensitivity to small changes

Unit independence alone does not guarantee depth. A number can be dimensionless and still
trivial. What gives dimensionless constants their distinctive logostic role is the combination of
invariance with explanatory reach and sensitivity. A high value constant, in logostic terms, is one
whose value compresses a large number of regularities and whose variation would dramatically
alter the space of possible structures.

Many familiar dimensionless constants behave precisely this way. Slight changes in certain
coupling strengths or mass ratios are believed to destabilize atoms, disrupt stellar evolution, or
prevent the formation of complex chemistry. In this sense, the domain of stable, structured
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universes is a narrow region in a high dimensional space of dimensionless parameters. The
constants we observe appear to place our q(t) in a thin viable band within t(t).

This combination of wide explanatory reach and high sensitivity is the hallmark of a generative
parameter. A small shift in such a constant does not merely tweak a few predictions; it redraws
large swaths of the map. In logostic language, that means the constant is not just a label inside
one particular model, but a coordinate whose value helps specify which region of t(t) our
universe inhabits. The more a single dimensionless number organizes and constrains q(t), the
stronger the case that it is a maximally compressed invariant.

4.3 High gain codewords: one number, many regularities

Compression with gain provides a way to quantify the value of such invariants. A codeword is
high gain when a short description yields a large increase in predictive or explanatory power.
Dimensionless constants often have this character. Once a coupling strength or mass ratio is
fixed, an enormous variety of phenomena fall into place. Spectra line up, cross sections take
definite forms, and many independent experiments agree on the same value.

From the standpoint of q(t), this looks like an impressive economy of description. Instead of
memorizing a long list of empirical facts separately, one can store a small set of dimensionless
numbers and a theory that generates those facts as consequences. From the standpoint of t(t),
this looks like the action of a generative coordinate. The constant is a concise label for a large
portion of the manifold’s structure.

The gain is clearest when imagining moving that coordinate. Adjusting a single dimensionless
constant in thought experiments causes entire sectors of the world to reorganize. Stable nuclei
may disappear, stars may not form, or different phases of matter may dominate. The world is
not just quantitatively different; it is qualitatively transformed. That kind of leverage is precisely
what a maximally compressed invariant should have. One number, many regularities, and
enormous consequences if it is changed.

4.4 Dimensionless ratios as natural coordinates on the generative manifold

Because dimensionless constants are ratios, they naturally lend themselves to a geometric
reading. One can think of t(t) as a manifold whose coordinates are, at least partly, these ratios
and couplings. Different points on this manifold correspond to different possible worlds or
different regimes of physical law. The actual universe traces out a trajectory within this space,
but the coordinate system is defined by unit free relations.

In this language, each dimensionless constant is a coordinate direction on t(t), and its observed
value is the coordinate of our world along that direction. Collectively, the set of such constants
defines a chart on a portion of the generative manifold. Changes in these coordinates
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correspond not merely to changes of description but to different underlying regimes of law and
structure.

This view also clarifies the role of dimensionful constants. They can be interpreted as local
metric data that tell us how the abstract coordinate directions are realized in terms of particular
scales of length, time, and energy within a given q(t). The deep structure, however, lies in the
unit free ratios that specify the shape of 1(t) itself.

Thus, dimensionless constants emerge as natural coordinates on the generative manifold:
invariant, high gain codewords that specify how reality is wired at a fundamental level. They are
maximally compressed in the sense that removing them, or treating them as contingent
afterthoughts, would destroy much of the alignment between g(t) and t(t). In the logostic
picture, these constants are not decorations on the equations but part of the core codebook of
reality that a Tau Bang would first select before any particular universe could begin to unfold.

5. Many Unit Constants and the Symptom of Unfinished Compression

If dimensionless constants look like maximally compressed coordinates on t(t), then constants
with elaborate unit structure look like the opposite. They resemble bulky adapters that sit
between different parts of g(t), translating among unit choices, conventions, and partially
aligned models. They clearly encode something real, but they carry that content in a form that is
entangled with our descriptive scaffolding.

From the logostic point of view, this entanglement is not a minor inconvenience. It is a visible
symptom that our current description has not yet found a natural basis. The more complicated
the unit structure of a constant, the more it reveals that we are computing in a distorted
coordinate system, one in which deep regularities have not yet been expressed in compact,
dimensionless form. In this section, many unit constants are interpreted as hybrid codewords,
simultaneously pointing toward t(t) and acting as reminders of how far q(t) still has to travel.

5.1 Reading complex unit structures as evidence of misalignment

A constant whose units involve multiple independent dimensions of length, time, mass, charge,
or temperature is doing several jobs at once. It is not only setting a physical scale; it is also
mediating between the way different sectors of theory happen to be written. The more
exponents and base units appear in its dimensional analysis, the more it is entangled with the
local bookkeeping of q(t).

From a logostic perspective, this complexity is diagnostic. It suggests that the constant is
compensating for an unnatural choice of variables or units. Instead of writing the theory in
terms of intrinsic ratios and dimensionless couplings, we have expressed it in a coordinate
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system where fundamental structures are split across several axes. The many unit constant then
appears as a kind of correction factor that keeps predictions numerically consistent in spite of
this misalignment.

