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Abstract

Governance systems have always confronted a fundamental cognitive problem:
collective organisation expands beyond the perceptual, mnemonic and analytical
capacities of individual actors long before it expands beyond the reach of political
authority. As societies grow in population, territorial scale and functional complexity,
governance increasingly depends upon architectures capable of sensing distant
conditions, preserving knowledge across generations, coordinating specialised actors,
compressing complex realities into usable representations and adapting to
consequences that no individual participant can observe comprehensively. This Working
Paper develops the Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework (CGEF) as a
comparative historical architecture for investigating how such institutional cognitive
capacities have emerged, expanded, contracted, diffused, hybridised and transformed
across different historical and civilisational contexts.

CGEF begins from the Scale—Cognition Problem, understood as the recurring
challenge through which increasing governance scale generates cognitive demands that
exceed direct interpersonal coordination. Historical responses to this problem include the
development of writing, archives, administrative specialisation, mapping, accounting,
statistical systems, communication infrastructures, computational technologies and,
increasingly, artificial intelligence. The framework conceptualises these developments
through Governance Cognitive Technologies and Institutional Cognitive
Infrastructure, examining how technological and organisational systems alter the
possibilities through which institutions can perceive, represent, remember, coordinate
and interpret collective reality. Particular attention is given to Institutional Memory
Externalisation, Governance Representation Regimes, Institutional Cognitive
Compression and Representation-Induced Blindness, demonstrating that expanded
cognitive capacity can simultaneously create new forms of dependency, simplification
and epistemic exclusion.

The framework interprets historical change through mechanisms including
Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance, Governance Cognitive Diffusion, Cognitive
Institutional Hybridisation, Cognitive Path Dependence, Institutional Cognitive Lock-In,
Cognitive Innovation, Cognitive Discontinuity, Cognitive Expansion and Contraction,
Institutional Cognitive Recovery and Civilisational Learning. These mechanisms are
organised through the principle of Evolution without Teleology. CGEF uses evolution
to describe cumulative, path-dependent and reversible historical transformation rather
than biological selection, inevitable progress or convergence towards contemporary
institutional forms. Different governance systems may develop functionally equivalent
cognitive solutions through different historical trajectories, and improvements in one
cognitive dimension may coexist with losses or trade-offs in another.

Methodologically, CGEF avoids treating civilisations as homogeneous units of
intelligence. Its principal unit of analysis is the Historical Governance Cognitive Unit
(HGCU), defined through explicit Historical Cognitive Boundaries and reconstructed
through historically specific evidence. The resulting Civilisational Cognitive Profile
(CCP) provides a multidimensional representation of governance architecture rather
than a developmental score. Functional Equivalence, Institutional Cognitive Trade-Offs
and Multiple Pathways of Cognitive Development provide the comparative logic, while
Historical Evidence Asymmetry, Historical Cognitive Proxies and Evidence Confidence
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make differences in archival visibility and inferential strength explicit. CGEF therefore
supports comparative explanation without civilisational ranking, presentist evaluation or
the assumption that contemporary institutions provide the natural benchmark for
historical cognition.

The framework also situates contemporary artificial intelligence within a longer
history of institutional cognitive externalisation. Writing externalised memory, statistics
expanded population-level representation, communication technologies compressed
distance and computation extended analytical capacity. Al may represent a further
transition insofar as artificial systems increasingly participate not only in storage or
calculation but in classification, synthesis, modelling, generation and recommendation.
CGEF describes this possible shift as a movement from Cognitive Tools towards
Cognitive Participants, while treating artificial intelligence as a candidate Civilisational
Cognitive Transition whose historical significance will depend upon the depth, durability
and distribution of the institutional transformations it produces.

By connecting comparative historical reconstruction with ICCA, ICAM, CPDF,
PGNM, HAICA, GCPIF and GCSA, CGEF introduces deep historical time into the
Institutional Cognition research programme. Its central scientific proposition is that the
history of governance can be interpreted partly as the plural, contingent and
reversible transformation of the architectures through which societies extend
collective cognition beyond individual limits, preserve knowledge across
generations and organise increasingly complex systems of representation,
coordination and adaptation without implying that history moves towards a single
or inherently superior institutional destination.

David Gonzalez
Director
IDHUS Institute
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1. Introduction — Governance
beyond the Cognitive Limits of
the Individual

Every durable system of governance confronts a problem that is cognitive before
it is administrative. No individual can directly perceive all the conditions affecting a large
population, remember every previous decision, understand every specialised domain,
communicate simultaneously across extensive territory or continuously evaluate the
consequences of collective action. As societies expand in population, territorial reach
and functional complexity, governance increasingly depends upon arrangements
through which knowledge can be distributed beyond the perceptual, mnemonic and
analytical capacities of particular individuals.

This problem is not unique to modern states. Long before contemporary
bureaucracies, statistical agencies or computational systems emerged, societies
developed mechanisms for extending collective cognition beyond face-to-face
interaction. Oral traditions preserved knowledge across generations; writing externalised
memory; administrative records made obligations and resources traceable; messengers
and communication networks extended the spatial reach of authority; legal codification
stabilised rules beyond individual recollection; specialised officials distributed cognitive
labour; maps, accounts and censuses transformed complex territories and populations
into representations that governing institutions could process.

These developments are commonly studied through the histories of
administration, state formation, political authority, law or technology. Institutional
Cognition permits them to be examined from an additional perspective. Each can also
be understood as part of the changing architecture through which governance systems
sensed their environments, represented problems, preserved knowledge, coordinated
actors, exercised judgement and learned—or failed to learn—from consequences.

Such a perspective does not imply that governance history can be reduced to
cognition. Institutions are shaped by political conflict, material resources, military power,
economic structures, cultural traditions, religion, geography and countless other
historical forces. Nor does it imply that institutions deliberately evolved in order to
maximise cognitive performance. Many administrative structures emerged from
contingent struggles, inherited practices or immediate political necessities. The cognitive
perspective provides one analytical layer through which these broader histories can be
examined.

It nevertheless reveals a recurring problem. Whenever governance expands
beyond the scale at which direct interpersonal knowledge is sufficient, institutions require
mechanisms for making distant conditions cognitively available. Whenever authority
persists beyond the lifespan of particular rulers or officials, knowledge must somehow
survive personnel. Whenever problems become specialised, cognition must be
distributed among actors possessing different forms of expertise and subsequently
reintegrated into collective judgement.
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The history of governance can therefore be interpreted partly as a history of
changing solutions to the problem of collective cognition. Some solutions expanded
sensing while weakening local interpretation; others strengthened coordination while
concentrating epistemic authority; others preserved memory while creating rigid
administrative categories. Cognitive capability rarely increased along every dimension
simultaneously.

The historical development of governance can thus be approached not as
a progressive replacement of cognitively inferior institutions by superior ones, but
as the continuing transformation of architectures through which societies extend,
distribute and organise the cognitive capacities required for collective action.

2. The Scale—Cognition Problem

Small groups can coordinate substantial portions of their activity through direct
observation, interpersonal communication and shared memory. As the scale of collective
organisation increases, however, these mechanisms become insufficient. Conditions
occurring far from centres of authority cannot be observed directly; specialised activities
exceed the knowledge of generalist decision-makers; communication requires
mediation; and the volume of relevant information expands faster than any individual can
process it.

CGEF describes this recurring relationship as the Scale—Cognition Problem:
the challenge through which increasing territorial, demographic or functional scale
creates cognitive demands that exceed the capacities of direct interpersonal
governance.

Scale should not be understood only geographically. A geographically compact
society can possess substantial functional complexity, while a territorially extensive
political system may govern many domains only lightly. Economic specialisation,
technological complexity, legal differentiation and interdependence can all increase the
cognitive burden placed upon institutions.

Historically, governance systems have responded by distributing cognition.
Officials specialise, administrative hierarchies transmit information, records preserve
knowledge, procedures standardise interpretation and institutions divide responsibilities
across organisational units. The growth of governance scale therefore tends to produce
not merely larger organisations but increasingly mediated cognitive architectures.

Mediation solves some problems while creating others. Information transmitted
through multiple administrative levels can be compressed or distorted. Standardised
categories facilitate comparison while removing contextual detail. Hierarchy coordinates
large territories while increasing communication latency. Specialisation expands
expertise while creating integration problems among domains.

The Scale—Cognition Problem consequently has no final solution. Expanding
cognitive infrastructure can itself generate additional complexity requiring further
coordination. New technologies may increase the volume of available information faster
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than institutions can interpret it, while faster communication can produce expectations of
faster response.

This recursive relationship is visible in contemporary digital governance, but its
logic is historically much older. Administrative writing, postal networks, professional
bureaucracies, statistical systems and computational infrastructures can all be
interpreted as responses to different manifestations of the same underlying problem: how
to make increasingly complex collective environments cognitively available to
governance.

Governance scale therefore depends not simply upon the capacity to
exercise authority across larger systems, but upon the capacity to construct
cognitive architectures capable of sensing, representing and coordinating those
systems without overwhelming the institutions responsible for governing them.

3. Institutional Cognitive Capacity
Expansion

One historical response to the Scale—Cognition Problem has been the gradual
expansion of the amount, range, speed and complexity of information that institutions
can process. CGEF describes this phenomenon as Institutional Cognitive Capacity
Expansion.

Capacity expansion can occur through many mechanisms. Writing increases the
persistence of information beyond individual memory. Administrative specialisation
distributes cognitive labour. Archives allow previous decisions to remain accessible.
Communication infrastructures reduce the time required for information to cross territory.
Statistical systems enable large populations to be represented through aggregate
patterns. Computing increases processing capacity, while artificial intelligence can
extend particular forms of retrieval, classification, modelling and analysis.

These developments can enlarge the cognitive possibility space available to
governance. An institution capable of comparing observations across decades can ask
questions unavailable to one dependent upon immediate recollection. A government
possessing reliable territorial communication can coordinate activities at a scale
impossible when information requires months to travel. A statistical administration can
detect population-level patterns that remain invisible through isolated local reports.

Yet capacity expansion should not be confused with improvement in governance
as a whole. Greater information-processing capacity can coexist with poor judgement,
weak legitimacy, distorted representation or limited adaptation. A highly capable
administrative system can use its cognitive infrastructure for coercive or destructive
purposes. Institutional Cognition concerns the architecture of collective intelligence, not
the normative goodness of every objective to which that intelligence may be directed.

Capacity can also expand unevenly. A governance system may develop
exceptional fiscal sensing while possessing weak mechanisms for incorporating local
knowledge. It may preserve extensive records while lacking effective feedback. It may
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coordinate rapidly while concentrating interpretation within a narrow epistemic
community.

Historical analysis must therefore remain multidimensional. Rather than asking
whether one period possesses “more” institutional cognition than another, CGEF
examines which cognitive capacities expanded, through which infrastructures, at
what cost and under which historical conditions.

Institutional Cognitive Capacity Expansion describes the enlargement of
particular capacities for sensing, remembering, representing, integrating or
coordinating governance-relevant knowledge without assuming that such
enlargement produces universally superior institutional performance.

4. Governance Cognitive
Technologies

Institutional Cognitive Capacity Expansion has often depended upon
technologies that alter how knowledge can be produced, preserved, transmitted or
interpreted. Contemporary discussion tends to associate cognitive technology primarily
with digital computation and artificial intelligence, but the historical perspective suggests
a considerably broader category.

CGEF defines a Governance Cognitive Technology as a technological or
representational system that modifies the capacity of governance institutions to sense,
preserve, communicate, organise, integrate or interpret information relevant to collective
action.

Writing constitutes one of the most consequential examples because it allows
information to persist independently of the individual who originally possessed it.
Accounting systems make resources and obligations representable across time. Maps
convert spatial complexity into portable symbolic form. Printing expands the
reproducibility and circulation of knowledge. Telegraphy changes the temporal
relationship between distant observation and central decision. Statistics create
representations of populations and economies that can be analysed at scales
inaccessible through direct observation.

Digital technologies continue rather than begin this history. Databases transform
storage and retrieval, networked communication accelerates information exchange,
computational models extend analytical representation and artificial intelligence
increasingly participates in classification, interpretation, generation and simulation.

The category should nevertheless remain functional rather than technologically
deterministic. A technology changes institutional cognition only through its integration
into organisational practices. The existence of writing does not automatically create
effective archives, just as the availability of artificial intelligence does not automatically
create Institutional Cognitive Augmentation. Cognitive consequences depend upon
institutions, interfaces, skills, authority structures and patterns of use.

© IDHUS Institute 11



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

Technologies can also redistribute cognition. A new information system may
strengthen central coordination while weakening local discretion. Standardised forms
may improve comparability while narrowing what officials can record. Automated analysis
may increase processing capacity while creating dependency upon technical
infrastructures.

Historical comparison therefore requires attention not simply to whether a society
possessed a particular technology, but to how that technology became embedded
within a wider cognitive architecture and which institutional functions it
transformed.

Governance Cognitive Technologies matter historically not because
technological innovation automatically advances governance, but because
technologies alter the possibilities, constraints and distributions through which
institutions can know and act collectively.

5. Institutional Cognitive
Infrastructure

Technologies acquire institutional significance only when they become embedded
within durable arrangements capable of supporting their repeated use. A writing system
becomes part of governance cognition through scribal practices, recordkeeping
conventions, archives and trained personnel. Statistics become institutionally
consequential through censuses, statistical offices, professional standards and reporting
routines. Atrtificial intelligence becomes cognitively relevant through data infrastructures,
analytical workflows, interfaces, oversight arrangements and human expertise.

CGEF describes these durable arrangements as Institutional Cognitive
Infrastructure: the organisational, technological, professional and representational
systems through which governance-relevant knowledge can be produced, preserved,
transmitted and integrated over time.

Cognitive infrastructure therefore extends beyond physical technology. Archives
are simultaneously material repositories, organisational practices and systems of
classification. Bureaucracies are not merely hierarchies of authority; they distribute
observation, memory and interpretation across specialised roles. Professional
communities preserve knowledge through training and shared standards. Research
institutions create mechanisms through which uncertainty can be investigated outside
immediate political decision cycles.

Infrastructure gives cognition continuity. Individual officials leave, governments
change and crises end, yet institutional knowledge can persist if infrastructures preserve
it. Conversely, the destruction or neglect of archives, professional communities or
communication networks can produce cognitive contraction even when formal
institutions remain nominally intact.

Infrastructure also shapes what can be known. Administrative categories
determine which observations become recordable; databases determine which fields
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can be queried; reporting hierarchies determine which information reaches higher levels.
Cognitive infrastructure therefore never functions as a neutral container for knowledge.
Its architecture conditions visibility.

This makes historical institutional change partly a history of infrastructural
transformation. New cognitive technologies can remain marginal for long periods before
organisational arrangements emerge that allow them to reshape governance.
Conversely, established infrastructures can preserve older cognitive practices long after
alternative technologies become available.

Institutional Cognitive Infrastructure provides the durable architecture
through which cognitive technologies become organisational capabilities,
allowing knowledge to survive individuals and cognitive functions to operate
repeatedly across institutional time.

6. The Externalisation of
Institutional Memory

Among the most consequential transformations in governance history has been
the progressive capacity to preserve knowledge outside individual human memory.
CGEF describes this process as Institutional Memory Externalisation: the transfer of
governance-relevant knowledge into persistent symbolic, organisational and
technological infrastructures capable of surviving the individuals who originally
generated or possessed it.

Oral governance can preserve substantial knowledge through ritual, tradition and
specialised memory, but its continuity depends heavily upon human transmission.
Writing changes this relationship by allowing decisions, obligations, observations and
rules to persist in material form. Archives extend persistence further by organising
records for later retrieval. Bureaucratic documentation transforms memory into routine
administrative practice, while digital repositories dramatically expand storage and search
capacity.

