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Ideas don't die because they're bad. They're smooth. They have no hook. It is not the
best blueprint that survives — but the one whose encounter took place. Seven halls —

one picture. Step inside — I'll show you who kills screenplays, cities, reforms, and
empires.
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i Hall 1. A Graveyard With 49,970 Plots — Who Kills a
Screenplay
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«49,970 screenplays sit in Hollywood's archives. They're written, edited, approved — and will
never be filmed. Not because they're bad. Because they have no coupling hook.»

2E-architect, going through William Goldman's archive

Introduction

1. Dan O'Bannon, an unemployed screenwriter, finishes the draft of Alien. He goes studio to
studio. At Universal they tell him: "Too gruesome, audiences won't take it." At Columbia —
"Who's the hero here?" At 20th Century Fox — "Too much like Star Wars, but without the
humor." The rejection count hits nine.

O'Bannon drops the folder in a drawer. He's ready to quit.

In 1978, producer Gordon Carroll finds his concept art — Giger's drawings of the xenomorph bursting
through a ribcage. He calls O'Bannon: "You wrote this? We're shooting it." Budget — $11 million.

But that same 1976, the Writers Guild registered 50,000 submissions. In 1979, thirty of them got
made. The other 49,970 — not necessarily bad. Just smooth.

The question of this hall: why did O'Bannon's blueprint survive, and 49,970 didn't? The
difference isn't talent. The difference is the coupling hook.
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Three phases of a blueprint's fate

¢ ¥ -phase: writing the blueprint

O'Bannon writes a 90-page script in a year. He rewrites dialogue, polishes scenes, makes the text
professional. An investment of time and effort. But professionalism isn't a hook yet.

Fact: In 1976 the Guild receives 50,000 equally professional texts. Almost all of them die.
Because they're interchangeable. They're smooth.

¢ X-dead end: smoothness without grip

9 studios say no. Not because the script is bad. But because it has no immediate point of entry:
the producer can't see how this blueprint will grab the viewer. O'Bannon describes horror in
words — but words slide. The blueprint is smooth.

2E: Smoothness is not a stylistic flaw. It is the absence of a burr — an element that cannot be
replaced, that makes the blueprint unmistakable, that can be pulled out of context and still work.

¢ @J-bypass: the coupling hook

O'Bannon's rescue wasn't the budget, wasn't the director — it was Giger's concept art: the image
of a creature bursting through a chest. An image that can be peeled off the pages. It works as a
poster, as a rumor, as a drawing. It's the hook.

2E: The hook is not a property of the text. It's a relation between the blueprint and the receiver.
O'Bannon made the blueprint rough by building in a point that makes the receiver — producer,
viewer — want to unfold it. 49,970 didn't.

Contrast pair: Alien vs. the Smooth Script

¢ Alien (survivor)
» 1976: written, 9 rejections.
 1978: Carroll buys it, brings in Scott.
 1979: budget $11M, box office $100M+.
» Hook: image of the xenomorph, separable from the film. Works as a meme.

» Outcome: the blueprint replicates (sequels, merch, quotes).

¢ The Smooth Script (deceased)
» 1976: registered with the Guild, professionally written.
« 1977: received notes, but no specific start date.
* 1979: sits in an archive. Unfilmed.
» Hook: none. Replace it with any other dramatic text — the loss is invisible.

» Outcome: dead weight. Doesn't replicate.
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® Paradoxes of a blueprint's fate

Paradox 1

O'Bannon got 9 rejections — and each time he was told the script was "too dark." The same
studios were making Star Wars and Close Encounters a year later. The Room was ripe for
something new — but not for his blueprint.

Paradox 2

$11 million — Alien's budget. $100 million — its box office. But in that same 1979, $2.5 billion
was spent on films that never broke even. The gap isn't in money. It's in the hook.

Paradox 3

The Writers Guild registers 50,000 scripts a year. Thirty to forty get made. The rest aren't "bad"
— they're smooth. They have no burrs for a producer, a viewer, a story to catch on.

Paradox 4

Dan O'Bannon carried the script in his briefcase for 2 years. He was ready to give up. The only
thing that saved him — a producer who saw Giger's concept art. The coupling hook wasn't in the
text. It was in an image that could be peeled off the pages.

2E Verdict: it's not the best blueprint that survives, but the one whose encounter took place

The story of Alien is not a story of luck. It's a story of hook engineering. O'Bannon wasn't the best
screenwriter of 1976. But he made the blueprint with a burr — the image of the xenomorph, which
can be pulled out of the film and still work. That burr acted as a point of grip: producer Carroll caught
on it, director Scott developed it, audiences remembered it.

