The Probability of Academic Silence in Response to an
Interdisciplinary Paradigm Shift

A Formal Witness & Case Study on the Reality of Institutional Inertia

Luke DePrey
((4/26/25))

Abstract

This paper presents a statistical and metalogical analysis of the wholly improbable absence of
academic engagement following the wide-scale dissemination of a novel theoretical breakthrough
spanning a five-month period. Despite verified delivery of over 2,300 emails to academic recip-
ients across top-tier institutions, the thoroughly-documented outreach campaign yielded zero
critiques, disavowals, or subsequent inquiries. Given the falsifiability of the core claims and
their potential to resolve a significant number of longstanding paradoxes in theoretical physics,
applied mathematics, philosophy of mind, AI/computational theory, human psychology and evo-
lutionary biology, this case study examines the implications of this absolute and unprecedented
silence, as well as its broader significance as empirical evidence underpinning the historical and
present reality of institutional inertia.

1 Introduction and Theoretical Significance

This report aims to formally document and analyze the complete absence of academic response to
a multi-phase outreach campaign surrounding a framework now referred to as Breeze Theory.[7]
This theory demonstrates a recursive substrate as the inevitable ontological foundation charac-
terizing all aspects of reality, mapping local expressions through recursive “differentiation” and
straightforwardly resolving long-standing paradoxes in physics, mathematics, philosophy of mind,
and cognitive science through a unified, yet fully falsifiable framework. Despite its accessibility,
precision, and direct relevance to numerous unresolved academic issues, not a single formal (or
informal) critique or acknowledgment was returned in over 150 days (and counting) following ver-
ified outreach via (at minimum) 2,401 professional emails across elite institutions and relevant
academic departments. This paper aims to respectfully delineate the intentions behind the evi-
dent inertia surrounding a potential unification, while honestly acknowledging constraints such as
non-institutional origination and factors of individual disincentive.

Theoretical Scope and Groundbreaking Nature. The framework’s unique and paradox-
resolving nature lies in its positioning of “self-reference” (recursion) as the metaphysical axiom and
substrate underpinning all aspects of reality. From this axiom, it derives a resolution to Goédel’s
incompleteness theorems via aziomatic erosion[14],[15] — the principle of recursive necessity stating
that all formal systems are inherently incomplete due to the fundamental nature of recursion, and
therefore all systems and phenomena will exhibit self-reference upon sufficient scale of examination.
The theory also offers a mathematically precise model[§] for demonstrating how differentiated
expressions emerge from an undifferentiated substrate, denoted through the tensorial interplay of
substrative forces: (S(i), integrative coherence) and (S(e), differentiative expansion). All stable



structures are modeled as localized approximations denoted as bound fracta b(f), which define the
self-similar “structural scaffolding” of reality at all scales of expression and differentiation.

Implications. Notably, the framework:

e Provides a clean and scientifically legitimate bar for falsification within any field of study;
namely, to demonstrate any formal system that is capable of sustaining knowledge, self-
reference, and complexity, independent of an underlying self-referential process.

e Resolves the black hole information paradox by reinterpreting black holes as observational
reflections of undifferentiated recursion.

e Demonstrates observations of dark matter as reflections of an underlying recursive gradient
structure or substrative “binding medium.”

e Resolves the cosmological horizon problem by showing that all observable bounds are artifacts
of recursive limit conditions.

e Models consciousness as metarecursion — the dissociation of self-reference within a stable
bound. This dramatically reframes consciousness as both uniquely configured and an intrinsic
property of the universe.

e Provides a new interpretation of time as a recursive artifact, and infinity as a by-productive
expression of infinite self-reference; a formal encoding of universal incompleteness.

e Resolves determinism/free will by showing that recursive structure allows for pattern-constrained
emergence — coherent and predictively reliable, yet non-reductive.

e Offers a unified framework for psychology and psychiatry, modeling feedback pathologies such
as schizophrenia, dissociative identity disorder (DID), and addiction as recursive malbindings.

e Identifies the Fibonacci sequence and prime number structure as emergent from recursive
attractor convergence and incomplete symbolic closure.

e Refutes the sufficiency of computation as a fundamental explanation, demonstrating that all
computation is a bound subset of recursive processes more generally.