Memory externalisation changes institutional temporality. A governance system
can compare current conditions with records produced generations earlier, preserve
legal continuity beyond political succession and accumulate administrative experience
across individual careers. Institutions can therefore develop forms of memory whose
temporal reach exceeds human lifespan.

Yet externalisation does not guarantee effective memory. Records can exist
without being retrievable, archives can preserve information that no longer possesses
interpretative context and excessive documentation can create informational
environments in which relevant knowledge becomes difficult to locate. Institutional
Memory requires preservation, retrieval and meaningful reintegration into current
cognition.

Externalisation can also weaken forms of tacit memory. As procedures become
codified, institutions may assume that documented knowledge is sufficient even when
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effective practice depends upon experience that cannot easily be formalised. Personnel
turnover can therefore produce knowledge loss despite apparently comprehensive
archives.

Digital systems intensify both possibilities. Vast quantities of institutional
information can be preserved and searched, but technological obsolescence,
fragmented databases and dependency upon retrieval systems create new
vulnerabilities. Al-mediated retrieval may further expand access while changing how
institutions select which parts of their historical record become cognitively salient.

Institutional Memory Externalisation therefore represents not a simple
progression from fragile human memory towards perfect technological
preservation, but a historical transformation in the relationship between people,
records and infrastructures through which governance systems attempt to remain
cognitively continuous across time.

7. The Historical Expansion of
Institutional Sensing

Governance requires some capacity to perceive the conditions upon which
collective action depends. Yet what institutions can sense is historically contingent. Early
governance systems relied heavily upon direct observation, local intermediaries, tribute
records, reports from officials, merchants, military actors or religious institutions. As
administrative infrastructures developed, sensing became increasingly systematic and
geographically extensive.

CGEF describes this transformation as Institutional Sensing Expansion: the
historical enlargement of the range, frequency, granularity or speed through which
governance systems can acquire information concerning populations, territories,
resources and events.

Censuses represent one important transformation because they convert
populations into systematically enumerated objects of governance. Administrative
registers extend observation across taxation, property, military service or public health.
Statistical systems create recurring measurements that allow patterns to be compared
across territories and time. Surveys expand the capacity to observe social conditions
that administrative records do not capture directly.

Communication technologies alter the temporal dimension of sensing.
Information that once required weeks or months to reach centres of authority can
eventually arrive within days, minutes or seconds. Contemporary sensor networks and
digital platforms can provide near-real-time information concerning transportation,
environmental conditions, economic activity or public services.

Yet sensing expansion does not mean that institutions perceive reality
comprehensively. Every sensing architecture depends upon categories, instruments and
reporting relationships that make some phenomena visible while leaving others obscure.
Greater data volume can therefore coexist with profound cognitive blindness.
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Sensing also depends upon trust and interpretation. Reports can be manipulated,
administrative incentives can distort data and measurements can become detached from
the phenomena they were intended to represent. The historical expansion of sensing
must consequently be studied alongside the evolution of representation and verification.

Institutional Sensing Expansion enlarges the observational horizon of
governance, but what institutions can see remains conditioned by the
infrastructures, categories and relationships through which reality becomes
institutionally perceptible.

8. Governance Representation
Regimes

Information becomes governable only after it has been represented in forms that
institutions can interpret and compare. A territory becomes a map, a population becomes
a census, economic activity becomes accounts and indicators, social problems become
administrative categories, and uncertain futures become scenarios or models. CGEF
describes historically distinctive combinations of such practices as Governance
Representation Regimes.

A Governance Representation Regime is the ensemble of categories, symbolic
systems, measurement practices and representational technologies through which a
governance system renders selected dimensions of collective reality cognitively
available.

Representation regimes vary historically and culturally. Administrative writing can
organise reality around obligations and legal status; cadastral maps around land and
ownership; statistical states around measurable populations; computational governance
around datasets, indicators and models. These regimes do not merely describe an
independently given reality. They influence which relationships become institutionally
visible and actionable.

Representation therefore creates cognitive power. Once phenomena become
standardised, they can be compared across territory and time, integrated into planning
and subjected to systematic analysis. This can enormously expand institutional
capability.

At the same time, representation necessarily reduces complexity. Categories
group differences, indicators compress multidimensional phenomena and maps exclude
details irrelevant to their intended function. No governance representation can preserve
the total informational richness of the reality it describes.

Historical analysis should therefore examine not only the expansion of
information but the changing forms through which institutions construct knowledge from
that information. Two governance systems may observe similar conditions while
representing them through fundamentally different conceptual architectures.
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Contemporary computational models and digital twins belong within this longer
history. They extend the representational capacity of governance dramatically, yet they
remain selective constructions whose categories and assumptions shape what
institutions can perceive through them.

Governance Representation Regimes form a historical bridge between
reality and institutional cognition, enabling complexity to become governable
while simultaneously determining which dimensions of that complexity remain
visible within collective decision-making.

9. Institutional Cognitive
Compression

The Scale—Cognition Problem produces a further necessity. As populations,
territories and administrative systems expand, institutions cannot transmit every local
observation in its original form to every participant in governance. Information must be
selected, aggregated, categorised and summarised. CGEF describes this process as
Institutional Cognitive Compression.

Institutional Cognitive Compression is the reduction of complex governance-
relevant reality into representations sufficiently compact for institutional processing,
coordination and decision-making.

Compression appears in many historical forms. Local conditions become
administrative reports; individual households become census categories; diverse
economic activities become aggregate indicators; territorial complexity becomes maps;
thousands of organisational events become performance metrics. Contemporary
dashboards and computational models continue the same basic cognitive operation at
far greater scale.

Compression is not inherently a defect. Without it, large governance systems
would face overwhelming informational complexity. Abstraction allows comparison,
prioritisation and coordination. The question is therefore not whether institutions
compress reality, but how they do so and what is lost through the process.

Every compression architecture creates informational trade-offs. Aggregation can
reveal population-level patterns while removing local variation. Standardisation facilitates
coordination while suppressing exceptional cases. A single indicator can make a
complex phenomenon visible to decision-makers while concealing dimensions that the
indicator does not contain.

Compression can also accumulate across organisational levels. A local
observation may be summarised by one office, aggregated by another and translated
into an indicator before reaching central decision-makers. By the time information enters
high-level judgement, substantial contextual meaning may have disappeared.

The historical evolution of governance can therefore be examined partly through
changing compression technologies and practices. As institutions become capable of
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processing greater volumes of information, the forms and thresholds of compression
change, but the underlying problem remains.

Institutional Cognitive Compression makes large-scale governance
possible by reducing informational complexity, yet every act of compression
creates the possibility that what disappears from representation will also
disappear from institutional cognition.

10. Representation-Induced
Blindness

Because governance depends upon selective representation and cognitive
compression, institutions inevitably encounter limits determined partly by their own
knowledge architectures. CGEF describes one form of this limitation as Representation-
Induced Blindness: the systematic difficulty an institution experiences in perceiving
phenomena that do not fit, appear within or become salient through its established
representational categories.

Representation-Induced Blindness differs from simple absence of information.
Data may exist locally while remaining institutionally invisible because reporting systems
do not classify it as relevant. Officials may observe emerging conditions that disappear
during aggregation, or communities may possess knowledge that cannot enter formal
administrative categories.

Historical representation regimes therefore produce characteristic blind spots. A
fiscal administration may possess detailed knowledge of taxable resources while
knowing comparatively little about other dimensions of social life. A statistical system
may identify broad demographic patterns while overlooking experiences that resist
quantification. Contemporary data-intensive governance may perceive what digital
systems record exceptionally well while becoming less attentive to phenomena that leave
weak digital traces.

Blindness can persist because representations shape subsequent observation.
Once an institution organises a problem through particular categories, new information
tends to be interpreted through those categories. The representation becomes not
merely a description but part of the cognitive architecture through which further evidence
acquires meaning.

Feedback can correct this process when unexpected outcomes force institutions
to reconsider their categories. Yet institutions may instead interpret failure as a need for
more data within the existing representation, thereby strengthening the architecture
responsible for the blind spot.

The concept should not imply that complete representation is possible. Every
cognitive architecture necessarily selects. The scientific question concerns whether
institutions possess mechanisms capable of recognising the limits of their own
representations and introducing alternative perspectives when those limits become
consequential.
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Representation-Induced Blindness reveals the paradox at the centre of
institutional cognition: the representations that make complex reality governable
can simultaneously make important dimensions of that reality more difficult for
the institution to see.

11. Historical Evolution of
Coordination Architectures

As governance systems grow beyond the scale of direct interpersonal
organisation, coordination becomes an increasingly complex cognitive problem.
Authority must be communicated across distance, specialised knowledge must be
integrated across functional domains and collective action must remain sufficiently
coherent despite differences in local conditions. Historical governance systems have
therefore developed diverse Coordination Architectures through which information,
instruction and responsibility are distributed.

Early political systems often relied heavily upon personal authority, kinship
networks, military hierarchies, religious institutions or tributary relationships. These
arrangements could coordinate substantial territories, but their cognitive integration
frequently depended upon relatively narrow channels of communication and personal
intermediaries. As administrative systems became more differentiated, coordination
increasingly relied upon offices, procedural rules, written instructions and specialised
bureaucratic roles.

Bureaucratisation changed the cognitive structure of governance because
coordination no longer depended exclusively upon the personal knowledge of rulers or
local representatives. Administrative procedures could specify how information should
move, which actor possessed responsibility and how decisions should be implemented
across organisational levels. This increased continuity while creating new problems of
rigidity, latency and information loss.

Modern governance systems added further layers. Professional agencies
coordinate specialised domains, interministerial structures integrate across policy areas
and international institutions connect administrations across jurisdictional boundaries.
Digital infrastructures increasingly allow coordination to occur through shared platforms,
real-time information systems and computational workflows.

The historical trajectory should not be interpreted as a simple movement from
personal coordination towards bureaucratic superiority. Personal networks can transmit
contextual information rapidly and flexibly, while highly formal systems may become slow
or disconnected from local realities. Different architectures solve different coordination
problems.

CGEF therefore examines coordination historically through variables such as
centralisation, hierarchy, interface density, information latency, specialisation and the
capacity to integrate differentiated knowledge. The evolution of governance
coordination is not merely the history of larger administrative structures, but the
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changing architecture through which distributed cognition becomes sufficiently
aligned for collective action to occur.

12. Decision Architectures across
Historical Governance Systems

Coordination enables collective cognition to become organised, but governance
ultimately requires decisions concerning priorities, rules, resources and collective action.
CGEF therefore distinguishes the Decision Architecture of a governance system from
its broader institutional structure.

A Decision Architecture describes how information enters authoritative
judgement, which actors participate in interpretation, how disagreement is processed,
where final authority resides and how decisions become connected to implementation.
This perspective allows historically different political systems to be compared without
reducing them to one dimension such as centralisation or regime type.

In some systems, decision authority may be highly concentrated while
information remains distributed through extensive administrative networks. In others,
authority may be shared across councils, assemblies, courts, professional bodies or
territorial institutions. The cognitive significance lies partly in how these arrangements
organise representation, deliberation and access to knowledge.

Historical decision architectures also differ in the role assigned to specialised
expertise. Some rely heavily upon advisers, scribes, priesthoods or legal scholars, while
modern states often depend upon professional civil services, scientific institutions and
technical agencies. Formal authority may remain political while substantial cognitive
authority is distributed among specialised actors.

The relationship between dissent and decision also varies. Institutional
architectures can suppress disagreement, formalise it through adversarial procedures or
preserve competing perspectives until late stages of deliberation. Each arrangement
creates different trade-offs between coherence, speed and epistemic diversity.

Technological change can alter decision architecture without formally changing
political institutions. Faster communication, statistical analysis or artificial intelligence
can shift where evidence is produced and which representations reach decision-makers
even when constitutional authority remains stable.

Historical Decision Architectures therefore reveal how governance
systems organise the passage from distributed knowledge towards authoritative
action, making visible the cognitive structure beneath formal political decisions.
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13. Feedback across Historical
Governance Systems

Governance decisions generate consequences, but those consequences
become cognitively useful only when institutions can detect and reconnect them to prior
actions. Historical governance systems have differed substantially in the speed,
coverage and reliability of these feedback relationships.

In geographically dispersed systems, feedback could be extremely slow.
Information concerning failed harvests, unrest, military conditions or administrative
breakdown might require weeks or months to reach central authority. By the time a
response arrived, the underlying situation could already have changed.

Administrative development gradually increased feedback capacity through
regular reporting, inspection, accounting and legal petition. These mechanisms allowed
governing institutions to observe implementation beyond immediate centres of authority
and compare expected with actual conditions.

Modern statistical and evaluative systems transformed feedback further by
producing more systematic evidence concerning policy consequences. Public
administration increasingly developed dedicated monitoring and evaluation processes,
while digital technologies now allow some outcomes to be observed continuously.

Yet faster feedback does not necessarily produce deeper learning. Institutions
may respond rapidly to visible indicators while failing to revise underlying assumptions.
High-frequency feedback can encourage short-term adjustment, while slower processes
may sometimes support deeper reflection.

Historical feedback must therefore be examined through several dimensions:
latency, coverage, attribution, interpretative capacity and connection to decision revision.
A governance system can receive information continuously while remaining cognitively
unresponsive if feedback does not reach the actors or models capable of learning from
it.

The historical development of feedback architecture reflects not only
improvements in communication, but changing institutional capacities to connect
consequence with memory, interpretation and future action.

© IDHUS Institute 20



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

14. Governance Cognitive
Temporalities

Governance systems do not operate through a single temporal rhythm. Different
cognitive functions unfold at different speeds, and historical institutional change often
alters the relationship among these rhythms. CGEF describes these relationships as
Governance Cognitive Temporalities.

Some forms of governance cognition operate rapidly: emergency response,
military communication or market regulation may require immediate interpretation.
Others develop slowly: legal codification, scientific knowledge, demographic change and
institutional learning can unfold across years or generations.

Historical technologies change these temporal relationships. Writing increases
the temporal reach of memory, communication technologies accelerate sensing and
coordination, statistical systems allow recurring comparison, and computational systems
compress analytical time dramatically.

Acceleration can increase institutional responsiveness, but it can also create
temporal imbalance. Decision cycles may become faster than deliberation, scientific
evidence may remain slower than political demand and real-time data may encourage
continuous intervention without sufficient reflection.

Conversely, slow governance can preserve deliberative depth while becoming
unable to respond to rapidly changing environments. Cognitive performance therefore
depends upon temporal fit rather than simple speed.

Historical comparison should consequently examine how institutions synchronise
sensing, interpretation, authority, implementation and feedback across different time
horizons. Some systems may exhibit strong long-term memory and weak short-term
responsiveness; others the reverse.

Governance Cognitive Temporality reveals that institutional evolution
changes not only what governance systems can know, but how quickly different
forms of knowledge can enter collective cognition and how long that knowledge
remains institutionally available.
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15. Intergenerational Institutional
Cognition

One of the most distinctive properties of institutions is their capacity to preserve
and transmit knowledge across generations. Individuals die, retire or leave office, yet
governance systems can retain laws, procedures, records, professional traditions and
organisational memory. CGEF describes this as Intergenerational Institutional
Cognition.

Intergenerational cognition depends upon mechanisms capable of carrying
knowledge beyond individual lifespan. Writing and archives provide one pathway, but
education, professional training, ritual, apprenticeship and institutional culture can
preserve forms of tacit knowledge that documents alone cannot capture.