49,970 scripts from that year were professional. But they were smooth — interchangeable, lacking an
indivisible quantum of value that could be peeled from the text and passed on. A smooth blueprint
slides across the receiver's surface, leaving no mark.

First lesson of the pylon: a blueprint's survival is not a property of the blueprint. It's the outcome
of an encounter. The coupling hook is not decoration — it's the structural element that determines
whether the encounter happens. 49,970 encounters never happened. One happened — and changed
an industry.

The next hall will show what happens when the blueprint exists, the Room is ripe, but the cutter
has confused the invariant with the periphery. Why some cities can be repaired — and others can only
be demolished.

*XA
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Check Yourself
Questions for understanding

nn

1. O'Bannon got 9 rejections. Each time the studios gave a reason: "too dark," "no hero," "too
much like Star Wars." Are these objective criticisms, or symptoms that the blueprint had no
hook? If it had had a hook, would those arguments have stopped working?

2. Alien made $100M on an $11M budget. If it had been released in 1976 (with the same
script), would it have made as much? Is timing a factor independent of the blueprint's
quality, or is it also part of the hook (hitting a ripe Room at the right moment)?

3. Giger's concept art saved the project. But Giger hadn't read the script. Does this mean the
hook can be separate from the text? What is the "coupling hook," then — a property of the

carrier, or a relation between carrier and receiver?

K System Protocols

Protocol "Diagnosing Smoothness" (Stance: MIRROR-OBSERVABLE)

Step 1: Take your blueprint (project, idea, script). List all its elements. Mark those that can be
replaced without losing meaning.

Step 2: Find the element that cannot be replaced. The point that makes the blueprint unique. If
there is no such point — the blueprint is smooth.

Step 3: Check whether this element can be separated from its carrier. Does it work as a poster, a
rumor, a meme? If yes — you have a hook. If not — the blueprint is still smooth.

Protocol "Adding the Hook" (for the Cutter)

Step 1: Identify who will unfold your blueprint. What is their interest? What do they want to
get?

Step 2: Build into the blueprint a point that gives the receiver immediate value. The hook must
be noticeable in 3 seconds.

Step 3: Check whether the hook can be separated from its substrate. If the hook only works in
your original format — it's weak. If it works as a meme — it's strong.
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i Hall 2. The City That Cannot Be Repaired —
Brittleness as a Confused Invariant

«The Radiant City was perfect — and dead. The Manhattan grid was crude — and immortal. The

difference isn't beauty. It's that one blueprint glazed the periphery, while the other left it
replaceable.»

2E-architect, looking at the map of two cities

Introduction

1. Le Corbusier unveils the Plan Voisin — a radical redevelopment of Paris. Blocks of medieval
streets are demolished. In their place rise eighteen identical cruciform glass towers. The
perfect city. Geometric. Functional. Dead.

2. The Commissioners of the Manhattan Plan approve a street grid. 12 avenues north to south,
155 streets west to east. That's it. No instructions on what buildings to build, how tall, what
style. Only the rules of junction.

One blueprint died on the drawing board. The other has lived 200 years. Both were created by
professionals. Both were logical. Why did one outlive centuries, while the other died before birth?
What does an architect do to a blueprint to make it immortal — or brittle?
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Brittleness: when the invariant is confused with the periphery

¢ The invariant — what must remain unchanged

The invariant is the blueprint's core. What makes the system itself. In a city, the invariant is the
rules of junction: how streets intersect, how blocks connect, how flows distribute.

Manhattan 1811: a pure invariant. The street grid is the skeleton. Everything else can change.

¢ The periphery — what must change

The periphery is everything that can be replaced without losing the system's identity. In a city,
the periphery is the buildings, the height, the style, the function of blocks.

Manhattan 1811: the periphery left open. Any building can be replaced. Any style can be
inscribed.

& The brittleness error

Brittleness occurs when the cutter confuses the invariant and the periphery. He makes load-
bearing what should be replaceable. Or makes replaceable what should be load-bearing.

Le Corbusier (Plan Voisin): he glazed the periphery. The form of buildings, their layout,
their height — all became invariant. The city couldn't be repaired because there was nothing in it
left to change. One crack — and the system collapses.

¢ Diagnostic mark

If you cannot replace a part without rebuilding the whole — the cutter has confused invariant
and periphery. The system is brittle. It will die at the first serious load.

Contrast pair: The Radiant City vs. the Manhattan Grid

¢ Le Corbusier — brittle blueprint

« Invariant: form of buildings, their layout, height, style.
» Periphery: none. Everything glazed.
+ Outcome: the blueprint was never built. Could not be built. Died on the board.