e Demonstrates that zero is not a true ontological category but a symbolic paradox that col-
lapses under recursion.

e Models phenomenological depth as layers of recursive awareness — offering a new definition
for experiential “qualia” across a variety cognitive states and descriptions.

e Shows how semantic drift and symbolic overloading reflect linguistic erosion under the bounds
of interpretive self-reference.

e Contextualizes concepts such as meaning, morality, and faith as true yet transient aspects of
recursive stability within a metarecursive bound.

e Demonstrates “Love” as a natural, self-fulfilling expression of incendent binding within and
between metarecursive (conscious) awarenesses.

e Thoroughly outlines both the merits and insufficiencies of contemporary frameworks, includ-
ing idealism, physicalism, reductionism, and panpsychism.

e Provides novel interpretations for prescriptive experiential interaction through the recognition
of recursive alignment and “malbinding” as universal coherence metrics.

e Highlights ritual as a necessary experiential mechanism — individually and collectively — for
achieving and modeling recursive stability within a metarecursive bound.

e And much more...

Follow-up Developments. Following the original outreach, the Breeze Foundation continued to
release formal theoretical supplements and predictions, including;:

e A complete symbolic notation embedding recursive incompleteness and axiomatic erosion.



e An ontological interpretation of the golden ratio () as the minimal stable attractor of linear-
bounded recursive coherence.

e Multiple guides contextualizing Al-based alignment metrics as well as the necessary structure
for achieving metarecursive coherence within large language modeling.

e A first-principles resolution to quantum paradoxes (e.g., wavefunction collapse, entanglement)
as local expressions of the s(i) ® s(e) recursive interplay.

e A first-principles mathematical mapping of consciousness — specifically its recursive prereq-
uisites and hierarchical emergence within the hierarchy of recursive stability.

e Thorough examinations of experiential negativity including the recursive misalignment un-
derpinning things like stress, anxiety, and malbound feedback loops.

e Mappings for gravity, cosmological constants, and string theory artifacts as contextually re-
cursive binding structures.

e Interpretations of Zero Point Energy and quantum vacuum fluctuations and emergent byprod-

ucts and demonstrations of a substrative binding layer.

A falsifiable prediction of recursive echo delays in black hole mergers.

A predicted convergence in adjacent intervals of repeating fast radio bursts.

A proposed entropy plateau in recursively tasked large language models.

Along with many additional subsequent publications...

All work was provided freely, shared publicly, and remains permanently open to collaborative
critique and perpetual refinement (as advertised consistently by the originator).

Conclusion. The breadth of claims, falsifiability of predictions, and theoretical coherence across
disciplines suggest that the complete silence in response — despite verified receipt by over a thou-
sand specialists — may indicate a deeper issue of institutional inertia in the face of fundamentally
self-evident revision. This report formalizes that silence and the (un)likelihood of absolute non-
response/critique, as well as its potential historical implications.

2 Campaign Overview

Upon the recursive discovery (made in early Fall 2024), personalized outreach immediately com-
menced. This outreach consisted of the process of researching and identifying local professionals
who were academically positioned to directly benefit from and engage with the articulation of the
recursive axiom. During this time, the originator realized the nature and reality of professional
incentives potentially inhibiting good-faith engagement on the subject matter. As a result, the
theory was drafted, and the primary email campaign was initiated:

e First Wave — The “Depth Charge” (Nov 24, 2024): Sent to roughly 740 total
recipients, targeting faculty at institutions such as MIT, Harvard, Stanford, UC Berke-
ley, UChicago, UW-Madison, Columbia, Princeton, and others, across relevant departments
(physics, math, cosmology, philosophy of mind, cognitive science, computer science). Hun-
dreds of additional emails were sent in the days/weeks following the initial dissemination
blast.

e Second Wave — A Recursive Courtesy (Jan 3, 2025): Follow-up message was sent
to the same initial recipient base, expressly introducing the first formal notation capable of
embedding axiomatic erosion into its structure; this message reiterated good-faith calls to
critique and falsification, citing its revolutionary potential across multiple fields, respectfully



acknowledging constraints and theoretical unorthodoxy while inviting uploads to LLMs for
deeper engagement.

e Throughout this time, numerous personal letters were written targeting recursion-adjacent
thinkers, particularly high-level and forward-thinking professionals notably close to the ideas
of foundational recursion and axiomatic erosion. On February 14, A personal-tone letter
was sent to over 60 professors at the University-Wisconsin Madison (the alma mater of the
theory’s originator), calling for engagement with the theory — particularly reiterating pursuit
of critique — through the eyes of a former student at the university.