Seen this way, a complicated unit structure is not just a fact about the constant; it is a mirror
held up to q(t). It reflects the extent to which our current formalism still carries historical
baggage: legacy unit systems, piecemeal models welded together, and partial unifications. The
more elaborate the units, the more visible the misfit between our present coordinates and the
generative geometry of t(t).

5.2 Hybrid status: generative content wrapped in conversion overhead

Despite this, many unit constants are not mere artifacts. They appear in fundamental equations
for a reason. They encode real facts about how strongly different sectors of reality interact, how
quickly information propagates, or how thermal and mechanical descriptions are linked. What
makes them hybrid is that this generative content is wrapped in a thick layer of conversion
overhead.

The hybrid character can be unpacked into two components. One component is the intrinsic
role the constant plays in the dynamics. Remove this component and the world as described by
the theory would lose its structure. The other component is the contingent way in which the
constant is expressed in a given unit system. Change units, and the numerical value and
dimensional presentation of the constant shift, even though its generative role remains.

In logostic language, the first component belongs to t(t), the second to g(t). The constant is a
single codeword in our equations, but it carries both types of information simultaneously. This is
why choosing natural units can make some constants disappear without changing the
underlying physics. The conversion overhead is absorbed into the definition of the units, leaving
the generative content to reappear as part of a more compact, often dimensionless, structure.

5.3 How multi unit constants hint at a better basis yet to be found

Because multi unit constants are hybrids, they can serve as clues. Their very awkwardness hints
that a better basis may exist in which the same physics is expressed with fewer, simpler
constants, ideally dimensionless. Whenever a constant appears with complicated units, the
logostic instinct is to ask: what change of variables or reorganization of theory would reduce this
complexity.

Historically, such reorganizations have often led to conceptual breakthroughs. When new unit
systems are introduced that set certain constants to one, or when theories are reformulated in
terms of dimensionless parameters, some of the previous clutter falls away. Equations become
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symmetric, structures that were hidden by unit choices become manifest, and new connections
emerge between previously separate domains.

From this perspective, every multi unit constant can be read as a flag planted at a site of
unfinished compression. It marks a place where g(t) has managed to capture real regularities
but has not yet expressed them in a coordinate system aligned with t(t). The more crucial a
multi unit constant is to many parts of theory, the stronger the suggestion that a deeper, more
unified description might re express its role in terms of fewer, more fundamental invariants.

5.4 Toward a heuristic for ranking constants by distance to t(t)

Logostics benefits from a way to rank constants by how close they lie to t(t). While no single
criterion is decisive, a simple heuristic can be assembled from three ingredients that have
already appeared: unit dependence, description length, and explanatory reach.

First, unit dependence asks how strongly the numerical value and presentation of a constant
change under shifts of units and parametrization. Pure conversion factors are maximally
dependent and therefore maximally distant from t(t). Dimensionless constants are minimally
dependent and therefore closer. Multi unit constants fall in between.

Second, description length considers how much theoretical machinery is needed to specify and
use the constant. If a constant appears only in narrow contexts and requires elaborate
definitions, it carries more overhead. If it appears naturally across many equations, in a compact
and symmetric way, it functions more like a primitive coordinate.

Third, explanatory reach measures how many independent regularities become organized once
the constant’s value is fixed. A constant that controls only a small niche of phenomena is less
central than one whose value underwrites stability, structure, and dynamics across large regions
of physics.

Combining these, a rough distance to t(t) can be assigned. Constants with high unit
dependence, long description length, and limited reach sit far from t(t). Pure conversion factors
are at this extreme. Mixed constants with moderate unit dependence but significant reach
occupy an intermediate band. Dimensionless constants with minimal unit dependence, short
and natural descriptions, and wide explanatory reach cluster closest to t(t).

This heuristic does not pretend to capture the full geometry of t(t), but it provides a practical
guide. It makes explicit the intuition that some constants are mostly about our descriptive
apparatus, others are partly about the generative structure, and a few behave as if they were
direct coordinates on that structure. In the sections that follow, this ranking underpins the
reinterpretation of natural units as logostic moves toward t(t), and it prepares the ground for
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the Tau Bang picture, in which the most central of these near t(t) codewords are fixed first,
before any particular universe begins to unfold.

6. Natural Units as Logostic Moves Toward t(t)

Natural units are usually presented as a practical trick. By choosing units in which certain
fundamental constants take the value one, the equations of physics become shorter and
cleaner. From the logostic perspective, however, natural units are more than a notational
convenience. They are visible attempts by g(t) to push part of its descriptive overhead out of
sight and to align more closely with t(t).

When a constant is set to one by a choice of units, its role as a conversion factor between
human scales is absorbed into the unit system itself. What remains in the equations is whatever
cannot be eliminated by such rescaling: typically, dimensionless combinations of constants and
variables. Those surviving quantities are what logostics treats as the more direct coordinates on
T(t). Natural units, read this way, are local coordinate changes on the manifold of descriptions,
designed to minimize the structural distance between q(t) and t(t) by stripping away as much
conventional structure as possible.