This capacity allows institutions to accumulate experience. Later generations can
inherit previous solutions, warnings and administrative practices rather than beginning
from cognitive zero. It also allows long-term projects to persist beyond individual political
careers.

Yet inheritance can preserve error as well as knowledge. Obsolete categories,
inappropriate procedures and historical assumptions can become institutionalised
because they are embedded within durable systems of training and documentation.

Intergenerational cognition therefore contains a tension between continuity and
adaptation. Too little continuity produces repeated rediscovery and loss of experience;
too much continuity can create rigidity and resistance to new evidence.

Historical institutional resilience partly depends upon how this balance is
managed. Systems able to preserve critical knowledge while revising inherited
assumptions may sustain cognitive continuity through profound political change.

Intergenerational Institutional Cognition allows governance systems to
think across timescales longer than individual human lives, making civilisation
itself capable of accumulating institutional knowledge while also inheriting the
cognitive constraints of its past.

© IDHUS Institute 22



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

16. Civilisational Cognitive
Inheritance

Institutions rarely emerge from entirely novel foundations. Governance
architectures inherit legal concepts, administrative practices, technologies, professional
traditions and forms of representation from earlier societies and neighbouring systems.
CGEF describes this process as Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance.

Inheritance can operate through direct institutional continuity, cultural
transmission, conquest, migration, trade, translation, scholarly networks or conscious
imitation. Administrative knowledge therefore moves across time and space in ways that
complicate any attempt to treat civilisations as isolated cognitive systems.

Legal traditions can survive political regimes, bureaucratic practices can be
adopted by successor states and scientific or mathematical knowledge can travel across
linguistic and religious boundaries. Institutions often contain layers formed during
different historical periods.

Cognitive inheritance therefore creates historical depth within contemporary
governance. Statistical systems, legal categories, administrative boundaries and
professional norms may reflect earlier institutional choices whose original contexts have
disappeared.

Inheritance can provide substantial cognitive advantage because societies do not
need to rediscover every institutional solution independently. Yet inherited structures can
also become mismatched with new environments, producing path dependency or
representational rigidity.

Historical analysis should therefore examine not merely what institutions
possess, but where their cognitive infrastructures originated and how inherited
components were reinterpreted.

Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance makes governance evolution
cumulative without making it linear, because institutional architectures develop
through complex transmissions of knowledge whose meanings and functions
change as they enter new historical contexts.
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17. Governance Cognitive
Diffusion

Civilisational inheritance describes transmission across time, while institutional
innovation also moves horizontally among societies. CGEF describes this process as
Governance Cognitive Diffusion: the movement of governance-relevant technologies,
administrative practices, representational systems and institutional architectures across
political or cultural boundaries.

Diffusion can occur through observation, trade, diplomacy, colonisation, scholarly
exchange, international organisations or professional networks. Innovations may spread
because they appear effective, because powerful actors impose them or because local
institutions reinterpret them to solve different problems.

The diffusion of writing systems, accounting techniques, legal procedures,
bureaucratic forms, statistical practices and digital technologies illustrates how
governance cognition evolves through interaction rather than isolated invention.

Yet diffusion rarely produces exact replication. Institutional practices enter
different social, political and epistemic environments, where they are modified by existing
structures. A statistical system imported into one administration may acquire a different
function from the same system elsewhere.

Diffusion can also generate dependency when societies adopt cognitive
infrastructures controlled externally. Historical and contemporary examples alike
demonstrate that the transmission of cognitive technology can redistribute power as well
as capability.

CGEF therefore treats diffusion as a relational process involving adoption,
translation, adaptation and sometimes resistance. Governance Cognitive Diffusion
expands the repertoire of institutional possibilities available to societies, but what
diffuses is transformed by the cognitive architecture into which it arrives.

18. Cognitive Institutional
Hybridisation

Because imported governance practices rarely remain unchanged, institutional
evolution frequently produces Cognitive Institutional Hybridisation: the formation of
new governance architectures through the combination of historically distinct cognitive
technologies, administrative traditions and representational systems.

Hybridisation challenges civilisational narratives that assume institutions develop
through internally coherent trajectories. Governance systems often combine local
practices with imported bureaucratic methods, religious authority with administrative
recordkeeping, traditional councils with modern statistical administration or national
institutions with international digital infrastructures.
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These combinations can produce novel cognitive capabilities. Local knowledge
may coexist with centralised data systems; customary decision processes may integrate
formal legal procedures; modern scientific institutions may operate within administrative
traditions shaped centuries earlier.

Hybridisation can also produce friction. Components developed under different
assumptions may interact poorly, creating overlapping authority, incompatible categories
or conflicting temporalities.

The concept therefore encourages comparison at the level of architecture rather
than cultural labels. Two institutions within the same civilisation may possess very
different hybrid compositions, while institutions across different regions may share
important cognitive mechanisms.

Cognitive Institutional Hybridisation reveals governance evolution as a
process of recombination, in which inherited and external cognitive structures are
continuously reassembled rather than simply replaced by successive institutional
forms.

19. Cognitive Path Dependence

Institutional cognition develops through accumulated decisions whose
consequences constrain later possibilities. Once governance systems invest in particular
administrative categories, communication networks, legal structures or information
infrastructures, future development tends to occur through those existing arrangements.
CGEF describes this as Cognitive Path Dependence.

Path dependence can provide stability. Institutions benefit from established
standards, accumulated expertise and interoperable systems. Abandoning every
previous architecture in response to new circumstances would destroy continuity and
memory.

Yet historical choices also shape what institutions can imagine. A governance
system organised around territorial jurisdictions may find it difficult to represent problems
structured through networks. A statistical architecture built upon established categories
may struggle to incorporate phenomena that cross those categories.

Technological infrastructures can deepen path dependence because data
formats, software systems and professional expertise create substantial switching costs.
Cognitive architecture becomes materially embedded.

The concept does not imply deterministic history. Institutions can change
pathways through crisis, reform or deliberate redesign. It indicates that alternatives are
evaluated from positions already structured by previous choices.

Cognitive Path Dependence explains why institutional evolution is
cumulative but constrained: governance systems inherit not only knowledge from
the past, but architectures that shape which future cognitive transformations
remain comparatively easy or difficult.
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20. Institutional Cognitive Lock-In

Path dependence becomes more problematic when inherited architecture
continues reproducing itself despite accumulating evidence that it no longer fits the
environment. CGEF describes this stronger condition as Institutional Cognitive Lock-
In.

Institutional Cognitive Lock-In therefore represents a stronger condition than
Cognitive Path Dependence. Path dependence constrains the range and cost of future
alternatives; lock-in emerges when those inherited constraints continue reproducing an
increasingly mismatched cognitive architecture despite accumulating evidence that
adaptation is required.

Cognitive Lock-In  occurs when representational systems, procedures,
infrastructures or professional assumptions become sufficiently embedded that
institutions struggle to revise them even as their limitations become visible.

Lock-in can emerge through sunk costs, organisational incentives, legal rigidity,
professional identity or technological dependency. Institutions may understand that an
existing system performs poorly while lacking a feasible pathway towards replacement.

Representation regimes can become particularly persistent. Once data, reporting
and decision systems depend upon specific categories, changing those categories can
disrupt historical comparability and organisational routines. The institution may therefore
continue seeing the world through increasingly inadequate representations.

Lock-in differs from stability. Stable architecture can remain well adapted to its
environment; lock-in describes persistence despite increasing misfit.

Crisis can sometimes break lock-in by making existing failure impossible to
ignore, though disruption can also reinforce familiar structures if institutions respond
through greater reliance upon established procedures.

Institutional Cognitive Lock-In represents the point at which the continuity
that supports institutional memory begins to constrain the capacity for cognitive
adaptation.
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21. Cognitive Expansion and
Cognitive Contraction

Historical governance evolution does not consist exclusively of accumulating
capability. Institutions can lose knowledge, coordination capacity, memory, expertise or
observational reach through war, political collapse, fiscal decline, technological
disruption or organisational fragmentation. CGEF therefore distinguishes Cognitive
Expansion from Cognitive Contraction.

Cognitive Expansion occurs when a governance architecture enlarges its
effective capacity to sense, remember, integrate, coordinate or interpret relevant
information. Cognitive Contraction occurs when one or more of these capacities become
reduced or fragmented.

Contraction should not be equated automatically with political collapse. A state
may remain formally intact while losing administrative expertise or local sensing.
Conversely, political transformation may preserve substantial cognitive infrastructure
across institutional succession.

The distinction also prevents historical teleology. Cognitive capacities can expand
in one period and contract in another, while different dimensions move in opposite
directions simultaneously. A centralising reform may expand coordination and fiscal
sensing while reducing local representational diversity.

Historical archives may themselves reveal contraction indirectly when
administrative records become less systematic, communication networks disappear or
professional communities lose continuity. Such evidence must nevertheless be
interpreted cautiously because surviving records are uneven.

Cognitive Expansion and Contraction allow CGEF to describe institutional
evolution as reversible and multidimensional, making loss, fragmentation and
reconstitution as analytically important as the accumulation of governance
capability.

Cognitive Expansion should therefore be distinguished from Institutional
Cognitive Capacity Expansion: the latter describes processes through which particular
capacities are enlarged, while Cognitive Expansion describes the broader historical
condition in which one or more dimensions of effective governance cognition become
extended.
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22. Civilisational Cognitive
Transitions

Long historical periods sometimes contain clusters of changes that alter several
dimensions of governance cognition simultaneously. New representational technologies
combine with organisational reform, communication changes and expanded scale,
creating what CGEF describes as Civilisational Cognitive Transitions.

Examples may include transitions associated with widespread administrative
writing, bureaucratic state formation, statistical governance, industrial communication
systems, digital administration or contemporary artificial intelligence. These categories
are analytical rather than universal stages.

A transition becomes cognitively significant when several relationships change
together: how information is sensed, how knowledge is stored, how authority coordinates
territory, how reality is represented and how rapidly feedback returns.

Transitions rarely occur uniformly. Different regions, institutions and sectors adopt
new architectures at different speeds, while older forms continue operating alongside
newer systems. Historical change therefore produces layered rather than cleanly
sequential cognition.

Nor do transitions guarantee improvement. New capabilities can create new
dependencies, blind spots and forms of concentration. Digital governance, for example,
vastly expands sensing and processing while introducing infrastructure dependency and
new representational vulnerabilities.

CGEF should consequently use transitions as comparative lenses rather than
evolutionary stages. Civilisational Cognitive Transitions describe periods in which
governance cognition is reorganised across several dimensions, without implying
that societies move through a single universal sequence or towards a
predetermined institutional destination.

23. Historical Governance
Cognitive Units

Comparative historical analysis requires a unit of observation precise enough to
avoid treating entire civilisations as homogeneous cognitive systems. Labels such as
Rome, Imperial China, the Islamic world or modern Europe can be useful as broad
historical references, but they contain enormous internal variation across time, territory,
institutional domain and political structure. CGEF therefore introduces the Historical
Governance Cognitive Unit (HGCU) as the principal comparative unit for empirical
research.
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A Historical Governance Cognitive Unit refers to a historically bounded
governance system, institutional configuration or administrative domain sufficiently
specific to permit reconstruction of its cognitive architecture. An HGCU may correspond
to a particular imperial administration during a defined period, a municipal governance
system, a specialised fiscal bureaucracy, a scholarly-administrative network or another
institutional arrangement whose sensing, memory, representation, coordination and
feedback relationships can be investigated meaningfully.

The concept deliberately avoids assuming that political territory and cognitive
system coincide perfectly. A large empire may contain several distinct governance
architectures operating simultaneously across taxation, military administration, law,
religion and local government. Conversely, cognitive networks may extend across
several political jurisdictions through trade, scholarship or religious institutions.

The appropriate HGCU therefore depends upon the research question. A study
of institutional memory may focus upon a bureaucratic archive and the administrative
system surrounding it, while a study of long-distance coordination may require a wider
territorial configuration. The unit should be large enough to contain the relevant cognitive
relationships and narrow enough to preserve historical specificity.

HGCUs can also be nested. A local administrative unit can be studied
independently and as part of a wider imperial or networked architecture. This makes the
concept compatible with ICAM and PGNM, allowing historical cognition to be analysed
across several scales without assuming that one level possesses explanatory priority.

The Historical Governance Cognitive Unit provides CGEF with a disciplined
alternative to civilisational generalisation by making historically specific
governance architectures, rather than whole cultures or societies, the primary
objects of cognitive comparison.

24. Historical Cognitive
Boundaries

Every HGCU requires explicit boundaries concerning time, space, institutional
domain and available evidence. Historical governance systems change continuously,
and analytical categories can become misleading if researchers treat long periods as
cognitively stable. CGEF therefore introduces the concept of Historical Cognitive
Boundaries.

A Historical Cognitive Boundary defines the temporal, institutional and functional
limits within which a governance architecture is treated as sufficiently coherent for
comparative analysis. The purpose is not to claim that the system remained unchanged
within those boundaries, but to identify a period during which the relevant cognitive
relationships can be reconstructed without collapsing major transformations into one
artificial average.

Temporal boundaries are especially important. A bureaucracy before and after
major administrative reform may possess the same institutional name while operating
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through substantially different information flows, professional structures or
communication technologies. Treating both periods as one unit could conceal precisely
the evolutionary process under investigation.

Functional boundaries matter as well. A political system may possess
sophisticated fiscal sensing and weak public-health observation, meaning that
statements concerning "state sensing capacity" require specification of domain.
Historical cognition is often uneven across institutional functions.

Boundaries should also reflect the evidence available. In some cases, archival
records allow detailed reconstruction of particular decades while surrounding periods
remain poorly documented. Analytical confidence should follow the evidence rather than
forcing symmetrical historical intervals for convenience.

Boundary choices inevitably influence interpretation and should therefore remain
transparent. Researchers should explain why a particular period, territory or institutional
domain was selected and test where possible whether conclusions change when
boundaries are altered.

Historical Cognitive Boundaries make comparison more rigorous by
ensuring that claims concerning institutional cognition remain attached to
identifiable configurations rather than being projected across periods or societies
whose internal cognitive architectures changed substantially over time.

25. Civilisational Cognitive
Profiles

Once historically specific units have been established, CGEF requires a way to
represent their cognitive architecture without collapsing multidimensional differences into
a single developmental score. The framework therefore introduces Civilisational
Cognitive Profiles (CCPs) as structured representations of the principal cognitive
characteristics observed within an HGCU or related set of historical governance systems.

A profile may examine dimensions such as sensing, representation, institutional
memory, knowledge integration, coordination, decision architecture, feedback,
adaptation, cognitive scale and dependence upon particular cognitive technologies.
These dimensions provide a common analytical language while allowing the
mechanisms through which they are realised to vary historically.

The profile should remain descriptive and relational rather than scalar. One
governance system may exhibit extensive administrative memory and slow
communication, while another possesses rapid coordination but weak archival continuity.
Neither configuration can be reduced meaningfully to a statement that one possesses
"more" governance cognition overall.

CCPs can also represent internal asymmetry. A governance system may be
highly developed in some domains and comparatively limited in others. Such profiles are
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often more historically informative than broad characterisations of institutional
sophistication.

At early stages, profiles will necessarily remain qualitative or ordinal because
historical evidence rarely supports precise measurement across all dimensions. GCPIF's
distinction between constructs, observables and indicators should therefore be retained,
but without assuming that contemporary measurement procedures can simply be
projected backwards.

The term Civilisational should also be interpreted cautiously. CCPs are not
profiles of entire peoples or cultures. They are comparative representations of historically
situated governance cognitive architectures whose development occurs within broader
civilisational contexts.

Civilisational Cognitive Profiles allow CGEF to compare historical
governance systems through multidimensional patterns of cognition while
preventing comparison from becoming a hierarchy of civilisational intelligence.