« 2F diagnosis: &2 — the blueprint perished from brittleness.

¢ Manhattan Grid — living blueprint

« Invariant: rules of junction (streets, blocks, axes).

» Periphery: everything else (buildings, height, style, function).

« Outcome: the blueprint lives 200+ years. Mansions, skyscrapers, condominiums all fit
within it.

« 2F diagnosis: ¢J — the blueprint survived thanks to correct separation.
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#®¥ Paradoxes of brittleness

Paradox 1

The Radiant City was perfect — and dead. It couldn't be repaired because there was nothing in it
left to change. Manhattan was crude — and alive. It could be rebuilt forever.

Paradox 2

The invariant is what must remain unchanged. The periphery is what must change. Confuse
them — and the blueprint will die at the very first repair.

Paradox 3

The Manhattan grid of 1811 is a pure invariant. It doesn't say what buildings to build. It says how
they must fit together. That is the secret of immortality.

Paradox 4

Brittleness is not a weakness of the material. It is the cutter's error of making load-bearing what
ought to be cut.

2E Verdict: a blueprint survives when the invariant is separated from the periphery

Le Corbusier created the perfect city. Geometric. Functional. It was never built. Not because it was
bad — but because it was brittle. It couldn't be repaired because there was nothing in it left to change.
Every detail was part of the invariant.

The Manhattan grid of 1811 — crude, simple, boring. It doesn't say what buildings to build. It says
how they must fit together. And it lives 200 years because the invariant is separated from the

periphery.

Lesson of this hall: the blueprint survives when the cutter correctly separates invariant and
periphery. The invariant — rigid, fixed, minimal. The periphery — flexible, replaceable, open.

Confuse them — and the blueprint is brittle. It will die at the first replacement part.

The next hall will show that brittleness exists not only in space, but also in time. When the cutter
freezes the plan instead of leaving an adaptive frame.

*Xa
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Check Yourself
Questions for understanding

1. Take a system you work with (project, organization, city). What is its invariant — and what
is its periphery? What happens if the invariant is replaced? What happens if the periphery is
frozen?

2. If Le Corbusier had left rules of junction instead of building forms — would his blueprint
have survived? Why do modernist architects so often glaze the periphery?

3. The Manhattan grid has lived 200 years, yet the city still changes. What exactly changes —
and what remains unchanged? Where is the boundary between invariant and periphery?

% System Protocols

Protocol "Diagnosing Brittleness™ (Stance: CONTROLLABLE)

Step 1: Take your blueprint (project, system, organization). List all elements. Divide them into
two columns: "must remain unchanged" and "can change."

Step 2: Check that the "must remain" column is truly the core, not the periphery. If an element
can be replaced without losing system identity — it shouldn't be in the invariant.

Step 3: Check that the "can change" column is truly the periphery, not the core. If replacing an
element destroys the system — it must be in the invariant.

Protocol "Rebuilding the Blueprint" (for the Cutter)

Step 1: Find elements in your blueprint that you glazed as invariant. Ask: "Can I leave only the
rule of junction, not the form itself?"

Step 2: Make the invariant minimal. The smaller the invariant — the more survivable the
system.

Step 3: Open the periphery. Allow replacements. If a replacement breaks the system — you've
confused them. Return to Step 1.
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tmi Hall 2.1. A Thirty-Nine-Day Plan Against the First
Broken Rail Line — Brittleness in Time

«The Schlieffen Plan was timed to the hour. It collapsed on day 39 because one rail line couldn't
take the load. D-Day was set as an image of the result — and survived.»

2E-military analyst, looking at the maps of two operations

Introduction

1. Germany enters World War I. At headquarters — the Schlieffen Plan. Timed to the hour: 39
days to defeat France, precise army movement schedules, railway transports synchronized
to the minute. The perfect plan. Geometric. Deterministic. Dead.

2. The Allies land in Normandy. Operation Overlord. It has a goal — secure a beachhead and
develop the offensive. But no timetable to the hour. There is an image of the result. There is
a resource frame. Commanders on the ground rewrite tactics to fit reality.

Two plans. Two fates. One collapsed at the first deviation — a broken rail line in Belgium. The other
survived, even though almost nothing went according to plan.

Why does one blueprint die at the first hitch, while another survives in chaos? What makes a plan
living — rather than dead?

10
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Brittleness in time: when the plan is frozen

¢ The plan as a blueprint in time

A military plan is a blueprint that unfolds in time. It has a sequence of stages, deadlines,
synchronization points, supply chains. This is the same invariant/periphery — but in time, not
space.