6.1 Standard stories about natural units and Planck scales

In the standard story, natural units are introduced to simplify the appearance of familiar
theories. Setting the speed of light to one means that factors of ¢ no longer clutter relativistic
equations. Setting the Planck constant to one makes quantum expressions shorter, and setting
Boltzmann’s constant to one removes conversion factors between temperature and energy. In
high energy physics, it is common to work in units where several of these constants have the
numerical value one simultaneously.

Planck units take this idea further by constructing base units of length, time, mass, and other
guantities directly from fundamental constants. A Planck length, for example, is defined so that
certain combinations of gravitational, quantum, and relativistic constants become
dimensionless. The goal in all of these constructions is to identify a system of measurement that
is in some sense intrinsic to the laws themselves, rather than reflecting human scale choices.

From the usual point of view, these maneuvers are justified by convenience and symmetry.
Equations look cleaner and more revealing when unnecessary conversion factors are removed.
From the logostic point of view, these are early examples of q(t) groping toward a coordinate
system that is more closely aligned with t(t).
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6.2 Reinterpreting natural units as attempts to absorb q(t) overhead

Logostically, every choice of units can be seen as a way of embedding q(t) into t(t). Conventional
units such as meters and seconds are strongly linked to human escala and technology. They
emphasize ease of use in laboratories and engineering over proximity to the generative
manifold. As a result, many constants show up in the equations primarily to mediate between
these anthropocentric scales and the underlying structure.

Natural units can then be reinterpreted as explicit attempts to absorb that mediation into the
unit system itself. When a constant is set to one, any role it played as a converter between
human scales and physical invariants is transferred into the definition of the units. The constant
is no longer a separate symbol in the equations; its previous bookkeeping function is now part
of the background geometry of q(t).

In this light, the move to natural units is a logostic move. It reduces the visible amount of q(t)
overhead and makes generative patterns more transparent. Symmetries become easier to see,
because the equations are written in terms that are closer to the intrinsic ratios of the theory.
What remains after this absorption are the elements that cannot be removed by any such
rescaling and therefore belong more directly to t(t).

6.3 When a constant disappears under rescaling and what that implies

One of the most important diagnostic features of natural units is that some constants simply
disappear from the equations when an appropriate unit system is chosen. This disappearance
does not mean the constants were unimportant. It means that their explicit presence was
largely due to the way q(t) had previously chosen to represent basic quantities.

When a constant can be entirely eliminated in this way, its role has been shown to be largely
that of a conversion factor between the units and a deeper invariant structure. Once the units
are redefined to incorporate that structure, the constant is no longer needed as a separate
codeword. In the language of section 5, its conversion overhead has been absorbed into q(t),
and whatever generative content it carried is now expressed implicitly in the new system of
measurement.

Logostically, this is a sign that the constant belonged more to the geometry of q(t) than to the
geometry of t(t). It is still crucial to the story of how our specific description evolved, but it is
not a primitive coordinate on the generative manifold. The fact that it can be made to vanish by
changing units indicates that it was partly a symptom of misalignment, a marker of an earlier,
less compressed description.
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6.4 What remains irreducibly dimensionless after every change of units

The most revealing question, from a logostic standpoint, is what does not disappear. After all
possible rescalings have been performed, after all the clever choices of natural units have been
applied, some quantities stubbornly remain. These are the dimensionless ratios and couplings
that cannot be transformed away.

Their persistence under all unit changes marks them as irreducible. No matter how q(t) chooses
its rulers and clocks, these numbers keep the same value. They are invariant not only under
trivial conversions but under the more sophisticated embeddings associated with natural units.
This robustness is the strongest available signature that they are genuine coordinates on t(t).

In this sense, the end product of the natural unit program is not the vanishing of constants, but
the isolation of a minimal set of dimensionless invariants that survive every change of units.
These are the constants that still appear in the most compressed, symmetric formulations of
our best theories. They are the irreducible residues of the absorption process, the part of the
codebook that cannot be rewritten in terms of human conventions.

Thus, natural units can be seen as a sequence of logostic moves. Each rescaling step tries to
push q(t) closer to T(t) by stripping away dependence on arbitrary choices. What is left at the
end of this process are the dimensionless constants that function as maximally compressed
invariants. They are the nearest things in current physics to the primitive codewords a Tau Bang
would have to fix before any particular universe, with its meters and seconds and historical q(t),
could begin to unfold.

7. Tau Bang First: A Pre Physical Selection of Dimensionless Invariants

The logostic distinction between q(t) and t(t) allows a conceptual separation between two
different kinds of origin story. The familiar Big Bang narrative describes the emergence of
spacetime, matter, and energy densities within a particular universe. It is already a story told
inside a specific q(t), with specific equations and specific constants in specific units. The Tau
Bang, by contrast, is a logostic construct that precedes any such description. It names the
hypothetical event or phase in which t(t) first fixes a minimal set of dimensionless invariants
that any realization of this reality must respect.