A Civilisational Cognitive Profile therefore profiles governance architecture, not
populations, cultures or civilisations as collective subjects possessing measurable
intelligence.

26. Cognitive Functional
Equivalence

Historical governance systems can perform similar cognitive functions through
very different institutional mechanisms. Memory may reside primarily in written archives,
professional traditions, religious institutions or distributed local practices. Coordination
can occur through formal bureaucracy, personal networks, councils or ritualised
authority. CGEF describes this possibility as Cognitive Functional Equivalence.

Cognitive Functional Equivalence exists when historically distinct institutional
arrangements perform sufficiently similar governance-relevant cognitive functions
despite differences in organisational form, technology or cultural context.

The concept is essential for comparative research because form-based
comparison can produce misleading conclusions. A society lacking a modern statistical
office may nevertheless possess effective mechanisms for gathering and aggregating
certain forms of local information. Conversely, an institution resembling a contemporary
bureaucracy formally may perform very different cognitive functions under historical
conditions.

Functional equivalence does not imply identical performance. Two systems may
both preserve institutional memory while differing substantially in scale, retrieval speed,
durability or contextual richness. The concept establishes comparability at the level of
function without erasing differences in mechanism or capacity.

It also protects against presentism. Researchers should not assume that
historical institutions are cognitively deficient merely because they do not resemble
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contemporary organisational forms. The relevant question is what governance problem
the architecture addressed and how effectively its mechanisms performed within that
context.

Comparative analysis can therefore proceed through functions first and forms
second. Researchers might compare how different systems managed long-distance
information, preserved legal knowledge or integrated specialised expertise before asking
how those mechanisms were institutionally organised.

Cognitive Functional Equivalence allows historically diverse governance
architectures to enter a common analytical framework without requiring them to
converge upon the organisational forms of contemporary states.

27. Institutional Cognitive Trade-
Offs

Historical governance architectures rarely maximise all cognitive properties
simultaneously. Increasing one capacity can create costs elsewhere, and institutional
evolution frequently consists of changing relationships among competing cognitive
requirements. CGEF describes these relationships as Institutional Cognitive Trade-
Offs.

Centralisation can improve coherence and reduce coordination ambiguity while
increasing information bottlenecks and weakening local interpretation. Standardisation
can expand comparability while reducing contextual diversity. Administrative
specialisation can deepen expertise while creating integration problems. Faster
communication can improve responsiveness while compressing deliberative time.

Trade-offs also change historically. Acommunication technology that dramatically
reduces coordination costs can make more decentralised arrangements viable, while
new information-processing systems may alter the balance between local autonomy and
central integration.

No trade-off should be assumed universal. Centralisation may affect cognition
differently depending upon communication infrastructure, political structure and
environmental complexity. The concept therefore identifies relationships to investigate
rather than fixed laws.

Trade-offs also prevent simple ranking. A historical architecture that appears
weaker on one dimension may preserve a capacity another system has sacrificed. The
relevant question becomes whether the combination of capabilities was well suited to
the governance problems confronting the institution.

This perspective connects CGEF with Architectural Fit. Institutions evolve under
constraints, and historically successful arrangements may represent workable
compromises rather than maximisation of abstract performance dimensions.

Institutional Cognitive Trade-Offs reveal governance evolution as the
continual balancing of competing cognitive requirements, making historical
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differences intelligible without assuming that every dimension can or should
improve simultaneously.

28. Multiple Pathways of
Cognitive Development

The existence of Functional Equivalence and Cognitive Trade-Offs leads to a
broader proposition: institutional cognitive development is plural. Different societies can
develop distinct solutions to comparable governance problems, and those solutions can
remain viable under different combinations of scale, environment, political structure and
inherited institutions.

CGEF therefore rejects the assumption of a single developmental pathway
leading from simple to complex, traditional to modern or decentralised to centralised
governance. Instead, it approaches institutional evolution through Multiple Pathways of
Cognitive Development.

One pathway may expand governance capacity through bureaucratic hierarchy
and standardisation. Another may rely more heavily upon distributed local institutions
connected through loose coordination. A third may combine formal administration with
powerful scholarly or religious knowledge networks. Similar cognitive functions can
therefore emerge through different institutional sequences.

These pathways can converge, diverge or hybridise. Technologies and practices
move across societies, while local institutions reinterpret them according to existing
architectures. Historical trajectories are consequently neither isolated nor uniform.

The concept also implies that contemporary institutional forms should not be
treated as inevitable endpoints. Present governance architectures represent one set of
historically contingent solutions among several possible configurations and may
themselves be transformed substantially by digital and artificial cognitive systems.

Comparative research should therefore seek recurring mechanisms without
converting them into universal stages. Patterns can exist across cases while preserving
path-specific variation.

Multiple Pathways of Cognitive Development allow CGEF to search for
comparative regularities while preserving the possibility that different institutional
architectures can solve similar cognitive problems through historically distinct
and non-hierarchical trajectories.

© IDHUS Institute 33



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

29. Historical Evidence
Asymmetry

Comparing institutional cognition across long historical periods confronts a
fundamental evidential problem: governance systems leave radically different quantities
and types of records. Modern institutions generate extensive administrative data,
communication traces and statistical archives, while earlier systems may be known
through fragmented inscriptions, legal texts, surviving records or accounts produced by
narrow social groups. CGEF describes this problem as Historical Evidence
Asymmetry.

Evidence asymmetry can distort comparison if greater documentary survival is
mistaken for greater historical cognitive capacity. A society possessing extensive
surviving archives may appear to have had more developed institutional memory simply
because its records were preserved more effectively or have been studied more
intensively.

The opposite problem is equally important. Absence of evidence concerning a
cognitive mechanism does not establish its absence historically. Informal coordination,
oral transmission and tacit administrative practices often leave weaker traces than formal
written procedures.

Researchers must therefore distinguish properties of the historical institution from
properties of the surviving evidence. The archive is itself a selective representation
shaped by preservation, destruction, institutional priorities and subsequent historical
contingency.

Evidence asymmetry also varies within societies. Elite administrative activity may
be documented extensively while local governance remains comparatively invisible.
Cognitive profiles can therefore become biased towards institutions capable of producing
durable records.

CGEF should address this through explicit confidence statements, triangulation
and methodological restraint. Comparisons should indicate where evidence is rich,
where reconstruction depends upon proxies and where conclusions remain exploratory.

Historical Evidence Asymmetry requires comparative Institutional
Cognition to treat archival visibility as an epistemic condition of research rather
than as a direct measure of the cognitive sophistication of the historical system
being studied.
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30. Historical Cognitive Proxies

Because many historical cognitive properties cannot be observed directly, CGEF
must often rely upon indirect evidence. The framework therefore introduces Historical
Cognitive Proxies as surviving traces whose relationship to an institutional cognitive
construct can support cautious inference when direct evidence remains unavailable.

The existence of administrative archives may provide evidence concerning
potential memory infrastructure, while preserved reporting chains can reveal aspects of
coordination. Standardised accounting records may suggest particular forms of
representation and comparison. Yet none of these traces should be treated as equivalent
to the cognitive property itself.

The number of surviving documents, for example, does not measure Institutional
Memory Performance. Records may have existed but remained unused, or a small
surviving corpus may represent only a fraction of a once extensive administrative system.
Proxy interpretation therefore requires historical context.

Multiple proxies can strengthen inference when they converge. Administrative
procedures, archival organisation and evidence of later retrieval may together provide a
stronger reconstruction of institutional memory than any individual trace.

Historical proxies can also be tested against cases where richer evidence exists.
This may help determine whether particular material or documentary traces are
reasonably associated with the cognitive functions researchers believe they represent.

GCPIF's principle remains applicable: proxy # construct. Historical research
makes that distinction even more important because surviving evidence is often
incomplete and selection effects are substantial.

Historical Cognitive Proxies allow CGEF to extend analysis beyond directly
documented cognition while keeping the inferential distance between surviving
evidence and theoretical construct explicitly visible.

31. Evidence Confidence in
Historical Cognitive
Reconstruction

The uneven character of historical evidence requires CGEF to communicate not
only substantive conclusions but also the confidence researchers can reasonably place
in them. The framework therefore incorporates Evidence Confidence as an explicit
dimension of historical cognitive reconstruction.
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Evidence Confidence does not measure the strength of the historical institution.
It describes the strength of the evidential relationship supporting a particular analytical
claim.

High-confidence reconstruction may be possible where multiple independent
sources document administrative procedures, information flows and institutional
behaviour directly. Moderate confidence may rely upon convergent but incomplete
evidence, while exploratory interpretations may depend primarily upon indirect proxies
or contested historical reconstruction.

Such categories should remain descriptive rather than mechanically scored.
Historical epistemology rarely supports the precision implied by numerical confidence
values, particularly across diverse evidential traditions.

Confidence can vary within the same Civilisational Cognitive Profile. Memory
architecture may be well documented while feedback mechanisms remain speculative.
Profiles should therefore attach confidence to individual dimensions or claims rather than
assigning one overall level to the entire HGCU.

Transparency concerning confidence prevents interpretative asymmetry. A richly
documented modern institution should not appear analytically equivalent to an ancient
administration reconstructed through sparse evidence simply because both are
represented within the same conceptual framework.

Evidence Confidence allows CGEF to compare historical cognitive
architectures while preserving visible differences in the strength, completeness
and interpretative security of the evidence upon which those comparisons
depend.

32. Presentist Cognitive Bias

Historical comparison carries a persistent risk of evaluating past institutions
according to contemporary assumptions concerning what effective governance cognition
should look like. CGEF describes this risk as Presentist Cognitive Bias.

Presentism can occur when researchers treat contemporary technologies,
professional bureaucracies, statistical systems or scientific procedures as universal
benchmarks against which earlier governance systems are judged. Historical institutions
can then appear cognitively deficient because they solved problems through
mechanisms unfamiliar to modern administration.

The bias can also operate through contemporary categories. Concepts such as
data, expertise, bureaucracy or public policy possess historical specificity, and projecting
their present meanings backwards can obscure how earlier institutions understood and
organised knowledge.

Avoiding presentism does not require abandoning comparison or suspending
critical analysis. Some governance architectures clearly possess different sensing
ranges, communication speeds or memory capacities. The methodological requirement
is to interpret those differences relative to historical problems, available technologies and
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institutional contexts rather than assuming contemporary forms represent the natural
standard.

Functional Equivalence provides one protection by directing attention towards
what institutions accomplished cognitively rather than whether they resembled modern
organisations. Historical Cognitive Boundaries and evidence confidence provide others.

Presentism can also affect interpretations of technological transition. Artificial
intelligence may appear unprecedented when viewed from contemporary experience,
while historical perspective reveals a longer sequence of transformations in cognitive
externalisation. Conversely, historical analogy should not erase genuine novelty.

Presentist Cognitive Bias occurs when contemporary institutional
arrangements become an implicit normative or analytical baseline for historical
cognition, reducing the diversity of earlier governance systems to degrees of
approximation to the present.

33. Against Civilisational
Cognitive Ranking

The comparative ambitions of CGEF require an explicit methodological boundary:
the framework should not be used to construct rankings of the cognitive intelligence,
sophistication or developmental status of civilisations.

Such rankings would be scientifically weak because cognitive architectures are
multidimensional, historically contextual and reconstructed through unequal evidence.
Aggregating sensing, memory, coordination, representation and adaptation into one
civilisational score would require unjustified assumptions concerning weighting,
comparability and compensation.

Ranking would also obscure internal diversity. Large civilisational contexts
contain multiple institutions whose cognitive architectures differ significantly across
regions, periods and functions. Assigning one value to an entire civilisation would
collapse precisely the historical specificity CGEF seeks to preserve.

The problem is also conceptual. Governance cognitive capacity concerns
institutional systems, not inherent properties of populations or cultures. Converting
institutional analysis into civilisational hierarchy would move the framework away from
its scientific object and risk importing normative assumptions unsupported by the theory.

Comparison remains valuable. Researchers can examine how different
architectures solved similar problems, how particular capacities expanded or contracted
and which trade-offs emerged under different historical conditions. None of this requires
a global ordering.

Civilisational Cognitive Profiles therefore function as comparative maps rather
than scorecards. Their purpose is to make architectures intelligible, not to determine
which historical society was "more intelligent".
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CGEF is designed for comparative explanation rather than civilisational
ranking: it studies how governance cognition was organised differently across
historical contexts without translating those differences into a hierarchy of human
or cultural worth.

34. Historical Comparison as
Architectural Reconstruction

The concepts developed in the preceding sections allow CGEF to define its
preferred mode of comparative analysis. Historical comparison should proceed through
architectural reconstruction: the systematic attempt to identify how a historically
bounded governance system distributed cognitive functions, represented information,
preserved memory, coordinated actors, processed feedback and adapted over time.

Historical Cognitive Proxies are used where direct evidence remains unavailable,
while Evidence Confidence records the strength of the resulting inference under
conditions of Historical Evidence Asymmetry.

Reconstruction begins with the Historical Governance Cognitive Unit and its
boundaries. Researchers then identify relevant cognitive technologies, infrastructures,
representation regimes, coordination mechanisms and forms of institutional memory.
Historical Cognitive Proxies are used where direct evidence remains unavailable, while
Evidence Confidence remains attached to claims.

The resulting Civilisational Cognitive Profile provides a structured representation
of the architecture. Comparison can then examine Functional Equivalence, trade-offs,
diffusion, hybridisation, path dependence and transition without assuming identical
institutional forms.

The approach is therefore mechanism-oriented rather than typological in the
narrow sense. The question is not simply whether a system belongs to a category such
as bureaucratic, imperial or decentralised, but how its cognitive architecture actually
operated.

Longitudinal reconstruction can reveal change within the same institutional
tradition, while cross-case comparison can identify different solutions to comparable
governance problems. The two methods should inform one another.

Historical architectural reconstruction transforms civilisational
comparison from broad cultural classification into the study of specific
institutional mechanisms through which societies organised collective cognition
under changing historical conditions.
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35. CGEF as a Comparative
Historical Framework

The architecture developed thus far allows CGEF to be stated more formally. The
Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework is a comparative research
architecture for investigating how historically situated governance systems develop,
inherit, diffuse, hybridise, expand, contract and transform the cognitive mechanisms
through which collective knowledge and action become institutionally organised.

Its unit of analysis is the Historical Governance Cognitive Unit rather than the
civilisation as an undifferentiated whole. Its principal representation is the
multidimensional Civilisational Cognitive Profile rather than a developmental score. Its
comparative logic relies upon Functional Equivalence, cognitive trade-offs and multiple
developmental pathways rather than a universal sequence of institutional progress.

The framework is explicitly diachronic. It investigates not only differences among
architectures but how those differences emerge through Civilisational Cognitive
Inheritance, diffusion, path dependence, lock-in, discontinuity and transition.

CGEF also remains evidence-sensitive. Historical Evidence Asymmetry, proxy
use and confidence levels are treated as properties of the research process rather than
hidden limitations.

This architecture creates continuity with the wider Institutional Cognition
programme. The same broad functions identified through ICCA and ICAM—sensing,
memory, integration, coordination, feedback and adaptation—become historical
comparative dimensions, while their specific manifestations remain open to civilisational
and institutional diversity.

CGEF therefore provides a way to investigate the historical evolution of
governance cognition without converting institutional history into a story of
inevitable progress, cultural hierarchy or convergence upon contemporary
organisational forms.

36. Cognitive Innovation in
Governance

Governance systems do not transform only through the diffusion or inheritance
of existing institutional forms. They also generate new cognitive practices in response to
problems that existing architectures can no longer manage adequately. CGEF describes
this process as Cognitive Innovation: the emergence of new mechanisms,
technologies, representations or organisational arrangements that alter how governance
systems sense, remember, interpret, coordinate or learn.

