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I. The Fundamental Claim

SWARP is not primarily a platform, a toolbox, or a social network. It is a large-scale
implementation of Roger Schank's theory of how human beings actually learn — deployed across
five nested scales simultaneously: the individual, the community of practice, the organisation, the
municipality, and the democratic system as a whole.

Every module in SWARP, without exception, performs one or more of three functions derived
directly from Schank's work: it collects expectation failures, it processes them into revised scripts,
or it stores and routes the resulting knowledge for future retrieval. The Paths of Change cycle —
Unitary, Sensory, Social, Mythic — is not a separate theoretical layer imposed on top of Schank. It
is Schank's learning cycle, expressed in the language of worldviews rather than cognitive science.

This essay demonstrates that claim module by module, scale by scale. It also identifies where
SWARP extends Schank's framework into territory he did not address.

I1. Schank's Theory: Three Concepts That Matter

Roger Schank's contribution to understanding human learning rests on three interlocking concepts.

Scripts. People do not experience the world as raw data. They experience it through scripts —
organised sequences of expectations about how situations unfold. A patient enters a doctor's waiting
room and knows, without thinking, what will happen next. A municipal council member enters a
budget negotiation and carries a script about how such negotiations proceed. Scripts are efficient:
they allow cognition to focus only on what deviates from expectation.

Expectation Failure. Learning does not occur when scripts are confirmed. Learning occurs when
scripts fail — when the world behaves in a way the script did not predict. The patient is told
something unexpected. The council member's negotiation breaks down in an unfamiliar way. This
failure is not merely unpleasant; it is the trigger for the entire learning sequence. Without failure,
scripts accumulate but do not evolve. Schank identifies four stages of the learning sequence that
follows expectation failure: explanation (why did this happen?), reminding (when did something
similar happen before?), generalisation (what pattern does this reveal?), and script revision (how
should the script be updated?).

Case-Based Reasoning. When a new expectation failure occurs, the mind does not reason from
first principles. It searches its memory for prior cases that resemble the current situation, retrieves
the most relevant ones, and uses them as the basis for explanation and revision. This is not a
weakness of human cognition; it is its greatest strength. Experience is irreplaceable precisely
because it is indexed by failure — and failure is specific, concrete, and unforgettable in a way that
abstract principle never is.



These three concepts together define what learning is: not the accumulation of information, but the
progressive revision of scripts through the indexing, retrieval, and integration of cases born from
failure.

I11. The Paths of Change Cycle as Schank's Learning Cycle

McWhinney's four base realities — Unitary (Blue), Sensory (Red), Social (Green), Mythic (Yellow)
— are, structurally, the four phases of Schank's learning sequence.

Unitary (Blue) is the script. The Unitary worldview holds that there is a correct way for things to
be — arule, a principle, a plan. This is the phase in which a person, a community, or a political
system operates from an existing script. The world is expected to conform.

Sensory (Red) is the expectation failure. The Sensory worldview encounters reality as it is — raw,
specific, resistant. This is the moment when the world does not conform. Data arrives that the script
cannot process without contradiction. The failure is felt before it is understood.

Social (Green) is explanation and reminding. The Social worldview processes the failure in
relation to others — through dialogue, through comparison of experience, through the discovery
that others have encountered the same deviation. This is where Schank's reminding function
operates: the community retrieves analogous cases and begins to construct a shared explanation.

Mythic (Yellow) is generalisation and script revision. The Mythic worldview reaches for the
deeper pattern — the underlying story that the failure has revealed. It revises not just the surface
script but the generative assumptions from which that script was derived. This is genuine learning:
not "we tried that and it didn't work" but "we now understand why it doesn't work and what would."

The PoC cycle is Schank's learning cycle. They are the same thing, expressed in different
theoretical languages. SWARP is the architecture that makes this cycle executable at scale.

IV. Five Scales, One Pattern

The insight that distinguishes SWARP from other learning systems is that the Schank/PoC cycle is
fractal. It operates at every level of social organisation, and the levels are coupled: what is learned
at the individual level flows upward to the community, what is learned at the community level flows
upward to the organisation and municipality, and what is learned at the democratic level flows
downward to reconfigure the scripts of individuals. SWARP implements all five levels
simultaneously.