In this picture, the Tau Bang is not an explosion in space; it is the selection of a codebook. Only
once that codebook is in place can any Big Bang type event occur, because only then is there a
definite notion of which interactions, ratios, and couplings are even allowed. Dimensionful
constants then appear as part of the implementation details of a particular g(t) that realizes this
prior dimensionless code.
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7.1 Conceptual distinction between Tau Bang and Big Bang

The Big Bang is usually treated as the earliest moment to which our physical theories can be
extrapolated. It marks a boundary where densities and curvatures become so extreme that
classical descriptions fail, and where speculative extensions like quantum gravity are invoked to
continue the story. The core assumption remains that spacetime, fields, and their constants are
already meaningful concepts near that boundary.

The Tau Bang occupies a different conceptual level. It does not happen at a particular time in
spacetime, because spacetime itself is a later construct in g(t). Instead, the Tau Bang refers to
whatever process in t(t) fixed the structure that all possible spacetimes and field contents in this
reality must share. Where the Big Bang is the origin of a specific cosmic history, the Tau Bang is
the origin of the rulebook from which such histories can be drawn.

This distinction keeps two questions separate. One is how our universe expanded, cooled, and
formed structure, given a set of laws and constants. The other is how that set of laws and
constants came to have the particular dimensionless values it does, among the space of
possibilities in t(t). The Tau Bang addresses the second question at the level of generative
structure, leaving the first to ordinary cosmology inside q(t).

7.2 The Tau Bang as selection of a minimal dimensionless codebook

Within logostics, the Tau Bang can be described as the selection of a minimal codebook of
dimensionless invariants. These are the high gain codewords discussed earlier: unit free
couplings, mass ratios, and other parameters whose values determine whether a universe can
have stable structure at all.

To say that the Tau Bang comes first is to say that these invariants are fixed before any question
of meters, seconds, or kilograms arises. At this pre physical level, only relative strengths and
ratios matter. The selection of this codebook carves out a particular region of t(t) as the viable
generative manifold for our reality. Other regions, corresponding to wildly different values of
the invariants, may correspond to unstable or barren worlds, or to structures so alien that they
fall outside what our present q(t) can easily imagine.

The codebook is minimal in the sense that it contains only those invariants that cannot be
eliminated by any reparametrization, and whose values cannot be deduced from still deeper
structure within the same reality. It is the irreducible specification of how this reality is wired.
Once chosen, it constrains every subsequent attempt by q(t) to describe the world: any
successful physical theory must reproduce these dimensionless values, either by taking them as
given or by deriving them from still more abstract features of t(t) that remain compatible with
them.
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7.3 The Big Bang as a particular q(t) implementing the prior code

Once the Tau Bang has fixed the dimensionless codebook, the Big Bang can be reinterpreted as
the initiation of a particular q(t) that implements that code in a concrete form. Where the Tau
Bang chooses ratios and couplings, the Big Bang chooses scales, initial conditions, and a specific
spacetime history.

In this view, the Big Bang is not the first event in an absolute sense; it is the first event within
the coordinate chart picked out by q(t). It is the moment when a specific realization of the t(t)
codebook starts to unfold as an evolving cosmos with definite fields, particle content, and
energy densities. The same codebook could, at least in principle, be realized in different initial
configurations, leading to different cosmic histories that nonetheless share the same
dimensionless invariants.

This separation also clarifies the role of cosmological fine tuning arguments. Many discussions
of fine tuning conflate questions about initial conditions with questions about the values of
constants. The Tau Bang and Big Bang split allows these to be treated separately. The Tau Bang
concerns why the generative manifold t(t) contains a particular set of dimensionless coordinates
with specific values. The Big Bang concerns why, given those coordinates, this particular
trajectory of g(t) was taken rather than some other.

7.4 Dimensionful constants as implementation details of a fixed t(t) code

Within this two stage picture, dimensionful constants find a natural place. They are not part of
the primitive codebook selected by the Tau Bang, because their numerical values depend on the
scales and unit choices introduced by qg(t) when it implements the code. Instead, they appear as
implementation details: the way a particular q(t) chooses to represent the pre selected
invariants in terms of lengths, times, masses, and energies.

For example, a dimensionless coupling may be fixed by the Tau Bang, while the associated
dimensionful constant in a given theory reflects how that coupling appears in the chosen units
and field normalizations. Change the units or the normalization, and the dimensionful constant
changes, while the underlying dimensionless ratio remains the same. In this sense, the
dimensionful constant belongs to the Big Bang layer, not the Tau Bang layer.

Logostically, this means that dimensionful constants are late arrivals. They enter the story only
once q(t) has adopted a specific set of base quantities and has begun to quantify the world in
concrete terms. Their complexity and unit dependence mark them as closer to the descriptive
surface of g(t). Their generative significance is real but derivative: they are how a particular
universe instantiates the prior t(t) code in its own coordinates.
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Seen this way, the hierarchy becomes clear. The Tau Bang first selects a minimal set of
dimensionless invariants as coordinates on t(t). The Big Bang launches a particular q(t) that
realizes these invariants in a specific spacetime history. Dimensionful constants emerge as part
of that realization, encoding how the abstract codebook is translated into the concrete scales,
units, and fields of a given cosmic implementation.