Cognitive innovation can arise deliberately through institutional reform, but it can
also emerge incrementally from local experimentation, professional adaptation or
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responses to crisis. A new reporting practice may begin as an improvised solution before
becoming formalised across an administration. A technical instrument developed for one
purpose may later be integrated into broader governance processes. Institutional
cognition therefore evolves not only through planned design but through cumulative
adaptation.

Innovation should not be equated with novelty for its own sake. A new system
becomes cognitively significant only when it changes the architecture through which
knowledge is produced or used. Many technological innovations remain peripheral
because institutions do not reorganise around them, while apparently modest procedural
changes can alter information flows substantially.

The effects of innovation are also uncertain. New capabilities can improve
sensing or coordination while creating dependency, reducing interpretative diversity or
making older forms of knowledge less visible. Innovations therefore need to be analysed
through the trade-offs they introduce rather than through a presumption of improvement.

Historical comparison can help identify the conditions under which cognitive
innovations become durable. Some disappear after crisis conditions end, while others
become embedded through law, professional practice, infrastructure or organisational
routine. The transition from innovation to institution therefore depends upon processes
of adoption and stabilisation.

Cognitive Innovation describes the creation of new possibilities for
institutional cognition, but its historical significance depends upon whether those
possibilities become integrated into durable governance architectures and how
they reshape existing cognitive relationships.

37. Institutional Selection and
Persistence

Innovations do not enter governance architecture automatically. Competing
practices, technologies and organisational forms coexist, and only some become
durable. CGEF therefore examines Institutional Selection as the historical process
through which particular cognitive arrangements persist, expand or disappear relative to
alternatives.

The term selection should be used carefully. CGEF does not imply a direct
biological analogy or assume that the most cognitively efficient institution will necessarily
survive. Persistence can reflect political power, economic resources, military success,
cultural legitimacy, path dependence or historical contingency as much as cognitive
performance.

Nevertheless, institutional environments can favour some cognitive
arrangements over others. Administrative systems capable of coordinating larger
territories may enable political expansion. Reliable accounting can strengthen fiscal
capacity. Faster communication can improve response to crisis. These cognitive
advantages may contribute to persistence without determining it.
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Selection can also preserve dysfunctional structures. Powerful actors may benefit
from opaque information systems, established bureaucracies may resist alternative
representations and inherited infrastructure can make change costly. Institutional
persistence therefore reveals historical viability, not necessarily optimal cognitive design.

Comparative analysis should consequently ask why particular architectures
survived and whether their persistence reflected cognitive fit, power, inertia or some
combination of these forces.

Institutional Selection within CGEF refers to the historically contingent
persistence and diffusion of cognitive arrangements, not to a universal
evolutionary mechanism through which governance automatically converges
upon superior forms.

38. Cognitive Discontinuity and
Institutional Transformation

Although many cognitive changes accumulate gradually, historical periods also
contain moments when existing architectures are reorganised rapidly. War, revolution,
administrative collapse, technological disruption or major political reform can interrupt
established relationships among memory, authority, information and coordination. CGEF
describes such periods as Cognitive Discontinuities.

A Cognitive Discontinuity occurs when several components of a governance
cognitive architecture change sufficiently rapidly that continuity with the previous
configuration becomes substantially weakened. Archives may be destroyed or
reorganised, professional elites replaced, communication systems altered or decision
authority redistributed.

Discontinuity can produce both loss and innovation. Institutional knowledge may
disappear when personnel and records are disrupted, while the weakening of established
path dependencies can create opportunities for new architectures to emerge.

The depth of discontinuity varies. A political revolution may radically alter formal
authority while preserving much of the administrative apparatus. Conversely,
technological transformation may leave constitutional structures intact while reorganising
the processes through which information and expertise reach decision-makers.

This distinction reinforces the importance of separating political and cognitive
change. Institutional cognition can remain surprisingly continuous across regime
transition, or change dramatically without corresponding constitutional reform.

Historical Cognitive Boundaries become especially important around
discontinuities because treating pre- and post-transition periods as one analytical unit
can obscure the mechanisms through which transformation occurred.

Cognitive Discontinuities reveal that governance evolution includes
episodes of accelerated architectural reorganisation in which inherited cognitive
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structures can be destroyed, preserved selectively or recombined into new
institutional forms.

Cognitive Discontinuity does not necessarily imply Cognitive Contraction: rapid
architectural transformation may destroy capacities, create new ones or reorganise their
distribution without producing a uniform decline in institutional cognition.

39. Cognitive Contraction and
Institutional Recovery

Cognitive Contraction describes the loss or narrowing of institutional capability,
but contraction need not be permanent. Governance systems can reconstruct memory,
expertise, communication and coordination after disruption. CGEF therefore introduces
Institutional Cognitive Recovery as the process through which previously weakened
cognitive functions become re-established, substituted or reorganised.

Recovery does not necessarily restore the former architecture. Lost records may
be replaced through new documentation systems; weakened bureaucracies may be
rebuilt through different professional structures; disrupted communication networks may
be replaced by new technologies. Recovery can therefore become a source of
transformation rather than simple restoration.

The pace of recovery depends partly upon what survived contraction. Institutions
retaining professional communities, archival fragments or legal traditions may rebuild
more rapidly than systems in which cognitive infrastructure was destroyed
comprehensively.

External knowledge can also accelerate recovery. Governance Cognitive
Diffusion and Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance allow institutions to import practices,
expertise and technologies developed elsewhere.

Recovery can remain uneven. Administrative coordination may return before
institutional memory, or sensing capacity may expand while interpretative expertise
remains weak. Historical reconstruction should therefore examine which dimensions
recover and whether new trade-offs emerge.

Institutional Cognitive Recovery describes the rebuilding or reorganisation
of governance cognition after contraction, emphasising that institutional
resilience includes the capacity not merely to survive disruption but to reconstruct
usable cognitive architecture afterwards.
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40. Historical Institutional
Cognitive Resilience

The capacity to withstand disruption varies substantially across governance
systems. Some institutions preserve essential knowledge and coordination despite
political instability, while others lose critical capabilities rapidly when central nodes fail.
CGEF therefore extends the concept of resilience historically through Historical
Institutional Cognitive Resilience.

Historical resilience concerns the ability of governance cognitive architectures to
preserve, transmit, recover or reconfigure essential cognitive functions across disruption
and institutional change.

Several mechanisms can contribute. Redundant administrative centres can
prevent total collapse when one location fails. Distributed professional traditions can
preserve expertise when central records disappear. Written archives can maintain
continuity across leadership turnover, while local autonomy can sustain governance
where central coordination weakens.

Yet resilience is context-dependent. Highly centralised systems may coordinate
efficiently during stability while becoming vulnerable to central disruption. Distributed
arrangements may preserve local capacity while struggling to reconstruct wider
integration.

Historical resilience should therefore be reconstructed through evidence
concerning continuity and recovery rather than inferred from political longevity alone. A
long-lived state can undergo substantial cognitive contraction, while a short-lived political
regime may inherit and transmit robust administrative capability.

Historical Institutional Cognitive Resilience allows CGEF to examine why
some governance architectures preserve or rebuild collective cognition across
disruption while others lose critical knowledge, coordination and adaptive
capacity.

41. Civilisational Learning

Institutions can learn across policy cycles, but historical development raises a
broader question: can learning become cumulative across generations and across
institutional systems? CGEF approaches this through the concept of Civilisational
Learning.

Civilisational Learning refers to the long-term accumulation, transmission and
transformation of governance-relevant knowledge across institutions, generations and
historical contexts. It occurs when experience becomes preserved sufficiently to
influence later institutional design, even when the original actors or political systems no
longer exist.
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Legal traditions, administrative practices, scientific knowledge, professional
education and historical memory can all contribute to such learning. A later governance
system may incorporate lessons generated under very different political conditions.

The process is neither complete nor reliable. Civilisations forget as well as
remember. Historical experience may be mythologised, selectively interpreted or
rendered inaccessible by institutional change. Lessons can also be transferred
incorrectly when later actors assume that solutions from one context apply directly to
another.

Civilisational Learning therefore differs from simple historical continuity. It
requires some transformation of inherited experience into usable knowledge for new
environments.

The concept also provides a longer temporal frame for Institutional Cognition.
Learning need not terminate at organisational boundaries or political succession.
Knowledge can migrate across institutions and centuries through infrastructures of
memory and education.

Civilisational Learning describes the capacity for governance experience
to become cognitively cumulative across historical time, while recognising that
transmission always involves selection, reinterpretation and the possibility of
forgetting.

42. Co-Evolution of Governance
and Cognitive Technology

Governance institutions shape cognitive technologies even as those technologies
reshape institutions. Writing systems, statistics, communication networks and
computational platforms are not external forces acting upon passive administrations;
their development is influenced by governance demands, institutional resources and
political objectives. CGEF therefore describes a process of Governance—Technology
Co-Evolution.

Administrative needs can stimulate new technologies of recordkeeping,
measurement or communication. Once adopted, those technologies can enable
governance functions that were previously impractical, creating new institutional
demands in return.

Statistics provide a clear example of this recursive relationship. Governments
developed systems for enumerating populations and resources because administration
required new forms of visibility. As statistical capacity expanded, policy itself became
increasingly organised around measurable indicators and population-level
representations.

Digital technologies intensify the same relationship. Institutions adopt
computational systems to manage complexity, but those systems alter expectations
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concerning speed, evidence and coordination. Governance then becomes increasingly
dependent upon infrastructures whose development it helped stimulate.

Co-evolution also explains why technological effects differ across institutions. The
same technology can become embedded within different legal, professional or political
architectures and therefore produce different cognitive consequences.

Historical analysis should consequently resist both institutional determinism and
technological determinism. Governance and cognitive technology evolve
recursively, each changing the possibilities and constraints through which the
other develops.

43. From Cognitive Tools to
Cognitive Participants

Most historical Governance Cognitive Technologies expanded human and
institutional capability primarily through storage, transmission, calculation or
representation. Their outputs still required substantial human interpretation before
becoming integrated into institutional reasoning. Contemporary artificial intelligence may
alter this relationship because computational systems increasingly participate in
functions that resemble intermediate stages of institutional cognition.

CGEF describes this potential transition as movement from Cognitive Tools
towards Cognitive Participants.

The distinction is functional rather than ontological. It does not imply
consciousness or human-like understanding. A Cognitive Participant is a technological
system whose outputs become sufficiently integrated into sensing, classification,
interpretation, modelling or recommendation that the system occupies a meaningful
position within the cognitive workflow itself.

This transition should not be exaggerated into a complete rupture with history.
Earlier technologies also shaped cognition profoundly. Statistical classifications, maps
and bureaucratic procedures influenced institutional representation long before Al. The
difference lies in the growing capacity of artificial systems to generate and transform
representations dynamically rather than merely store or calculate predefined information.

The shift therefore continues the long history of cognitive externalisation while
potentially extending it into new functional territory. Institutional memory was externalised
into records; calculation into machines; retrieval into databases; and now elements of
interpretation and generation can become computationally mediated.

HAICA examines the architecture of this contemporary hybrid cognition directly.
CGEF provides the historical perspective necessary to understand it as both continuation
and transformation.

The transition from Cognitive Tools to Cognitive Participants situates
artificial intelligence within the longer history of institutional cognitive
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externalisation while recognising that contemporary systems may increasingly
participate in the construction of institutional understanding itself.

44. Artificial Intelligence as a
Civilisational Cognitive Transition

Artificial intelligence can therefore be analysed within CGEF as a possible
Civilisational Cognitive Transition, not because every institution has already become
fundamentally hybrid, but because the underlying technological capabilities may alter
several dimensions of governance cognition simultaneously.

Al can expand sensing through automated classification and monitoring, increase
information-processing capacity, transform retrieval and memory access, accelerate
analytical synthesis, support simulation and participate in human-Al cognitive
configurations. These changes potentially affect representation, coordination, decision
support and feedback together.

The transition nevertheless remains incomplete and uneven. Different institutions
adopt Al at different rates, capabilities vary substantially and many governance
processes remain weakly affected. Historical transitions often unfold across decades or
centuries rather than appearing instantaneously.

The concept should therefore remain prospective and empirical. Whether Al
ultimately produces a civilisational-scale cognitive transition depends upon the depth,
persistence and distribution of the institutional transformations it generates.

The historical framework also clarifies that new capacity will coexist with new
vulnerabilities. Epistemic dependency, infrastructure concentration, deskilling, synthetic
misinformation and Artificial Cognitive Deference represent possible costs
accompanying expanded analytical capability.

The transition may also change the Scale—Cognition Problem itself. Al can help
institutions process greater complexity, but widespread artificial systems generate new
forms of technological and informational complexity requiring additional governance
capacity.

Artificial intelligence may represent a new Civilisational Cognitive
Transition insofar as it reorganises multiple dimensions of institutional cognition
simultaneously, but its historical significance will depend upon how deeply and
durably these capabilities become embedded within governance architectures.
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45. Continuity and Novelty in the
Al Transition

Historical contextualisation creates a methodological challenge. If contemporary
Al is presented as entirely unprecedented, analysis risks technological exceptionalism;
if it is treated simply as another information technology, genuine novelty can disappear.
CGEF therefore requires simultaneous attention to continuity and novelty.

Continuity lies in cognitive externalisation. Institutions have repeatedly
transferred memory, calculation, representation and communication into technological
infrastructures. Al extends this long trajectory and inherits many familiar problems
concerning dependence, standardisation, concentration and representational blindness.

Novelty lies partly in the functional range and adaptability of artificial systems. A
single computational model can participate across retrieval, synthesis, classification,
generation and scenario exploration, allowing it to occupy several positions within
cognitive architecture without requiring separate specialised technologies for each
function.

The scale and speed of diffusion may also differ. Digital infrastructures allow new
artificial capabilities to propagate across institutions and jurisdictions rapidly, potentially
producing correlated dependencies before governance systems fully understand them.

Al additionally introduces systems whose outputs can be difficult to trace directly
to predefined rules, complicating epistemic accountability. This differentiates some
contemporary artificial systems from earlier deterministic administrative technologies.

Historical comparison should therefore function as calibration rather than
reduction. It can show which problems are recurrent and which relationships appear
genuinely new.

The Al transition becomes scientifically intelligible when it is understood
simultaneously as part of the long history of institutional cognitive externalisation
and as a potential reorganisation of the boundary between technological
infrastructure and active cognitive participation.

46. Evolution without Teleology

The historical mechanisms developed throughout CGEF—innovation,
inheritance, diffusion, hybridisation, path dependence, selection, contraction, recovery
and transition—could easily be assembled into a narrative of progressive development.
The framework explicitly rejects such a conclusion.

Evolution without Teleology is therefore a foundational principle of CGEF.
Institutional cognitive architectures change through historical processes, but those
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changes do not imply movement towards a predetermined endpoint, increasing
intelligence or contemporary institutional forms.

Some transformations expand particular capacities while weakening others.
Technological innovation can generate vulnerability. Institutional complexity can increase
coordination costs. Political collapse can destroy sophisticated cognition, while
decentralised local structures can preserve knowledge that central institutions lose.

History also contains branching pathways rather than one sequence. Similar
problems can produce different solutions, and later societies can rediscover institutional
arrangements resembling earlier ones under new technological conditions.

The concept of evolution is therefore used in the historical-institutional sense of
cumulative, path-dependent transformation. It does not imply biological natural selection,
inevitable progress or normative superiority.

This principle is especially important when interpreting Al. Contemporary hybrid
cognition should not be treated as the inevitable culmination of governance history. It
represents one emerging configuration whose consequences remain uncertain.