Scale 1: The Individual

The individual agent in SWARP carries a predictive model of the world — operationalised as their
AYYA360 profile (HD type, PoC colour, RIASEC orientation). This profile is their script
architecture: it defines what they expect from interactions, challenges, and learning situations.

When an individual encounters an expectation failure — in a VGC simulation, in a CoP dialogue, in
a Socratic exchange with ARIA or Socrates — the platform detects it, processes it through the
relevant module, and updates the agent's quaternion profile to reflect the revision.



The ARIA Coach operates precisely here: it reads the agent's recent activity to determine where in
the PoC cycle they currently are, and coaches them forward. A user stuck in the Sensory phase —
confronted with failure but unable to explain it — receives different guidance than a user ready to
revise their Mythic assumptions. The coach's function is Schank's: facilitate the learning sequence
that failure has triggered.

Implementation status: AYYA360 profile /' | ARIA Coach © | quaternion update mechanism o

Scale 2: The Community of Practice

The CoP module — experienced by users as "Ervaringen Delen" — is SWARP's most explicit
implementation of Case-Based Reasoning. A user enters a case: a situation in which their
expectation was not met, and the emotional charge was sufficient to trigger genuine reflection. The
system stores this case, indexed by domain, PoC-colour, emotion, and semantic content.

When another user faces a similar situation, the CBR engine retrieves the most relevant prior cases.
The user does not receive advice; they receive experience — the indexed, processed failures of
others who were in the same position. This is Schank's reminding function, institutionalised and
automated.

The Wijsheid module extends this: it weighs similarity across four dimensions (domain, PoC-
colour, emotional proximity, semantic overlap) to identify not just related cases but the most
instructively related cases — those that illuminate the current failure from the most useful angle.

The CoP's five tabs — Cases, Discussion, Learning, Plan of Action, Dashboard — follow the
Schank sequence directly. Cases are the failures. Discussion is explanation and reminding. Learning
is generalisation. The Plan of Action is script revision. The Dashboard tracks whether the revised
scripts are producing different outcomes.

Implementation status: CoP structure v/' | CBR retrieval engine © | Wijsheid weighting o

Scale 3: The Organisation

The Verandermethodes database — 78 change methods classified via McWhinney's Paths of
Change — is a structured library of collective script revision strategies. Each method is a codified
response to a specific type of expectation failure at the organisational level.

A method like Open Space Technology is a Social (Green) response: it convenes diverse experience
to process shared failure through dialogue. A method like Systems Thinking is a Unitary (Blue)
response: it revises the model rather than the conversation. The classification is not decorative — it
tells an organisation which phase of the learning cycle they are in and which methods are
appropriate to that phase.

The Schank Scenario Generator and the Resonant Future Forge extend this to the pre-failure level:
they simulate expectation failures — create them deliberately — so that organisations can revise
their scripts before the failure occurs in practice. This is precisely what Schank argued: the best
learning environments are those that generate the right failures at the right level of challenge.

The Business Case Generator and the GemeentePocSynthesizer do the same for economic and
political script architectures: they reveal the gap between what was expected and what is actually
occurring, and they suggest the revisions that close that gap.



Implementation status: Verandermethodes v | Scenario Generator © | Resonant Future Forge o

Scale 4: The Municipality

The Gemeente-cockpit is a Schank machine at municipal scale. It integrates three layers of data:

*  Programme promises — the script: what the party expected to accomplish

e Voting behaviour — the reality: what was actually decided, drawn from the ORI API

e Narrative analysis — the explanation: why the gap exists and what it reveals
The Realisatiekaart makes this explicit: for each political party, it maps the distance between
expectation and outcome, theme by theme. This is expectation failure made legible and navigable.
The Thema-analyse tab shows not just what happened but how different worldviews (WAT versus
HOE — Mythic desire versus Sensory approach) generated the failure.

The GemeentePocSynthesizer combines all four political layers into a single view of the
municipality's current PoC-vector: which worldview is dominant, where the expectation failures are
concentrated, and what the path to script revision requires.

Implementation status: ORI API integration V' | Realisatiekaart /' | GemeentePocSynthesizer ©

Scale 5: The Democratic System

The political analysis at this scale is addressed separately in Section VI, where it functions as a
theoretical extension of Schank rather than a straightforward application of it.

V. The Architecture of Knowledge Flow

In a Case-Based Learning system, the critical question is not only how failures are processed but
how the resulting knowledge flows. SWARP implements a specific architecture for this — and it is
worth stating clearly, because it is what distinguishes SWARP as an engineering system rather than
a conceptual framework.