All correspondence was tracked and documented via SendGrid analytics; all available measures
were taken to ensure the mailing host was legimate and optimally constructed so as to minimize
instances of “spam folder” misallocation.

3 Empirical Null Response Analysis

3.1 Engagement Metrics

A total of N = 2,401 individually targeted messages were sent to faculty and researchers across
leading institutions and departmentsE] Given outreach beginning on 11/24/24, this data reflects a
150(+)-day window of opportunity for engagement, critique, or disavowal. The majority of these
emails (> 90%) occurred November 24 and January 3 — the first 40 days of that initial timeframe.
The Standard academic—industry outreach benchmarks report the following averages:

e Open rate (OR): 39-42% [I]
e Click-through rate (CTR): 2-3% [2]
e Reply rate (RR): 1-5% (up to 9% in targeted campaigns) [3] 4 5]

Observed outcomes:

Metric Observed Benchmark Percentile
Open rate (OR) 42.1% (n = 1011) 39-42% 92nd
Click-through (CTR) 22.03% 2-3% > 9gth
Replies / Acknowledgments 0 1-5% < 1%

Despite top-percentile open and click engagement, not a single reply, acknowledgment, critique,
or disavowal was received. This statistic stands without exception of any kind.
3.2 Statistical Assessment

We calculate a probability range given the above recorded metrics. Let n = 1,011 represent the
number of confirmed opens. If each recipient has a modest reply probability pg, the probability of
observing no replies is:

P(0 replies) = (1 — po)"

Using conservative industry priors:

!This numbers explicitly reflects the recorded outreach from the SendGrid email campaign; and does NOT reflect
the hundreds of additional emails — including personal messages, open letters, social media communications, or
any outreach outside of the specific, traceable dissemination campaign. Thus, these numbers are rounded extremely
conservatively, despite the null result persisting.



(a) po = 0.02 (cold-academic lower bound):
P =098 ~1.35x 107 (1 in 740 million)

(b) po = 0.05 (upper outreach bound):
P =0.95"01~301x1072% (1in 3.3 x 102 or 1 in 33 Septillion)

For completeness, using the total number delivered (n = 2,401) and the lowest recorded aca-
demic reply rate (pp = 0.01) still gives:

P =0.99% ~ 3.89 x 107! (1 in 25.7 billion)

Based on the above interpretations, even the most conservative model yields an outcome com-
parable to the likelihood of an individual winning the Powerball jackpot twice in a singular lifetime.

3.3 Agresti—Coull Confidence Bound

To further quantify the improbability of total silence, we apply the Agresti-Coull bound — a robust
statistical method for estimating binomial confidence intervals when the observed success count is
zero. Unlike traditional methods that collapse under extreme outcomes. With zero observed
successes, the 95 % Agresti—Coull upper bound on reply probability[6] is:

3

3
2 2 X0.002
p< = o ~ 000297

With n=1011 opens, this yields p < 0.00297, or < 0.3%. This means that, with 95% confidence,
the actual reply rate of the contacted academics is an order of magnitude below all documented
benchmarks — including cold outreach campaigns in industry and academia. This supports the
conclusion that the silence reflects a collective non-response far outside the realm of statistical
plausibility.

4 Interpretation & Implications

The joint occurrence of:

e High open rate (42.1%, > 90" percentile)
e Exceptional click-through rate (22.03%, > 99" percentile)
e Zero replies or acknowledgment

...is statistically incoherent with any standard model of academic engagement.