CGEF studies how institutional cognition changes through time without
assuming that history possesses a cognitive destination towards which
governance systems naturally converge.

47. The Civilisational Governance
Evolution Model

The concepts developed across the paper can now be integrated into a coherent
comparative architecture. CGEF represents governance evolution through historically
situated cognitive systems whose capacities emerge from relationships among
technologies, institutions, representations, actors and environments.

Historical Governance Cognitive Units provide the empirical object, while
Historical Cognitive Boundaries define the conditions under which those units become
analytically coherent. Civilisational Cognitive Profiles represent their multidimensional
architecture across sensing, representation, memory, integration, coordination, decision,
feedback, adaptation, scale and cognitive technology.

Change occurs through multiple mechanisms. Cognitive Innovation creates new
possibilities; inheritance and diffusion transmit them; hybridisation recombines them;
path dependence constrains future development; lock-in preserves increasingly
mismatched structures; discontinuities reorganise architecture rapidly; expansion and
contraction alter capability; and recovery reconstructs institutional cognition after
disruption.

Functional Equivalence allows different historical forms to be compared without
forcing convergence, while Institutional Cognitive Trade-Offs explain why capability
varies across dimensions. Evidence Asymmetry, Historical Cognitive Proxies and
Evidence Confidence preserve methodological caution.
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The model remains explicitly non-teleological. No profile represents a universal
developmental stage, and no combination of dimensions produces a civilisational
intelligence ranking. Historical trajectories remain plural, contingent and reversible.

Within this architecture, contemporary artificial intelligence becomes one
emerging transition within a much longer history of cognitive technologies, memory
externalisation, representation and institutional scaling.

CGEF therefore provides a comparative model of civilisational governance
evolution in which the history of institutions can be examined as the changing
organisation of collective cognition across time without reducing that history to
technological progress, political hierarchy or a single developmental pathway.

48. CGEF as a Research
Framework

The Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework should be understood not as
a universal theory capable of explaining the development of every governance system,
but as a structured research architecture through which historically situated forms of
Institutional Cognition can be reconstructed, compared and investigated longitudinally.
Its purpose is to create conceptual continuity across cases without requiring historical
uniformity.

Research begins by identifying a sufficiently bounded Historical Governance
Cognitive Unit and specifying the cognitive functions relevant to the question under
investigation. Researchers may then reconstruct the technologies, infrastructures,
representational systems, organisational arrangements and information relationships
through which those functions were performed.

The resulting Civilisational Cognitive Profile should remain proportional to the
available evidence. Some cases may permit relatively detailed architectural
reconstruction, while others support only partial profiles. Missing dimensions should
remain missing rather than being filled through speculative symmetry.

Comparison can proceed longitudinally within one institutional tradition or across
several historical contexts. Longitudinal research can examine how particular
architectures expand, contract or reorganise, while cross-case research can investigate
Functional Equivalence, trade-offs and alternative pathways.

The framework also supports mechanism-focused research. Rather than
comparing entire governance systems, researchers may investigate one mechanism—
such as memory externalisation, information compression or feedback latency—across
several historical cases.

CGEF therefore accommodates several levels of analytical ambition, from
focused historical case studies to broader comparative programmes, while preserving a
common cognitive vocabulary.
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CGEF becomes a research framework by allowing historically diverse
institutional systems to be investigated through shared cognitive questions
without requiring their differences to be compressed into a single developmental
model.

49. Longitudinal Cognitive
Reconstruction

One of the principal methodological opportunities created by CGEF is the
capacity to reconstruct how the cognitive architecture of a governance system changes
across time. This approach can be described as Longitudinal Cognitive
Reconstruction.

Rather than comparing isolated historical snapshots, longitudinal reconstruction
traces selected cognitive relationships across successive periods. Researchers might
examine how an administrative system's memory infrastructure changes after the
introduction of new recordkeeping technologies, how communication reforms alter
coordination latency or how political transformation affects the distribution of cognitive
authority.

The method requires careful temporal segmentation. Historical Cognitive
Boundaries should correspond to meaningful architectural configurations rather than
arbitrary chronological intervals. Periodisation therefore becomes an empirical
judgement concerning when sufficiently consequential changes occurred.

Longitudinal reconstruction can reveal gradual transformation that conventional
political periodisation overlooks. A change in communication infrastructure may begin
decades before constitutional reform yet profoundly alter the cognitive operation of
governance.

Conversely, dramatic political events may produce less cognitive discontinuity
than expected when administrative personnel, archives and procedures survive regime
change.

The method is particularly useful for distinguishing innovation from
institutionalisation. A new cognitive technology may appear within one period but become
architecturally consequential only later, once organisational routines and professional
practices develop around it.

Longitudinal Cognitive Reconstruction allows governance evolution to be
studied as changing relationships among cognitive mechanisms rather than as a
sequence defined exclusively by rulers, regimes or formal constitutional events.
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50. Cross-Civilisational Cognitive
Comparison

CGEF also supports comparison among historically distinct governance systems,
but such comparison requires greater methodological caution because differences in
evidence, terminology and institutional context become substantial. The objective of
Cross-Civilisational Cognitive Comparison is therefore not to identify which society
possessed the most advanced institutions, but to investigate how different architectures
addressed comparable cognitive problems.

A comparative study might examine how geographically extensive governance
systems collected information from distant territories, how different institutional traditions
preserved legal memory or how knowledge networks operated across political
boundaries.

Functional Equivalence becomes central because similar cognitive functions can
be realised through different organisational forms. Researchers should identify the
problem or function being compared before treating institutional mechanisms as
equivalent.

Comparison should also remain historically contextual. An architecture developed
for one scale, technological environment or political structure cannot be evaluated fairly
through conditions belonging to another.

Historical Evidence Asymmetry should remain visible throughout. Cases with
richer surviving archives will naturally support more detailed reconstruction, and this
difference should not be mistaken for greater institutional sophistication.

Cross-civilisational research becomes most scientifically productive when
differences challenge theory. If a cognitive relationship assumed to be universal appears
absent in several historical contexts, the theoretical model may require revision.

Cross-Civilisational Cognitive Comparison uses historical diversity not to
arrange societies hierarchically, but to test how many different institutional
solutions can emerge around recurring problems of collective cognition.
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51. Comparative Historical
Mechanism Research

Between detailed case reconstruction and broad civilisational comparison lies
another research strategy: the comparative study of particular cognitive mechanisms
across multiple historical contexts. CGEF describes this as Comparative Historical
Mechanism Research.

Instead of reconstructing complete Civilisational Cognitive Profiles, researchers
can select one mechanism such as Institutional Memory Externalisation, Cognitive
Compression, feedback, long-distance coordination or Cognitive Path Dependence and
investigate how it operated across several HGCUs.

This strategy can improve comparability because the evidential requirements
become more focused. A study of administrative memory need not reconstruct every
aspect of decision architecture if those dimensions are not relevant to the research
question.

Mechanism research can also reveal Functional Equivalence particularly clearly.
Different historical systems may solve the same cognitive problem through archives,
professional traditions, ritualised procedures or decentralised memory structures.

Repeated patterns can generate theoretical propositions, but they should remain
conditional upon historical context. Finding similar relationships across several cases
strengthens comparative plausibility without establishing universal law.

Negative cases are equally valuable. A system that performs effectively without a
mechanism assumed to be necessary can reveal alternative architectures or expose
hidden assumptions within Institutional Cognition theory.

Comparative Historical Mechanism Research allows CGEF to build
cumulative knowledge through focused cross-case investigation while avoiding
the evidential burden and conceptual overreach of attempting comprehensive
comparison among entire civilisational systems.

52. Historical Evidence
Triangulation

Because historical cognition is rarely directly observable, strong reconstruction
will often depend upon combining different forms of evidence. CGEF therefore
emphasises Historical Evidence Triangulation.

Administrative records may reveal formal procedures, correspondence may
expose how those procedures operated in practice, material infrastructure can indicate

© IDHUS Institute 52



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

communication capacity and external accounts may provide evidence concerning
institutional behaviour not preserved within official archives.

Different evidence types possess different biases. Formal regulations describe
intended architecture but not necessarily actual practice. Surviving reports may
disproportionately represent successful information transmission because failures leave
fewer traces. Elite accounts may overlook local knowledge systems.

Triangulation does not eliminate these limitations, but it can expose discrepancies
among sources. If formal administrative rules describe rapid reporting while
correspondence repeatedly complains of delay, the difference itself becomes evidence
concerning the cognitive architecture.

Archaeological, quantitative, textual and comparative evidence can therefore
contribute jointly where appropriate. CGEF does not prescribe one historical
methodology; it provides cognitive questions around which existing historical methods
can be organised.

Triangulation should also include historiographical plurality. Competing scholarly
interpretations can reveal uncertainty that should remain visible rather than being
resolved artificially for the sake of completing a cognitive profile.

Historical Evidence Triangulation strengthens cognitive reconstruction by
allowing different traces of institutional behaviour to constrain one another while
preserving disagreement and uncertainty where the historical record does not
support definitive conclusions.

53. Progressive Historical
Validation

Historical cognitive reconstruction cannot usually be validated through direct
experimental observation. Nevertheless, interpretations can become progressively
stronger as they encounter additional evidence, alternative cases and competing
explanations. CGEF describes this process as Progressive Historical Validation.

An initial reconstruction may begin from documentary evidence suggesting a
particular information architecture. Additional sources can test whether the inferred
relationships operated consistently. Comparative cases can then examine whether the
proposed mechanism appears under similar conditions elsewhere.

Researchers can also test interpretations against known historical outcomes
without assuming those outcomes prove the mechanism. A model of administrative
feedback should be consistent with evidence concerning how information actually moved
during documented crises, for example.

Contradictory evidence should reduce confidence or require revision. CGEF
should therefore preserve a distinction between an elegant cognitive reconstruction and
one supported by substantial historical evidence.
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Progressive validation also encourages cumulative research. Later scholarship
can update a Civilisational Cognitive Profile as new archival material, archaeological
evidence or historical interpretation becomes available.

Historical claims may remain permanently uncertain, particularly where evidence
is sparse. Validation therefore means progressive constraint rather than final certification.

Progressive Historical Validation treats cognitive reconstruction as a
revisable scientific interpretation whose credibility grows through convergent
evidence, comparative testing and sustained exposure to alternative explanations.

54. Historical Counterfactuals and
Cognitive Caution

Understanding institutional evolution naturally raises counterfactual questions.
Would a governance system have responded differently if communication had been
faster, memory more reliable or authority less centralised? Such questions can illuminate
mechanisms, but they also create substantial epistemological risk.

CGEF therefore treats Historical Cognitive Counterfactuals as exploratory
analytical instruments rather than empirical reconstructions of unrealised history.

A counterfactual should alter a clearly specified cognitive mechanism while
preserving enough historical context for the comparison to remain meaningful.
Researchers might ask how communication latency constrained coordination without
claiming to reconstruct precisely what an alternative political history would have
produced.

Counterfactual reasoning can expose causal assumptions embedded within
historical interpretation. If a proposed explanation depends upon archival capacity,
imagining the same system without that capacity can clarify what role memory is believed
to play.

GCSA may eventually provide computational environments for exploring such
questions through Historical Governance Cognitive Simulation. Yet simulation would not
transform counterfactual history into observed evidence. The result would remain
conditional upon the model.

Counterfactuals should therefore support theoretical investigation rather than
prediction backwards into history.

Historical Cognitive Counterfactuals are most useful when they clarify the
mechanisms upon which historical explanations depend, not when they are
presented as computationally recoverable versions of events that never occurred.
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55. Historical Governance
Cognitive Simulation

The relationship between CGEF and GCSA creates the possibility of Historical
Governance Cognitive Simulation (HGCS): computational experiments representing
selected mechanisms reconstructed from historical governance architectures.

A historical simulation might investigate communication latency within a
territorially distributed administration, compare alternative network structures or examine
how loss of archival nodes affects institutional memory. Such experiments could help
researchers explore whether proposed mechanisms generate plausible patterns under
historically informed conditions.

The purpose would not be to recreate the past in computational form. Historical
evidence is too incomplete, and human behaviour too context-dependent, for such
claims to be defensible. HGCS should instead function as a mechanism-testing
environment.

CGEF would provide the historical architecture, evidence boundaries and
confidence levels; GCSA would provide the experimental discipline concerning
Simulation Boundaries, Research-Relevant Fidelity, uncertainty, sensitivity and
validation.

Historical Evidence Asymmetry becomes especially important because uncertain
parameters should remain uncertain within the simulation. Monte Carlo experiments
could explore plausible ranges rather than assigning arbitrary precision.

Simulation disagreement can itself become informative. If several plausible
parameterisations produce substantially different outcomes, the historical evidence may
not support strong causal inference.

Historical Governance Cognitive Simulation can extend comparative
historical research by making selected architectural hypotheses experimentally
manipulable while preserving the distinction between simulated plausibility and
historical fact.

56. CGEF in Relation to ICCA

ICCA provides the foundational ontology through which institutional cognition is
understood as distributed across sensing, memory, interpretation, coordination, decision
and learning functions. CGEF extends this ontology across historical time.

The relationship is not one of simple retrospective application. Historical
governance systems may organise cognitive functions through mechanisms
substantially different from those observed in contemporary institutions. CGEF therefore

© IDHUS Institute 55



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

uses ICCA's categories as analytical questions rather than fixed organisational
templates.

Historical research can also challenge the ontology. If comparative evidence
repeatedly reveals important cognitive functions insufficiently represented within ICCA,
the broader theory should remain open to revision.

This creates a reciprocal relationship: ICCA makes historical cognition
analytically visible, while historical diversity tests whether ICCA's conceptual architecture
possesses sufficient generality.

ICCA provides CGEF with the cognitive language through which historical
institutions can be investigated, while CGEF exposes that language to the
diversity and temporal depth required for a genuinely comparative science of
Institutional Cognition.

57. CGEF in Relation to ICAM

ICAM provides the architectural vocabulary through which cognitive nodes,
interfaces, information flows and activated configurations can be represented. CGEF
introduces time into that architecture.

Historical institutions can therefore be reconstructed as changing cognitive
architectures whose nodes, interfaces and dependencies evolve across periods.
Administrative reform may alter interfaces; technological change may introduce new
nodes; political disruption may remove or reorganise entire cognitive pathways.

ICAM also helps prevent historical analysis from remaining purely descriptive.
Researchers can ask how structural changes altered information latency, integration,
redundancy or dependence.

CGEF in return provides ICAM with evolutionary depth. Contemporary
architectures become historically inherited configurations rather than static
organisational designs.

ICAM describes how institutional cognition is architecturally organised;
CGEF investigates how those architectures emerge, persist, hybridise, contract
and transform through historical time.
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58. CGEF in Relation to CPDF

Policy cognition depends heavily upon the representational systems available to
governance. CGEF therefore provides historical context for CPDF by examining how
societies have progressively developed new ways of representing policy problems and
possible interventions.

Administrative reports, maps, statistics, indicators, computational models and
simulations represent successive expansions in the repertoire through which
governance can construct policy-relevant possibility spaces.

Yet each representational regime also introduces characteristic blind spots.
Historical comparison can therefore illuminate the relationship between policy cognition
and the technologies through which problems become legible.

CGEF also demonstrates that computational policy design belongs to a longer
history of cognitive externalisation rather than emerging from an institutional vacuum.

CPDF describes contemporary computational policy cognition, while CGEF
situates its representational mechanisms within the historical evolution of how
governance systems construct, compare and act upon models of collective reality.