Collection: Cases enter through CoP, Wijsheid, VGC Simulator, Academia, Forum, and the political
modules. Each entry point is calibrated to the scale and type of failure: personal in CoP, collective
in Forum, institutional in the political modules.

Indexing: The Common Lexicon — 220+ terms across six levels and 37 domains — is the indexing
system. Every case, every post, every Socratic exchange is navigable through this lexicon via
Markov chain analysis. When a user searches for a case, the lexicon guides them not just to
keyword matches but to conceptually adjacent experiences — the cases that are indexed along the
same semantic paths.

Retrieval: The CBR engine, the KennisLink system, and the Spiral Navigator all perform retrieval
functions. KennisLink delivers just-in-time knowledge: when a user encounters a term, the system
retrieves the most relevant cases and concepts from the lexicon and knowledge base without
interrupting their flow. The Spiral Navigator retrieves not cases but navigational context: given
where you have been in the 8-dimensional space, what is the next meaningful step?

Revision: Script revision is supported by the Verandermethodes (which method to use for revision),
ARIA Coach (personal guidance through revision), and Kiem Tuin (which potentials from



completed cycles deserve to grow into new initiatives). Revised scripts do not disappear — they are
harvested.

Distribution: The Media-Hub distributes the results of script revision across the platform as events.
A completed Schank scenario triggers a SWARP-TV story. A Forum post reaching a coupling
threshold injects into the Panarchie Monitor's Remember calculation. A Revolt signal activates the
Socrates Monitor. Knowledge does not sit in modules — it circulates.

This five-stage architecture — Collection, Indexing, Retrieval, Revision, Distribution — is the
engineering backbone of SWARP. Each module can be located within it. Each integration between
modules is a pathway through which knowledge moves from one stage to the next.

Implementation status: Common Lexicon v | Markov indexing © | full event bus coupling o

VI. Where SWARP Extends Schank: Two Original
Contributions

Schank's framework is powerful but incomplete in two respects that SWARP addresses directly.
These are not minor elaborations; they are genuine theoretical extensions.

6.1 Individual Calibration via Human Design

Schank argued that learning cases must be calibrated to the learner's current script architecture —
cases that are too simple confirm what is already known, while cases that are too alien cannot be
integrated. He did not, however, provide a mechanism for determining what "appropriately
challenging" means for a specific individual.

SWARP operationalises this through the HD filter in the AY YA360 profile. The calibration operates
on three dimensions simultaneously: HD type determines the mode of engagement (a Generator
learns through sustained response to reality; a Projector learns through invited insight; a Manifestor
learns through initiatory action); profile line determines the depth of challenge appropriate to the
current life phase (a Line 6 in the Role Model phase requires cases that invite synthesis across prior
experience, not cases that introduce new categories of failure); and authority determines the
decision rhythm — how quickly the revised script should be offered for integration, and through
which channel (emotional wave, sacral response, splenic recognition).

The matching function routes cases accordingly: it does not filter by keyword but by the learning
geometry of the recipient. This is what makes the CBR retrieval in SWARP distinct from a standard
recommendation engine.

Implementation status: HD profile storage v/ | type-based routing © | profile line and authority
calibration o

6.2 Political Expectation Failure Theory: Schank Applied to Democracy

Schank's theory assumes that expectation failure triggers a learning sequence. The failure is
unpleasant; the organism is motivated to close it; the script is eventually revised. This is correct at
the individual and small-group level. It breaks down at the democratic scale.



PEFT — Political Expectation Failure Theory — identifies why: democratic systems do not resolve
expectation failures, they institutionalise them. Political entrepreneurs profit from the gap between
what citizens expected and what was delivered. Closing the gap destroys the product. The script is
never revised because revision is economically irrational for the actors with the most power to enact
it. The cycle of non-learning is not a malfunction — it is the system operating as designed.

This is a structural extension of Schank, not an application of him. Schank described learning as the
organism's response to failure. PEFT describes the political conditions under which that response is
systematically suppressed — and the platform architecture required to bypass those conditions and
enable script revision at democratic scale.