Schlieffen Plan: invariant = timetable. Everything must run on schedule. Deviation is death.

¢ A frozen plan is a dead plan

When the cutter makes load-bearing the sequence of events (rather than the image of the result),
the plan becomes brittle. The first broken rail, the first delayed train, the first unexpected enemy
maneuver — and the chain snaps.

Schlieffen: a rail line in Belgium couldn't take the load. The timetable shifted. Armies didn't get
supplies. The plan collapsed in 39 days — exactly as was predicted.

¢ Aliving plan — an adaptive frame

A living plan sets not a timetable, but an image of the result. It says: "This is what must be
achieved. Here are your resources. How you do it — is up to you."

D-Day: the objective — secure the beachhead. A precise timetable only for the first hour (the
landing). After that — mission-type tactics. Commanders on the ground rewrote the plan to fit
reality. D-Day survived because its invariant was not in time, but in the result.

Contrast pair: Schlieffen Plan vs. D-Day

¢ Schlieffen Plan (brittle)

« Invariant: timetable, sequence, synchronization to the hour.
« Periphery: none. Everything frozen.
» Outcome: collapsed on day 39. One broken rail — and the chain snaps.

« 2F diagnosis: &2 — the blueprint perished from brittleness in time.

¢ D-Day / Auftragstaktik (living)

« Invariant: image of the result (beachhead, offensive).
« Periphery: tactics, routes, timelines (except the first hour).
» Outcome: the operation survived. Commanders rewrote the plan on the ground.

« 2F diagnosis: ¢J — the blueprint survived thanks to an adaptive frame.
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#®¥ Paradoxes of brittleness in time

Paradox 1

The Schlieffen Plan was perfect — and dead. It demanded everything run on schedule. The first
broken rail — and the system collapsed.

Paradox 2

D-Day was crude — and alive. It set an image of the result, not a timetable. Commanders on the
ground rewrote tactics to fit reality.

Paradox 3

Brittleness in time is when the cutter freezes the sequence instead of leaving an adaptive frame.
A frozen plan is a dead plan.

Paradox 4

Auftragstaktik (mission-type tactics) is an invariant in time. The objective and resources are set.
Everything else is periphery, rewritten by the commander on the ground.

2E Verdict: a living plan sets an image of the result, not a timetable

The Schlieffen Plan was timed to the hour. Perfect schedule. Perfect synchronization. A dead
blueprint. One broken rail line in Belgium — and the entire machine stopped. Because the invariant
was the timetable, not the objective.

D-Day was different. It had an image of the result: secure a beachhead and develop the offensive. A
timetable only for the first hour. After that — mission-type tactics. Commanders on the ground
rewrote the plan to fit reality. Because the invariant was the result, not the sequence.

Lesson of this hall: a blueprint in time survives when the cutter separates the invariant (the image
of the result) from the periphery (tactics, timelines, routes). A frozen plan is a dead plan. A living plan
is an adaptive frame.

Confuse them — and the blueprint will die at the first deviation.

The next hall will show that even if the blueprint is flexible and adaptive — it may still not survive if
its core is too heavy. When the launch demands more resources than the system has.

*XA
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Check Yourself
Questions for understanding

1. Take a plan you work with (project, strategy, life plan). What is its invariant — the image of
the result or the timetable? What happens if the first broken rail shifts the schedule?

2. If Schlieffen had left only the image of the result (defeat France in 39 days) instead of the
timetable — would his plan have survived? Why do military strategists so often freeze the
timetable instead of the result?

3. D-Day survived because commanders on the ground rewrote tactics. Where in your life are
there "commanders on the ground" — and where aren't there?

% System Protocols

Protocol "Diagnosing Brittleness in Time" (Stance: OBSERVABLE)

Step 1: Take your plan (project, strategy). List all time points. Divide them into "hard" (cannot
be moved) and "flexible" (can be rewritten).

Step 2: Check that the "hard" column is truly the core (the image of the result), not the
timetable. If a deadline can be shifted without losing meaning — it should not be hard.

Step 3: Check that the "flexible" column is truly the periphery (tactics), not the core. If shifting a
deadline destroys the plan — it must be hard.

Protocol "Rebuilding the Plan" (for the Cutter)

Step 1: Find elements in your plan that you froze as invariant. Ask: "Can I leave only the image
of the result, not the timetable?"

Step 2: Make the invariant minimal. The fewer hard time points — the more survivable the
plan.

Step 3: Open the periphery. Allow commanders on the ground to rewrite tactics. If a failure
breaks the plan — you've confused them. Return to Step 1.
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