59. CGEF in Relation to PGNM

Governance has rarely been confined entirely within singular institutional
hierarchies. Empires, trading systems, religious communities, diplomatic networks and
scholarly traditions have long distributed cognition across multiple centres. PGNM
therefore provides an important architecture for historical analysis.

CGEF can investigate how information moved across historical governance
networks, how knowledge was translated among institutional contexts and how
distributed systems preserved coordination without central control.

Historical cases may also broaden PGNM by revealing forms of polycentric
cognition that predate contemporary network governance. This helps prevent networked
governance from being interpreted solely as a modern organisational innovation.

Cognitive Scale Translation becomes especially relevant because information
moving between local and central levels has always required transformation,
aggregation and reinterpretation.

PGNM provides CGEF with a language for distributed historical cognition,
while CGEF demonstrates that polycentric and networked governance intelligence
possesses a much deeper institutional history than contemporary digital networks
alone would suggest.
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60. CGEF in Relation to HAICA

HAICA examines the emerging distribution of cognitive functions between human
and artificial systems. CGEF provides the historical horizon necessary to interpret this
transformation.

Human—Al cognition continues a long process through which governance has
externalised memory, calculation, representation and communication into technologies.
Historical analysis therefore reveals continuities in dependency, standardisation,
authority and cognitive infrastructure.

At the same time, the movement from Cognitive Tools towards Cognitive
Participants may represent a significant change because artificial systems increasingly
contribute to interpretation, synthesis and recommendation.

CGEF can help distinguish genuinely novel mechanisms from recurrent
institutional problems appearing through new technologies. This reduces both
technological exceptionalism and historical reductionism.

HAICA examines the architecture of contemporary hybrid cognition; CGEF
situates that architecture within the longer civilisational history through which
technological systems have progressively altered the boundaries of institutional
cognitive work.

61. CGEF in Relation to GCPIF

GCPIF provides dimensions through which contemporary Institutional Cognition
can be measured, but historical evidence rarely supports equivalent measurement
maturity. CGEF therefore uses GCPIF cautiously.

Concepts such as sensing, memory, feedback, resilience and adaptation can
guide historical investigation, while the indicators used in contemporary institutions
cannot necessarily be applied retrospectively.

Historical Cognitive Proxies and Evidence Confidence preserve this distinction. A
surviving archive may provide evidence relevant to Institutional Memory without allowing
a direct historical score comparable with a modern institution.

Historical research can nevertheless contribute to measurement theory.
Longitudinal cases can reveal which observable traces correspond meaningfully to
particular cognitive mechanisms and which measures depend upon historically specific
infrastructures.

GCPIF provides CGEF with a disciplined vocabulary of cognitive
performance, while CGEF demonstrates why measurement must remain sensitive
to historical observability and why analytical comparability should not be
confused with metric equivalence.
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62. CGEF in Relation to GCSA

GCSA provides the experimental architecture through which selected
propositions generated by CGEF can become computationally manipulable.

Historical architectural reconstruction may suggest that communication latency,
centralisation or memory redundancy influenced institutional resilience. GCSA can
represent those mechanisms under bounded assumptions and examine how changes
affect simulated behaviour.

The relationship remains epistemically asymmetric. Simulation can test whether
a mechanism is internally plausible, but it cannot prove that the mechanism caused a
historical event. Historical evidence remains necessary.

CGEF also provides GCSA with historically grounded architectures that expand
simulation beyond contemporary organisational assumptions. This can help reveal
whether theoretical propositions remain robust across different institutional
configurations.

CGEF supplies historically reconstructed cognitive architectures; GCSA
provides controlled environments for exploring their mechanisms, creating a
bridge between comparative historical interpretation and computational
experimentation without collapsing either into the other.

63. A Research Programme for
Civilisational Institutional
Cognition

The development of CGEF opens a substantial research programme. Initial
studies should favour bounded mechanisms and well-documented cases rather than
attempting comprehensive civilisational comparison immediately.

Institutional Memory Externalisation provides one promising domain because
writing, archives and administrative records leave substantial historical traces.
Communication and coordination offer another, particularly where transport and
messaging infrastructures can be reconstructed.

Comparative studies of Governance Representation Regimes could examine
how maps, accounting, census practices, statistics and digital models transformed
institutional visibility. Research on Cognitive Compression could investigate how
increasingly large systems translated local complexity into administratively manageable
categories.

Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance and Diffusion offer opportunities for
transregional research tracing how governance knowledge moved across political and
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cultural boundaries. Such work could challenge narratives of isolated institutional
development.

Longitudinal research could reconstruct particular administrative systems across
major technological transitions, while Historical Governance Cognitive Simulation could
test selected mechanisms where evidence supports defensible parameter ranges.

The contemporary Al transition creates another major research programme.
Historical cases of cognitive externalisation can provide comparative baselines for
examining which aspects of artificial participation represent continuity and which appear
genuinely novel.

The CGEF research programme should grow cumulatively from carefully
reconstructed historical mechanisms towards broader comparative propositions,
allowing theoretical ambition to expand only as evidential foundations become
sufficiently strong.
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64. Future Research Directions

Several methodological priorities follow from this programme. The first is the
development of standard protocols for constructing Historical Governance Cognitive
Units and documenting Historical Cognitive Boundaries. Comparative research will
require enough methodological consistency for cases developed by different researchers
to remain interpretable together.

A second priority concerns Historical Cognitive Proxies. Researchers should
investigate which archival, material and administrative traces provide defensible
evidence for cognitive constructs and under what conditions those relationships break
down.

A third direction concerns comparative databases. Structured repositories could
eventually record HGCUs, cognitive technologies, evidence confidence and architectural
characteristics without converting them into ranking systems.

A fourth priority is deeper engagement with historical scholarship across regions
and linguistic traditions. CGEF can only become genuinely civilisational if its empirical
foundations extend beyond familiar European state-development narratives.

A fifth direction concerns historical simulation. Carefully bounded experiments
could investigate recurring mechanisms such as communication latency, memory loss,
centralisation or network resilience across historically different architectures.

A sixth priority concerns the Al transition. Longitudinal observation of
contemporary institutions could allow future researchers to study the emergence of
hybrid cognition with forms of evidence unavailable for earlier transitions.

Finally, CGEF itself should remain historically revisable. New cases may reveal
concepts that do not fit the present framework, requiring theoretical expansion.

A mature science of civilisational Institutional Cognition will depend not
upon forcing historical diversity into existing categories, but upon allowing that
diversity progressively to reshape the categories through which governance
evolution is understood.
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65. Scientific Contribution of the
Civilisational Governance
Evolution Framework

The first scientific contribution of CGEF is to establish governance history as a
potential domain for the comparative study of Institutional Cognition. Historical
institutions become analysable not only through authority, administration or political form,
but through the architectures by which societies sensed, represented, remembered,
coordinated and learned.

A second contribution is the Scale—Cognition Problem, which provides a common
theoretical question linking small-scale governance, imperial administration, modern
states and contemporary planetary networks without assuming that they share identical
institutional forms.

A third contribution lies in the historical conceptualisation of Governance
Cognitive Technologies and Institutional Cognitive Infrastructure. Writing, archives,
maps, statistics, telecommunications, computing and artificial intelligence can thereby
be analysed within a common functional history of cognitive externalisation.

A fourth contribution is methodological. Historical Governance Cognitive Units,
Civilisational Cognitive Profiles, Functional Equivalence, Evidence Asymmetry, Historical
Cognitive Proxies and Evidence Confidence create a comparative architecture designed
explicitly to resist presentism and civilisational ranking.

A fifth contribution is evolutionary without being teleological. Innovation,
inheritance, diffusion, hybridisation, path dependence, contraction, recovery and
transition provide mechanisms through which institutional cognition can change without
assuming inevitable progress.

A sixth contribution concerns contemporary artificial intelligence. By locating the
movement from Cognitive Tools towards Cognitive Participants within a longer historical
trajectory, CGEF creates a framework capable of distinguishing continuity from genuine
novelty.

CGEF therefore contributes a comparative historical architecture through
which the evolution of governance can be investigated as the plural, contingent
and reversible transformation of institutional cognitive systems across
civilisational time.
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66. Closing Perspective —
Governance as a History of
Collective Cognition

The history of governance is often narrated through rulers, constitutions, wars,
states and political ideas. These remain indispensable dimensions of historical
explanation. Yet beneath them lies another history: the changing capacity of societies to
make collective reality cognitively available across distances, generations and domains
of specialised knowledge.

Writing allowed knowledge to outlive individual memory. Archives transformed
preservation into institutional continuity. Administrative hierarchies extended
coordination across territory. Maps and statistics created new representations of
populations and space. Communication technologies compressed distance.
Computational systems expanded analytical capacity. Artificial intelligence may now be
beginning to participate in processes of interpretation that previous technologies
primarily supported from outside.

None of these transformations created an inevitable progression towards better
governance. Every expansion generated new trade-offs. Greater legibility could produce
blindness; stronger memory could preserve obsolete assumptions; faster coordination
could reduce deliberative time; greater analytical capacity could create dependency
upon increasingly complex infrastructures.

Civilisations also travelled different pathways. Cognitive technologies moved
across boundaries, inherited systems were recombined with local institutions and
capabilities sometimes contracted before being reconstructed in different forms.
Institutional history is therefore better understood as a branching landscape of cognitive
architectures than as a ladder of development.

This perspective changes how contemporary governance can be interpreted. The
emergence of artificial intelligence no longer appears as an isolated technological event.
It becomes part of a much longer process through which societies have repeatedly
externalised and reorganised the cognitive work required for collective organisation.

Yet the present transition may still prove distinctive. Technologies that once
stored, transmitted or calculated institutional knowledge are increasingly capable of
generating representations, synthesising evidence and participating in analytical
judgement. The boundary between cognitive infrastructure and cognitive participant may
consequently be changing.

Understanding that transformation requires historical depth. Institutions need to
know not only what new technologies can do, but how previous cognitive transitions
redistributed knowledge, created dependencies, generated blind spots and altered the
relationship between scale and governance.

The deepest proposition of CGEF is therefore that the evolution of
governance can be understood partly as the history of humanity's changing
architectures for collective cognition: architectures through which societies have
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repeatedly attempted to know more than any individual could know, remember
beyond individual lifetimes, coordinate beyond immediate communities and adapt
to worlds whose complexity continually exceeds the cognitive reach of those who

govern them.

© IDHUS Institute 64



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

About the IDHUS Working Papers

This publication forms part of the constitutional publication ecosystem of the
IDHUS Institute. It should not be interpreted as an isolated academic paper but as one
component within a progressively expanding scientific architecture dedicated to the
development of the emerging discipline of Institutional Cognition.

Within the organisational architecture of the IDHUS Institute, the Working Paper
occupies a distinctive position. It comprises the elementary cognitive module through
which operational research is conducted. At the structural level, however, the Working
Paper also functions as the smallest autonomous organisational unit capable of
generating identifiable scientific contributions within the broader research ecosystem.
For the way we conduct our research, it represents the point at which constitutional
concepts, Research Series, Research Lines, methodologies, computational
developments and empirical investigations converge into a coherent research product
capable of contributing directly to the cumulative evolution of institutional knowledge.

Series A — Foundations of Institutional Cognition

Series A preserves the constitutional foundations of the entire research ecosystem.
Rather than constructing new constitutional theories, it continuously refines, clarifies and
strengthens the conceptual architecture established throughout The IDHUS Method,
the Research Validation Papers and the Research Atlas. It provides the common
scientific language that allows every other Research Series to remain conceptually
coherent while supporting the long-term evolution of Institutional Cognition.

Research Lines

A1 — Constitutional Evolution of Institutional Cognition

A2 — Conceptual Architecture and Theory Integration

A3 — Epistemology of Institutional Intelligence

A4 — Philosophy of Adaptive Governance

A5 — Scientific Foundations of Planetary Cognitive Civilisation

Series B — Cognitive Architectures

Series B investigates how cognition emerges and operates across multiple
organisational scales, from individuals and institutions to artificial intelligence systems
and distributed governance environments. Research within this Series explores
organisational learning, collective intelligence, institutional memory, cognitive networks
and adaptive decision-making, providing many of the theoretical and computational
models that support the broader research programme.

Research Lines

B1 — Individual and Collective Cognition
B2 — Institutional Cognitive Architectures
B3 — Distributed Intelligence Systems
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B4 — Human-Al Cognitive Collaboration
B5 — Organisational Learning Architectures

Series C — Computational Governance

Series C examines how artificial intelligence, computational modelling and digital
infrastructures are transforming governance and public administration. Its objective is to
understand how computational systems become active components of institutional
cognition through intelligent decision-support, Al-native public administration, digital
governance architectures and adaptive regulatory systems capable of responding to
increasing societal complexity.

Research Lines

C1 — Al-Augmented Public Administration
C2 — Computational Policy Design

C3 — Intelligent Decision-Support Systems
C4 — Algorithmic Governance Architectures
C5 — Al-Native Institutional Ecosystems

Series D — Planetary Systems

Series D expands the scope of research from individual institutions towards planetary-
scale systems of governance and coordination. Drawing upon systems thinking,
complexity science and computational simulation, it investigates global governance
networks, civilisational dynamics, resilience, distributed coordination and the cognitive
infrastructures required to understand increasingly interconnected planetary systems.

Research Lines

D1 — Global Cognitive Systems

D2 — Planetary Governance Networks
D3 — Civilisational Systems Dynamics
D4 — Global Coordination Mechanisms
D5 — Planetary Resilience Architectures

Series E — Al and Institutional Intelligence

Series E explores the relationship between human intelligence, institutional cognition
and artificial intelligence. Rather than studying Al as an isolated technology, it
investigates how hybrid cognitive systems emerge through the interaction of people,
organisations and intelligent computational agents. This Series provides the principal
research environment for understanding the future evolution of Al-enabled institutions
and distributed governance.

© IDHUS Institute 66



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

Research Lines

E1 — Institutional Intelligence

E2 — Human-Al Collaboration

E3 — Al Governance Systems

E4 — Autonomous Institutional Agents

ES5 — Constitutional Al for Public Governance

Series F — Cognitive Metrics and Measurement

Series F develops the methodological foundations required to observe and evaluate
Institutional Cognition. It designs metrics, indicators, assessment frameworks and
measurement methodologies capable of transforming constitutional concepts into
operational research variables. These tools support empirical research, comparative
analysis, validation programmes and evidence-based governance across the entire
research ecosystem.

Research Lines

F1 — Institutional Intelligence Metrics

F2 — Governance Performance Indicators
F3 — Cognitive Capacity Assessment

F4 — Adaptive Systems Measurement

F5 — Planetary Governance Metrics

Series G — Simulation and Digital Twins

Series G establishes the computational laboratories of the Institute. Through simulation
environments, digital twins, systems dynamics and agent-based modelling, it creates
experimental platforms for exploring institutional behaviour under controlled conditions.
These environments allow researchers to investigate alternative governance
architectures, analyse complex adaptive systems and evaluate future scenarios before
they emerge in practice.

Research Lines

G1 — Institutional Digital Twins

G2 — Governance Simulation Platforms

G3 — Multi-Agent Governance Models

G4 — Scenario Generation and Strategic Foresight
G5 — Computational Experimentation
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Series H — Comparative Civilisational Studies

Series H investigates how different societies, institutions and historical periods have
organised governance, knowledge and collective intelligence. By comparing diverse
civilisational experiences, governance models and institutional traditions, it seeks to
identify recurring cognitive principles while understanding the contextual diversity
through which Institutional Cognition evolves across cultures and historical epochs.