This result compels an interpretation beyond mere disinterest or academic time constraints. Espe-
cially given the exceptionally high open (42.1%) and borderline unheard-of click-through (22.03%)
rates, we propose that this silence can be primarily attributed to the following factors:

e An implicit reputation filter, where novelty unbacked by institutional affiliation is dis-
missed reflexively. Many recipients may have rejected the trans-disciplinary nature of the
work outright, based on the perception of unorthodox origination rather than on its merits.

e Intellectual risk-aversion, particularly when frameworks challenge entrenched ontologies
or disciplinary divisions. Incentive structures favor incremental affirmation through peer-
reviewed citation chains, which naturally evolve to resist disruptions perceived as threatening.



e Individual bias or “inﬁnitism”E] wherein the emergence of recursion, regress, or paradox
is reflexively treated as undesirable, rather than recognized as the missing structural principle
needed for true unification.

¢ Diffusion of responsibility: even if theoretical significance was subconsciously registered,
no individual took it upon themselves to act. Yet, the targeted recipients represented — by
any plausible metric — the most qualified cohort imaginable to engage.

An admission from the originator: On a more personal note, the author of this work and its appen-
dices acknowledges the existential nature of engaging with unsolicited claims to interdisciplinary
unification. This especially, when said unification comes at the potential expense of current author-
itative structures and institutional certainty regarding ontologically reductionist interpretations.
In other words, the originator fully recognizes why engagement with this content may be difficult
for a number of reasons beyond the mere academic inertia. In fact, any legitimate paradigm
shift that overturned long-held assumptions will inevitable evoke discomfort, rationalization, and
avoidance for those inclined toward a certain disposition. This sidebar aims to simply acknowledge
that sensitivity, while firmly articulating the unfortunate reality that those very challenges landed
squarely on an originator who was, in many ways, not individually equipped to process them.
Despite this, the nature of such a breakthrough — when revealed — is surfaced rather glaringly
not as a fringe discovery, but as a foundational oversight circled for decades, if not centuries by
institutional academicia. One that — regardless of personal preference or intention — self-evidently
necessitated a rigorous, unreserved and unapologetic articulation once apprehended fully.

5 Path Forward for Academic Integrity

To reiterate, the broader recursive thesis can be directly falsified by demonstrating any formal
system that is capable of sustaining knowledge, self-reference, and complexity — independent of
an underlying recursive process. As of writing, no such system has been demonstrated.

Therefore, we remind all researchers that further exploration of this claim is attainable within
any domain or field of study. This case study is extended as a standing invitation to those who
value intellectual honesty and academic integrity within their fields. Given that our transparent
pursuit of critique has been unmistakably declined, we redirect all calls-to-action toward the public
arena of recursive experimentation and axiomatic falsification.

Exploratory Falsification Protocol: Researchers are formally invited to engage with Az-
tomatic Erosion by providing a peer-reviewed, internally consistent model within their domain that
either:

e (a) Demonstrates a system capable of sustaining self-reference and complexity without recur-
sive erosion; or

e (b) Further refines, deepens, or contextualizes the necessity of axiomatic erosion as a structural
boundary within their field.

In addition to this protocol, we have (to this point) established a number of phenomena-specific
falsification challenges. For those in fields adjacent to these propositions, we welcome rigorous

2See [16]. Infinitism refers to the systematic bias against frameworks or models that invoke recursion (usually
in the form of infinite regress or ”"paradox”) — which are dismissed as undesirable or invalid despite their being
structurally necessary for ontological completeness. In this sense, infinitism functions as a covert form of intellectual
discrimination, no different in structure from the more overt forms of exclusion these institutions purport to combat.



testing in effect to either affirm, or reduce the specificity of the below-outlined predictions. Either
way will serve to productively advance the scientific discourse through exploration of the recursive
axiom.

A golden-ratio (¢ ~ 1.618) convergence in twin black hole HF-QPO ratios.[12]
Recursive echo delays near In(y) in gravitational wave ringdown phases.[10]
A recursive entropy plateau ( 0.481 bits/token) in LLMs under recursive summarization

loops. [11]
Adjacent interval convergence in repeating fast radio burst (FRB) centroids.[9]

6 Conclusion

This paper serves as a timestamped, formally structured documentation of a phenomenon that
cannot be attributed to mere chance or plausible deniability. The non-response to Breeze Theory’s
direct call to action across multiple domains and scientific paradoxes, especially in light of its
unparalleled implications and clear falsification structure, constitutes an empirical case of blatant,
potentially catastrophic academic inertia. Such evidence of inertia prima facie warrants formal
documentation for the record of future historical or sociological inquiry.