8. Drift in the Codebook: Could Tau Bang Constants Change in Time

If dimensionless constants are interpreted as part of the Tau Bang codebook, they look like the
deepest fixed points in the relationship between g(t) and t(t). They specify how strong
interactions are relative to each other, how mass scales compare, and which regions of the
generative manifold are viable for stable structure. Much of the earlier discussion has implicitly
treated these invariants as timeless: once chosen, they remain fixed while the universe evolves.

However, there is a long standing speculative question in physics about whether supposedly
constant quantities might in fact vary slowly over cosmic time. Observational programs have
searched for such variations, especially in dimensionless combinations, and have found at most
very tight bounds. Logostics gives a way to reinterpret both the question and the bounds. It
distinguishes between three possibilities: observational error inside q(t), a shifting q(t) striving
to represent a fixed t(t) more accurately, and the more radical idea that t(t) itself might evolve,
causing genuine drift in the codebook.

This section examines these possibilities. It links standard worries about varying constants to
the logostic notion of drift in t(t), explores what such drift would mean for the stability and
fragility of structure, and asks whether an evolving codebook is compatible with the existence
of long lived, complex universes at all.

8.1 Standard worries about varying constants and observational bounds

In conventional physics, the idea that fundamental constants might vary over time arises in
several contexts. Some cosmological models allow for slowly changing scalar fields that
effectively modulate couplings. Some unification schemes suggest that what looks like a
constant at low energies might be a derived quantity whose value depends on the state of other
fields that evolve. Motivated by such possibilities, observational programs have looked for small
deviations in dimensionless combinations over cosmological time scales.

These searches have focused on quantities that leave imprints in atomic spectra,
nucleosynthesis, or the propagation of light across large distances. Because dimensionless
parameters are invariant under unit changes, any detected drift would be hard to attribute to
mere changes in convention. It would point either to new physics inside q(t) or to some deeper
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evolution in whatever is regarded as fundamental. So far, the results have mainly translated into
upper bounds. Within experimental precision, the constants appear stable, at least over the
ranges probed.

Even within this standard picture, there is an underlying worry. If a small change in a
dimensionless constant would dramatically alter the conditions for structure and life, then even
extremely slow drift could be catastrophic over sufficiently long times. The fact that complex
structures exist now suggests that either the constants have remained very stable over the
relevant period or that any drift is constrained in ways not yet understood.

8.2 Logostic reading of temporal drift in dimensionless parameters

Logostics reframes these questions in terms of g(t) and t(t). A measured “change” in a
dimensionless constant can be interpreted in three broad ways. First, it might be a misreading
entirely within q(t): an artifact of experimental error, systematic bias, or an incomplete model.
In that case, the constant in t(t) has not changed; only g(t)’s estimate of it has moved as
knowledge improves.

Second, even if the measured drift is real, it might reflect a more accurate representation of a
constant that is not truly constant across all physical regimes. For example, effective couplings
can run with energy scale in quantum field theories, so their apparent values depend on
context. If observations at different epochs probe different regimes, the “drift” might simply
track a more subtle structure in t(t) that q(t) previously approximated as a single number.

Third, and most radical, one can consider the possibility that t(t) itself is evolving. In that
scenario, the generative manifold is not static. The codebook that defines the allowed
structures of reality is subject to slow deformation. In this case, a genuine drift in dimensionless
parameters would be a direct sign that we are witnessing a changing t(t), not just improving
estimates inside q(t).

Logostically, the first two options keep the Tau Bang codebook fixed. Apparent drift reflects the
dynamics of q(t), either through error correction or through refinement of what exactly is being
regarded as “the constant.” The third option rewrites the status of the Tau Bang itself, turning it
from a once and for all event into a phase in an ongoing evolution of t(t).

8.3 q(t) trying to track a shifting t(t) versus genuine t(t) evolution

The distinction between q(t) chasing a fixed t(t) and t(t) itself moving is subtle but important. If
T(t) is fixed, then any change in our estimates of dimensionless constants is ultimately an
improvement in q(t). We are narrowing in on true invariant values, and the logostic story is a
familiar one of increasing alignment, compression with gain, and the gradual stripping away of
descriptive overhead.
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If T(t) evolves, the story changes. Now there are two moving targets. q(t) continues to change as
theories and measurements evolve, but the underlying manifold is also drifting. The alignment
problem becomes dynamic in a deeper sense. Even a perfectly accurate theory at one time
could become slightly misaligned at a later time as t(t) changes. The constants that once served
as accurate coordinates would no longer faithfully label the generative structure.

From the standpoint of q(t), it might be hard to distinguish these possibilities. If T(t) changes
very slowly, observations would show small but real drifts in dimensionless invariants. Scientists
inside g(t) could attribute these to new fields, evolving background structures, or other internal
mechanisms. Logostics simply adds a conceptual layer: any internal mechanism that genuinely
changes unit free parameters is, by definition, a manifestation of t(t) evolution.