The Panarchie Monitor operationalises PEFT in real time: it detects where in the adaptive cycle the
three ecosystem layers are positioned. A Revolt signal — the CoP layer in collapse while the
Academia layer is still stable — is a PEFT event: the fast, experiential layer has encountered a
failure that the slow, reflective layer has not yet processed, and the political layer is actively
exploiting the gap. AIDEN responds by activating the Socrates Monitor — injecting questioning
into the Forum precisely when the failure is acute enough to produce genuine reflection, bypassing
the political suppression mechanism.

The Remember signal — the platform in renewal phase, archive dominant, little new content — is
the complementary failure: the system has accumulated cases but stopped generating new ones.
Script revision requires not just archive but active failure generation. The platform must provoke as
well as store.

PEFT is the most politically consequential claim in the SWARP architecture. It reframes the
platform's purpose: not to make individual learning more efficient, but to restore the learning
function that democratic systems structurally suppress.

Implementation status: Panarchie Monitor v' | PEFT classification layer © | Socrates Monitor
integration O

VII. Timing: The Question Schank Did Not Ask

There is a third gap in Schank's framework, addressed by SWARP's rhythm detection layer, that
deserves separate treatment.

Schank described what learning requires — the right failure, appropriately indexed, matched to the
learner's current script. He did not address when a learner — or a community — is ready for the
next failure. He assumed, implicitly, that the learning sequence self-initiates when failure occurs.
This is true at the individual level and on short timescales. It is not true at the collective level and
across cycles of months or years.

SWARP's Panarchie Monitor answers the timing question at the collective level. It detects when a
community has consolidated its current script — the K-phase: high connectivity, low adaptability —
and is approaching the threshold at which disruption will be productive rather than merely
destabilising. It also detects the €2-phase: collapse of the current script structure, when the
community needs not new failures but the stabilising wisdom that the Remember function provides.
Introducing new failures during €Q2-phase does not accelerate learning; it accelerates fragmentation.

This is the platform's most sophisticated capability: not just generating and routing failures, but
timing their introduction to the collective readiness of the community receiving them. It requires



real-time monitoring of the platform's own internal dynamics — posting rates, case generation
velocity, cross-layer coupling strength — as leading indicators of phase transition.

The capacity to answer Schank's unasked question — when — is what makes SWARP a living
system rather than a static library.

Implementation status: Panarchie Monitor phase detection ' | intervention timing logic © | cross-
layer coupling metrics o

VIII. What Makes SWARP Distinct as a CBL System

Most learning systems implement one part of the Schank cycle well. A case library retrieves but
does not process. A coaching system processes but does not collect at scale. A deliberation platform
enables explanation but does not revise scripts. A political data platform detects failure but has no
mechanism for closure.

SWARP implements the full cycle — collection, indexing, retrieval, processing, revision,
distribution — across five nested scales simultaneously, with the scales coupled to each other
through the event bus and the panarchic monitoring layer.

Beyond this architectural completeness, SWARP makes three contributions that extend Schank's
original framework:

1. Individual calibration through HD-typed case routing — operationalising what Schank
identified as necessary but did not implement.

2. Political Expectation Failure Theory — identifying the structural conditions under which
Schank's learning sequence is suppressed at democratic scale, and designing a platform
architecture to bypass those conditions.

3. Collective timing detection — answering the question Schank did not ask: not just what
failure is needed, but when a community is ready to learn from it.

These three extensions are not peripheral features. They are what makes the platform viable at the
scales it targets.

IX. Conclusion

SWARP is a Case-Based Learning system. That is the simplest true thing that can be said about it.

Every module is a component of the Schank cycle. Every scale is a level at which that cycle
operates. Every coupling between modules is a pathway through which the products of one level's
learning become the inputs for another level's script revision.

The Paths of Change cycle is Schank's learning cycle in McWhinney's language. The political,
social, and ecological layers are Schank's expectation-failure logic applied at increasing scales of
complexity. The architecture — collection, indexing, retrieval, processing, revision, distribution —
is Schank's CBR methodology implemented as a living platform.

Where SWARP goes beyond Schank is in answering three questions he left open: who is ready for
which failure (HD calibration), why democratic systems resist the learning sequence (PEFT), and



when a community is ready for the next disruption (rhythm detection). These extensions are what
make the platform not just theoretically coherent but practically deployable at political scale.

The endpoint of the Schank cycle — the moment when a revised script replaces a failed one, and
the work that was stuck begins to move — is what SWARP makes possible. At every scale. For
every user. Through every module. At the right moment.
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