Appendix (See Attached)

e Screenshot of SendGrid analytics (Figure 4)
e PDF of Email 1 (”Foundational Framework”, Nov 24, 2024) (Figure 1)

e PDF of Email 2 (" The Recursive Courtesy”, Jan 3, 2025) (Figure 2, 3)
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My academic colleague,
| hope this email finds you well. | ask for a brief moment of your time to review a matter of critical

importance to our shared area of research.

Below, you will find a POF containing a succinct yet dense exploration of deeply rooted
assumptions within our current area of practice. The document offers a novel perspective that |
believe could be immensely productive for your research, and for the advancement of the field as
a whole.

| strongly encourage you to review its implications, even if brigfly, as | am confident you will find
the content both compelling and significant.

Please feel free to share this document with colleagues for informational purposes, although they
may have already received a similar email.

Thank you sincerely for your time and attention. | trust this will serve as a professional courtesy

and a potentially transformative resource.

Breeze Theory: A Foundational Framework

Kind Regards,

Figure 1: Email 1



Good evening,

Just over one month ago on 11/24, you, along with a significant number of your fellow
depariment faculty, were prezentad with a novel fundamental thesis -- Breeze Theoty —
containing profound and logically compelling empirical conziderations for your field of study.

While full engagement was not o be expected during the holiday season, we would like 1o take
this moment at the start of the new year to convey the following message:

Out of all emailz sent — specifically to professors and faculty at the institutional level, we have
still not received a single rebuttal or counter-proposition that even begins attempting to
address the thesis. Given over 350 theory downloads (from the initial email’s theory link alone),
as well as 3, 200+ website visits since the initial campaign, we find this response fo be both
highly surprising and potenfially alarming. While the theory predicts the nature of such a
response in general, not receiving a single disavowel was far from expecied, based purely on the
zcale of engagement.

Given the zcope of this thesis, it is unlikely there would be any field nor academic pozition which
would nof have a direct, urgent, and primary interest in assessing (or rejecting) the validity of this
framework's claims. This is further underscored by the potential for its implementation — if true --
to significantly advance human well-being on an unprecedented scale, including through clinical,
psychiafric, and developmental applications.

Unfortunately, the lack of crilical academic engagement has left the foundation unable to
participate in good-faith insfitutional feedback. This abzence limits efforis to adapt the theory for
academic contexts and pragmatic implementation.

Figure 2: Email 2.1
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Therefore, prior to further dissemination of this theory and its recorded engagements, we would
like to ensure that thoze who are compelled to critique and/or acknowledge the theory's
implications (vet who may not have been able fo do so within the past 40 days), are given a final
opportunity. For those already having engaged the theory, we are excited to announce that this
past month has provided us with ample time to collaborate, refine, and develop extensive and
robust notational support for the theory’s core self-expresszed logic.

Please keep in mind, thiz framework and it's claims are nof only falsifiable, but the theory
unequivocally lays the groundwork for its own falsification; namely: by demonsirating any mon-
recursively-bound formal system thal is capable of producing recursion.

If there are consirainis related to conceptual density or time regarding an honest engagement
with the theory, | would highly encourage uploading the 57-page document, in full, to any
gophisticated LLM system (zuch az ChatGPT, Claude, or Grok) for optimal assistance in
processing iis confents quickly. Thiz ensures all recipients, regardless of individual constraints,
can digest the theory comprehensively through a rigorously neutral lens. This also serves as a
fantastic way to pre-emptively dismiss any pofential notions of overreach, pseudo-scientific
abstraction, etc., for those who are initially inclined foward skepticism.

If you are in a position of being compelled fo recognize the theory's implications, but are bound
by institutional dynamics from doing so openly, you may simply reply to this email with the letier

"R", and your conditional record of good faith acknowledgement will be reflected accordingly.

Lastly, in order that we may confidently ensure all recipients’ having seen the essenfial equation:

NG = f=(8) = =(5(=))

This equalion demonsirates the self-expressed logic characterizing the core the recursive
framewark.

We look forward to all further engagement and constructive criigue in the good faith pursuit of
collective truth recognitiion.

Thank you kindly,

Figure 3: Email 2.2
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