Research Lines

H1 — Comparative Institutional Cognition
H2 — Civilisational Governance Evolution
H3 — Cross-Cultural Adaptive Systems
H4 — Historical Institutional Intelligence
H5 — Comparative Planetary Governance

Series | — Applied Governance Laboratories

Series | serves as the operational bridge between scientific research and institutional
practice. It develops collaborative research environments in which conceptual models,
computational systems and governance methodologies can be explored through pilot
projects, organisational experimentation, innovation programmes and long-term
partnerships with public institutions. Practical experience generated through these
laboratories continuously feeds back into the broader research programme.

Research Lines

1 — Public Sector Innovation Laboratories

I2 — Al Governance Pilot Programmes

I3 — Institutional Transformation Frameworks
4 — Governance Prototyping and Testing

I5 — Living Governance Laboratories

Series J — Future Research Frontiers

Series J ensures that the research ecosystem remains permanently open to future
scientific developments. It explores emerging technologies, new governance paradigms,
evolving Al capabilities and other frontier topics whose long-term significance may not
yet be fully understood. By institutionalising organised exploration, this Series enables
the IDHUS Institute to adapt continuously to future scientific opportunities while
preserving the constitutional coherence of its broader research architecture.

Research Lines

J1 — Emerging Al Paradigms

J2 — Future Institutional Architectures
J3 — Post-Governance Systems

J4 — Civilisational Foresight

J5 — Unknown Research Horizons
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Internal Constitutional References

The present Working Paper forms part of the constitutional and operational
architecture of the IDHUS Institute. It should be read in conjunction with the following
foundational publications, which collectively establish the constitutional framework within
which the Working Papers Programme develops.

Constitutional Framework

The IDHUS Canon
The IDHUS Method

Programme | Research Validation Papers

RVP-001 Operational Cognitive Architecture
RVP-002 Operational Consciousness

RVP-003 Collective Cognition

RVP-004 Institutional Cognition

RVP-005 Governance Intelligence

RVP-006 Adaptive Public Administration
RVP-007 Al-Augmented Public Administration
RVP-008 Adaptive Public Policy

RVP-009 Cognitive Public Services

RVP-010 Self-Evolving Governmental Systems

Research Atlas

Volume 0 Research Ecosystem Architecture
Volume 1 Research Architecture

Volume 2 Planetary Research Ecosystems
Volume 3 Planetary Cognitive Systems
Volume 4 Planetary Governance Architecture
Volume 5 Civilisational Evolution

Volume 6 Planetary Cognitive Civilisation
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Operational Research Programme

o Operational Research Programme- Working Papers
Framework

These publications together establish the constitutional foundations upon which
the operational research developed throughout the IDHUS Working Papers Programme
is constructed.
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Glossary

Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance

The transmission of governance-relevant knowledge, administrative practices, representational
systems, legal traditions, cognitive technologies and institutional infrastructures across
generations and successive historical formations. Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance is primarily
diachronic and should be distinguished from Governance Cognitive Diffusion, which emphasises
transmission across institutional, political or cultural boundaries.

Civilisational Cognitive Learning
See Civilisational Learning.
Civilisational Cognitive Profile (CCP)

A structured, multidimensional representation of the cognitive architecture of one or more
historically bounded governance systems situated within a wider civilisational context. A CCP
may examine sensing, representation, institutional memory, knowledge integration,
coordination, decision architecture, feedback, adaptation, cognitive scale and cognitive
technologies. It profiles governance architecture rather than populations, cultures or civilisations
as collective subjects possessing measurable intelligence.

Civilisational Cognitive Transition

A historically significant period in which several dimensions of governance cognition are
reorganised together through changes in technologies, infrastructures, representations,
communication, memory, coordination or institutional scale. Civilisational Cognitive Transitions
are analytical categories rather than universal evolutionary stages and do not imply inevitable
progress.

Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework (CGEF)

The comparative historical research architecture developed in this Working Paper for
investigating how governance cognitive systems emerge, inherit, diffuse, hybridise, expand,
contract, persist and transform across historical and civilisational contexts. CGEF analyses
evolution as cumulative and path-dependent institutional transformation without implying
biological selection, teleological progress or civilisational hierarchy.

Civilisational Learning

The long-term accumulation, transmission, reinterpretation and transformation of governance-
relevant knowledge across institutions, generations, regimes and historical contexts.
Civilisational Learning extends beyond continuity within a single institution and depends upon
the preservation and later reuse of historical experience.

Cognitive Contraction

A historical condition in which one or more dimensions of effective governance cognitive
capacity become reduced, fragmented or lost. Cognitive Contraction may affect sensing,
memory, coordination, expertise, communication or other functions and can occur gradually or
during periods of rapid discontinuity.
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Cognitive Discontinuity

A period of sufficiently rapid or deep reorganisation in a governance cognitive architecture that
continuity with the preceding configuration becomes substantially weakened. Cognitive
Discontinuity concerns the pattern and speed of architectural change and does not necessarily
imply Cognitive Contraction.

Cognitive Expansion

A broader historical condition in which one or more dimensions of effective governance
cognition become extended. Cognitive Expansion should be distinguished from Institutional
Cognitive Capacity Expansion, which describes specific processes through which particular
capabilities are enlarged.

Cognitive Functional Equivalence

A condition in which historically different institutional forms perform sufficiently similar
governance-relevant cognitive functions despite differences in organisation, technology or
cultural context. Functional Equivalence enables comparison without requiring institutional
similarity.

Cognitive Innovation

The emergence of new governance mechanisms, technologies, representations or organisational
arrangements that alter how institutions sense, preserve, interpret, coordinate or learn.
Cognitive Innovation becomes historically consequential when it becomes integrated into
durable institutional architecture.

Cognitive Institutional Hybridisation

The formation of new governance cognitive architectures through the recombination of
historically distinct institutional traditions, cognitive technologies, administrative practices or
representational systems. Hybridisation can result from both Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance
and Governance Cognitive Diffusion.

Cognitive Participant

A technological system whose outputs become functionally integrated into institutionally
relevant cognitive processes such as sensing, classification, synthesis, modelling, interpretation
or recommendation. The term is functional rather than ontological and does not imply
consciousness or human-like understanding.

Cognitive Path Dependence

The condition through which previously established cognitive infrastructures, categories,
technologies and institutional arrangements shape the cost, availability and direction of later
governance alternatives. Cognitive Path Dependence can provide continuity without necessarily
producing dysfunction.

Cognitive Tool

A technological or representational system that primarily supports institutional cognition
through functions such as storage, calculation, transmission or representation without occupying
a substantial functional role within the interpretative or generative cognitive workflow itself. The
distinction between Cognitive Tool and Cognitive Participant is analytical rather than ontological.

© IDHUS Institute 72



WP-H-L02-001 — Civilisational Governance Evolution Framework

Civilisational Ranking Prohibition

The methodological principle that CGEF should not be used to rank civilisations, populations or
cultures according to presumed cognitive intelligence, developmental status or institutional
superiority. Comparative analysis concerns historically situated governance architectures and
their mechanisms, not inherent characteristics of peoples or civilisations.

Cross-Civilisational Cognitive Comparison

The comparative investigation of how historically distinct governance systems address similar
cognitive problems through different institutional mechanisms. Such comparison relies upon
Functional Equivalence, contextual interpretation and explicit treatment of Historical Evidence
Asymmetry rather than civilisational ranking.

Evidence Confidence

An explicit assessment of the strength of the evidential relationship supporting a particular
historical cognitive reconstruction. Evidence Confidence concerns the quality and convergence
of historical evidence rather than the quality or sophistication of the institution being studied.

Evolution without Teleology

The foundational CGEF principle that institutional cognitive evolution describes cumulative,
contingent, path-dependent and reversible historical transformation without implying inevitable
progress, biological selection, normative superiority or movement towards a predetermined
institutional endpoint.

Governance Cognitive Diffusion

The movement of governance-relevant technologies, administrative practices, representational
systems and cognitive architectures across institutional, political or cultural boundaries.
Governance Cognitive Diffusion is primarily cross-systemic or horizontal and should be
distinguished from Civilisational Cognitive Inheritance, which emphasises transmission across
historical continuity.

Governance Cognitive Technology

A technological or representational system that modifies the capacity of governance institutions
to sense, preserve, communicate, organise, integrate or interpret information relevant to
collective action. Examples may include writing, accounting, maps, statistics,
telecommunications, computational systems and artificial intelligence.

Governance Cognitive Temporality

The heterogeneous timescales through which different institutional cognitive functions operate
and become synchronised or misaligned. Governance Cognitive Temporalities concern the
relationships among sensing speed, deliberation, memory, feedback, scientific knowledge,
political cycles and other temporal dimensions of cognition rather than speed alone.

Governance-Technology Co-Evolution

The recursive historical process through which governance institutions shape the development
and adoption of cognitive technologies while those technologies simultaneously alter
institutional capacities, expectations and architectures.
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Governance Representation Regime

The historically situated ensemble of categories, symbolic systems, measurement practices and
representational technologies through which a governance system renders selected dimensions
of collective reality cognitively available.

Historical Cognitive Boundary

The explicit temporal, institutional, spatial and functional limit within which a historical
governance cognitive architecture is treated as sufficiently coherent for analytical
reconstruction. Historical Cognitive Boundaries delimit historical research objects and should not
be confused with Simulation Boundaries in GCSA.

Historical Cognitive Counterfactual

An exploratory analytical construction examining how a historically reconstructed governance
cognitive mechanism might behave under a specified alternative condition. Historical Cognitive
Counterfactuals clarify causal assumptions but do not reconstruct unrealised history as fact.

Historical Cognitive Proxy

A surviving documentary, material, administrative or institutional trace used cautiously to infer
a possible historical cognitive property when direct evidence is unavailable. A Historical Cognitive
Proxy remains distinct from the construct it is used to investigate.

Historical Evidence Asymmetry

The unequal quantity, quality, preservation and visibility of evidence available across historical
governance systems and periods. Historical Evidence Asymmetry requires researchers to
distinguish the properties of surviving evidence from the properties of the institution itself.

Historical Evidence Triangulation

The combination and comparison of multiple forms of historical evidence—such as
administrative records, correspondence, material infrastructure, quantitative traces and
competing historiographical interpretations—in order to constrain and strengthen cognitive
reconstruction.

Historical Governance Cognitive Simulation (HGCS)

A bounded computational experiment representing selected mechanisms derived from
historically reconstructed governance cognitive architectures. HGCS can explore mechanism
plausibility but cannot convert simulated outcomes into historical evidence.

Historical Governance Cognitive Unit (HGCU)

A historically bounded governance system, institutional configuration or administrative domain
sufficiently specific to permit reconstruction of its cognitive architecture. The HGCU is the
principal empirical unit of analysis within CGEF.

Historical Institutional Cognitive Resilience

The capacity of a historical governance cognitive architecture to preserve, transmit, recover or
reconfigure essential cognitive functions across disruption, institutional change or political
instability.
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Institutional Cognitive Capacity Expansion

The process through which particular capacities for sensing, memory, representation,
integration, coordination or interpretation become enlarged through new technologies,
infrastructures, specialisation or institutional arrangements. It is a mechanism of capability
growth and should be distinguished from the broader historical condition of Cognitive
Expansion.

Institutional Cognitive Compression

The reduction of complex governance-relevant reality into representations sufficiently compact
for institutional processing, comparison, coordination and decision-making. Cognitive
Compression is necessary for large-scale governance but can remove contextual information and
contribute to Representation-Induced Blindness.

Institutional Cognitive Infrastructure

The durable organisational, technological, professional and representational arrangements
through which governance-relevant knowledge can be produced, preserved, transmitted and
integrated over time.

Institutional Cognitive Lock-In

A stronger condition than Cognitive Path Dependence in which inherited cognitive architectures,
categories, procedures or infrastructures persist despite accumulating evidence that they are
increasingly mismatched with institutional requirements or environmental conditions.

Institutional Cognitive Recovery

The rebuilding, substitution or reorganisation of governance cognitive functions after periods of
Cognitive Contraction or disruption. Recovery may restore previous capabilities or generate a
substantially different cognitive architecture.

Institutional Cognitive Trade-Off

A relationship in which strengthening one cognitive property or institutional capability creates
costs, constraints or vulnerabilities elsewhere in the architecture. Trade-offs prevent cognitive
development from being interpreted as uniform improvement across all dimensions.

Institutional Memory Externalisation

The transfer of governance-relevant knowledge from individual human memory into persistent
symbolic, organisational and technological infrastructures such as writing, archives,
administrative records and digital repositories.

Institutional Sensing Expansion

The historical enlargement of the range, frequency, granularity or speed through which
governance institutions can acquire information concerning populations, territories, resources,
events and other relevant environmental conditions.

Institutional Selection

The historically contingent process through which some governance cognitive arrangements
persist, spread or disappear relative to alternatives under combinations of cognitive
performance, political power, material conditions, legitimacy, path dependence and historical
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contingency. The concept does not imply biological natural selection or automatic survival of
cognitively superior institutions.

Intergenerational Institutional Cognition

The capacity of governance systems to preserve and transmit knowledge across generations
through records, professional traditions, education, procedures, organisational practices and
other mechanisms that allow institutional cognition to extend beyond individual human
lifespans.

Longitudinal Cognitive Reconstruction

The historical method through which selected cognitive relationships are traced across
successive periods in order to examine how governance architectures change, persist, expand,
contract or reorganise through time.

Multiple Pathways of Cognitive Development

The CGEF principle that comparable governance cognitive functions can emerge through
historically different institutional trajectories and that no single pathway should be treated as
the universal sequence of institutional development.

Presentist Cognitive Bias

The methodological distortion that occurs when historical governance systems are evaluated
primarily through contemporary assumptions, categories, technologies or organisational forms
concerning what effective cognition should look like.

Progressive Historical Validation

The process through which a historical cognitive reconstruction becomes progressively
constrained and strengthened through additional evidence, triangulation, comparative cases,
competing explanations and continuing historiographical scrutiny. Progressive Historical
Validation does not imply final certainty.

Representation-Induced Blindness

The systematic difficulty an institution experiences in perceiving phenomena that remain
outside, become suppressed by or lose salience through its established representational
categories and compression mechanisms.

Scale—Cognition Problem

The recurring governance challenge through which increasing territorial, demographic or
functional scale creates cognitive demands that exceed the capacities of direct interpersonal
observation, memory, communication and coordination.

Civilisational Governance Cognitive Architecture

A general descriptive expression for the historically situated organisation of sensing, memory,
representation, coordination, decision, feedback and adaptation within governance systems.
Within CGEF, specific empirical analysis should normally proceed through HGCUs rather than
treating whole civilisations as homogeneous architectures.
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Historical Architectural Reconstruction

The systematic reconstruction of how a historically bounded governance system distributed
cognitive functions, represented information, preserved memory, coordinated actors, processed
feedback and adapted under particular historical conditions.

Historical Measurement Caution

The methodological principle that contemporary cognitive performance indicators and
Measurement Maturity structures should not be projected directly onto historical institutions
without accounting for differences in observability, surviving evidence and contextual meaning.

Transition from Cognitive Tools to Cognitive Participants

The analytical description of a possible historical shift in which technologies move from primarily
supporting institutional cognition through storage, calculation or transmission towards
participating functionally within interpretation, synthesis, classification, modelling or
recommendation. Artificial intelligence represents a contemporary candidate instance of this
transition.

Al Civilisational Cognitive Transition

A provisional analytical hypothesis that artificial intelligence may constitute a Civilisational
Cognitive Transition if its effects upon sensing, memory, representation, coordination,
interpretation and institutional architecture become sufficiently deep, distributed and durable.
Within CGEF, this remains an empirically open historical proposition rather than an established
developmental fact.

2= IDHUS

Institute for the Development

\/ of Human Societies

© IDHUS Institute 77