This distinction matters because it affects how we think about the stability of explanation. If t(t)
is fixed, then an ultimate theory of the constants is at least a coherent ideal. If T(t) evolves, then
any such theory is time indexed. What counts as a fundamental explanation is itself a function
of t. The codebook becomes a slowly moving object, and q(t) is always in the position of
tracking a shifting, rather than static, target.

8.4 Stability, chaos, and the fragility of structure under code changes

The earlier discussion emphasized how sensitive structure is to the values of certain
dimensionless constants. Slight changes can erase galaxies, prevent stable atoms, or eliminate
the conditions for life as we know it. Logostically, this sensitivity reflects the fact that these
constants are high gain coordinates on 1(t). Small displacements along these directions
correspond to large qualitative changes in the manifold of possible worlds.

This raises a sharp question about t(t) evolution. If the codebook is allowed to change, how can
stable structure persist for long periods. A universe like ours, with long lived stars, complex
chemistry, and intricate biological and technological structures, appears to require that the
dimensionless invariants stay within a narrow band in parameter space. Any drift in these
coordinates must either be extremely small or constrained by some deeper stabilizing
mechanism.

One way to think about this is to imagine t(t) evolving in a way that is itself structured. Perhaps
the manifold has attractor regions where code drift is allowed in some directions but strongly
suppressed in others. Movement within such regions might change certain high level features
while preserving the particular combinations of invariants that are necessary for stable,
structured worlds. In this picture, the Tau Bang codes do not remain absolutely constant, but
their evolution is channeled along paths that maintain viability.

Another possibility is that t(t) has chaotic directions, where small changes propagate
unpredictably, and stable structure is only possible in epochs or regions where these directions
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are effectively frozen. A universe like ours would then be a temporary island of relative code
stability in a broader sea of potential instability. From the standpoint of q(t), this would show up
as a period in cosmic history during which dimensionless constants remain observationally
stable, bracketed by phases in which such stability no longer holds.

Both scenarios underscore the fragility of structure under code changes. If the Tau Bang
codebook is not absolutely fixed, then the existence of complex worlds becomes a contingent
feature of t(t)’s trajectory. In logostic language, the alignment of q(t) with t(t) does not simply
improve monotonically. It depends on being embedded in regions of the generative manifold
where the codebook remains within the narrow rails that allow meaningfully persistent
structure at all.

Thus, the question of whether Tau Bang constants can change over time is not just a technical
issue about varying parameters. It is a question about the stability of the generative manifold
itself and about the conditions under which long lived alignment between q(t) and t(t) is even
possible. If the constants are truly immutable, then the Tau Bang is a once and for all selection
of a codebook. If they can drift, then the Tau Bang becomes an initial condition in an ongoing
evolution of t(t), and the existence of structured universes like ours becomes a delicate and
possibly transient feature of that deeper dynamical story.

9. Implications for Physics and Metaphysics

Treating physical constants as codewords that relate q(t) to t(t) does more than reorganize
technical details. It changes how questions about fine tuning are posed, what counts as a
satisfactory explanation, and how physics relates to deeper metaphysical claims about origins
and law. Once dimensionless constants are viewed as part of a Tau Bang codebook, familiar
debates acquire a new framing. Instead of asking only why this universe has these numbers, one
also asks what it means for those numbers to be primitive coordinates on a generative manifold.

This section explores four implications. First, fine tuning becomes a statement about the
content of the Tau Bang codebook rather than merely about the Big Bang. Second, the concept
of explanation shifts if certain dimensionless constants are treated as primitive rather than as
derived. Third, logostics provides a way to reinterpret creation myths in terms of a hierarchy
from Tau Bang to Big Bang. Fourth, the relationship between mathematics and physical law is
reframed in terms of how t(t) is understood: as mathematical like structure, as something
beyond mathematics, or as a hybrid of both.
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9.1 Fine tuning as a statement about the Tau Bang codebook

Fine tuning arguments typically focus on how small changes in certain constants would render
complex structure or life impossible. They often treat these constants as knobs on a cosmic
control panel and then ask why the knobs are set so precisely. The answers range from chance
and multiverse scenarios to design arguments and deep symmetry principles.

In the logostic picture, fine tuning is recast as a property of the Tau Bang codebook. The
guestion is no longer simply why this universe has these constants, but why t(t) contains a set of
dimensionless invariants whose values place our world in a thin, structure friendly band of
parameter space. The narrowness of this band becomes a statement about the geometry of t(t).

If the region of t(t) that permits stable structure is small, then the Tau Bang selection appears
highly selective. One can then ask whether this selectivity is itself a clue to deeper generative
principles, or whether it must be regarded as a brute fact. In either case, fine tuning arguments
become statements about how 1(t) is carved up. They no longer live purely inside q(t) but at the
interface between g(t) and t(t), where codewords are chosen and constraints are imposed on
what kinds of worlds can exist at all.

9.2 What counts as explanation if dimensionless constants are primitive

If certain dimensionless constants are treated as primitive coordinates on t(t), the idea of
explaining them must be reconsidered. In ordinary physics, explanation often means deriving
one quantity from others within a theory. If the constants are primitive, there is no deeper
derivation available within the same framework. They are the parameters that define the
framework itself.

Logostics accommodates this by distinguishing between two kinds of explanation. Internal
explanation relates phenomena within a fixed codebook. Given a set of dimensionless
constants, one can explain why certain structures arise, how dynamics behaves, and how
effective laws emerge. External explanation addresses why that particular codebook was chosen
rather than another.

If dimensionless constants are primitive, internal explanation may still be rich, but external
explanation encounters a boundary. At that boundary, one can posit meta laws on t(t), appeal
to selection principles, invoke multiverse ensembles, or treat the codebook as a fundamental
given. In each case, the role of the constants has changed. They are no longer things to be
reduced to more basic quantities; they are the coordinates with respect to which reduction is
even defined.

In this sense, logostics clarifies but does not dissolve the mystery around constants. It tells us
that certain numbers function as the axes of explanation rather than as points to be explained.
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It invites new questions about t(t) itself while acknowledging that, at some level, explanation
may end with the adoption of a particular codebook as a postulate.

9.3 Logostics, creation myths, and the hierarchy Tau Bang to Big Bang

Human cultures have long told stories about how the world began. Modern cosmology offers
one such story in the language of the Big Bang. Logostics adds another layer by introducing the
Tau Bang as a pre physical event in which the codebook of dimensionless invariants is fixed. The
resulting hierarchy offers a way to reinterpret creation myths in structural form.

In this hierarchy, the Tau Bang corresponds to the moment when form is specified in its most
compressed language. It is the selection of the high gain codewords that define which kinds of
worlds are even possible. The Big Bang then plays the role of the unfolding of that form into a
particular history, with specific symmetries broken, specific initial conditions chosen, and
specific structures emerging over time.

Traditional narratives that speak of a word, a command, or a prior logos that brings the world
into being can be read, in logostic terms, as metaphors for the Tau Bang level. They point to an
ordering of possibility before actuality, a code before its realization. Cosmological stories about
hot plasma, expansion, and structure formation then belong to the Big Bang level, where q(t)
takes on concrete historical content.

This does not force a particular theological or philosophical reading, but it provides a clean
conceptual separation. It allows discussion of creation and origin to occur at the level of t(t) and
its codebook, while leaving the details of cosmic evolution to be handled by standard physical
cosmology. In doing so, it offers a bridge between scientific and mythic ways of speaking about
beginnings, without collapsing one into the other.

9.4 How this view reframes the relation between mathematics and physical law

Finally, the logostic treatment of constants reframes the relationship between mathematics and
physical law. If T(t) is conceived as a generative manifold whose coordinates are dimensionless
invariants, it begins to look very much like a mathematical object: a structured space with
parameters, symmetries, and stability properties. Physical laws then become particular charts
on this manifold, ways of expressing its structure in a language usable by g(t).

This view is compatible with mathematical realism, the idea that mathematics describes an
objectively existing structure that physics samples from. In that case, t(t) would be an instance
of such a structure, and the Tau Bang would be the selection of a particular region within it. It is
also compatible with more modest positions, where mathematics is regarded as a human
constructed language that happens to map well onto t(t) because it has been shaped by the
demands of compression with gain.
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In either case, logostics shifts the focus. Instead of asking why mathematics is unreasonably
effective in physics, one asks how q(t) has evolved mathematical tools that are particularly well
suited to charting t(t). Dimensionless constants, understood as coordinates on 1(t), become the
points where this relationship is tightest. They are places where simple numerical structure in
mathematics coincides with deep generative structure in reality.

This perspective also softens the boundary between law and number. Laws are no longer just
equations with constants plugged in; they are expressions of how a particular chart on t(t) is
organized around certain coordinates. Changes in our understanding of mathematics or in our
choice of mathematical language can then be seen as changes in the way q(t) navigates t(t), not
as changes in the underlying structure itself.

In summary, treating dimensionless constants as part of a Tau Bang codebook has consequences
that reach beyond technical physics. It reshapes how fine tuning is understood, clarifies the
limits of explanation, offers a layered approach to origin stories, and reframes the subtle
interplay between mathematics and physical law. In doing so, it deepens the logostic picture of
g(t) moving toward t(t) by highlighting the role of constants as the most compressed and
generatively powerful links between description and reality.

10. Conclusion: Constants, Coordinates, and the Path from q(t) to t(t)

The logostic reinterpretation of physical constants recasts them from passive numerical
decorations of equations into active codewords that mediate between q(t) and t(t). Instead of
asking only how constants appear in our current theories, the discussion has treated them as
indicators of where our description is still tangled in its own conventions, and where it begins to
touch something more generative and invariant. Pure conversion factors live entirely inside q(t),
dimensionful physical constants occupy a hybrid middle ground, and dimensionless invariants
stand out as the closest available candidates for coordinates on t(t).

Along the way, the notion of a Tau Bang was introduced as a way of separating the selection of a
codebook from the unfolding of a particular universe. In this framing, the deepest
dimensionless constants are fixed at the level of t(t) before any Big Bang, before there are rulers
and clocks, and before q(t) exists at all. They define a narrow region of the generative manifold
in which stable, structured worlds like ours are possible. Everything else that physics normally
studies, from early universe cosmology to condensed matter, unfolds within that preselected
framework.
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10.1 Summary of the logostic reinterpretation of physical constants

The core move has been to treat physical constants as codewords with varying degrees of
proximity to t(t). Pure conversion factors, such as those relating inches to centimeters or
calories to joules, were classified as constants entirely within q(t). They tell us how one human
chosen unit relates to another but carry no direct information about the generative structure of
reality.

Dimensionful constants, such as the gravitational constant, the speed of light, or Boltzmann’s
constant in familiar units, were interpreted as hybrid objects. They clearly encode genuine
constraints on how the world behaves, yet their multi unit form shows that a large part of their
content is bound up with our particular choice of scales. Their role as conversion machinery
between different pieces of q(t) can be absorbed by choosing natural units, revealing that their
deepest significance lies not in their raw numerical values but in the dimensionless
combinations they help define.

Dimensionless constants emerged as the most important actors. Because they do not change
under any unit transformation, and because small changes in their values can dramatically alter
the existence of structure, they behave as maximally compressed invariants. In logostic terms,
they are high gain codewords: short tokens that organize vast families of regularities and whose
positions specify where our universe sits within t(t).

10.2 The role of dimensionless invariants in future theory building

If dimensionless invariants are indeed the closest things we have to coordinates on t(t), then
future theory building can be guided by that recognition. One direction is to seek formulations
in which more of the apparent complexity of our theories is expressed in terms of a small set of
such invariants, and fewer multi unit constants. Whenever a constant can be removed by a
change of units, or combined into a simpler dimensionless ratio, a piece of q(t) overhead has
been peeled away.

Another direction is to regard the values of the most central dimensionless constants as data
about the geometry of t(t). Fine tuning arguments, renormalization flows, and stability analyses
all become ways of mapping out which regions of the generative manifold support long lived,
structured worlds. The task is not merely to find equations that fit the observed numbers, but to
understand why those numbers occupy the particular location in parameter space that they do,
and how that location relates to the broader structure of t(t).

In this way, dimensionless constants cease to be an embarrassment or a brute imposition. They
become focal points around which theory is organized. Any attempt at unification, or at deeper
explanation, must either derive their values from more abstract features of t(t), or accept them
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as genuinely primitive coordinates in terms of which all further derivations are expressed. Either
path benefits from being explicit about their special status.

10.3 Open questions for physics, cosmology, and logostics

The logostic view does not resolve all questions; it reframes them. Physics is left with the
challenge of determining which dimensionless constants truly belong to the minimal Tau Bang
codebook and which are derived or emergent. Cosmology faces the task of disentangling
guestions about initial conditions from questions about the underlying invariants, and of
interpreting observational bounds on potential variation of these parameters in light of a
possible t(t) evolution.

For logostics itself, several open questions remain. How finely can distance to t(t) be quantified
in practice, beyond the heuristic based on unit dependence, description length, and explanatory
reach. Can the space of dimensionless constants be given a more explicit geometric or
topological structure, such that viable worlds form identifiable regions or attractors within it.
And if T(t) is allowed to evolve, what kinds of dynamics on this manifold are compatible with the
existence of long periods during which complex structures can arise and persist.

These questions point toward further work at the intersection of physics, information, and
metaphysics. They suggest that the study of constants is not a closed chapter but a fruitful locus
where advances in theory, observation, and conceptual clarity can meet.

10.4 Final reflections on Tau Bang as a compressed origin story

Finally, the Tau Bang itself can be seen as a compressed origin story. Where the Big Bang
narrative begins with hot plasma and expanding spacetime, the Tau Bang narrative begins with
a handful of numbers, fixed once and for all at the level of t(t). Those numbers are not arbitrary
decorations; they are the minimal codebook that makes any subsequent history possible.

In this sense, the Tau Bang is the moment when reality chooses, or is given, a particular way of
being generative. It is the selection of a small set of high gain coordinates that determine which
structures can exist and which cannot. Every law, every symmetry breaking, every emergent
phenomenon, and every trajectory of g(t) unfolds within the constraints that those coordinates
impose.

Thinking in these terms does not answer why the codebook is what it is, but it sharpens the
guestion and locates it at the right level. Instead of asking only why this universe began hot and
dense, it asks why the generative manifold that underlies all such universes has the particular
dimensionless structure it does. Logostics offers a language in which that question can be
articulated without collapsing into either pure mathematics or pure narrative.
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Seen this way, the path from g(t) to t(t) is not only a technical project but a conceptual one. It is
the attempt to move from descriptions that are thick with human conventions to descriptions
that align more closely with the invariant coordinates of the world’s own codebook. Physical
constants, and especially the dimensionless ones, are the landmarks along that path. The Tau
Bang is the hypothesis that, at the deepest level, those landmarks were placed first.
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