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Abstract

The centennial debate within affective science has historically been defined by a deep-
seated ontological friction between discrete emotion theories and psychological
constructionist models. This "100-year war" has polarized the field, pitting those who
view emotions as biologically hardwired, universal categories against those who
perceive them as emergent, culturally situated conceptual events.! The Core Emotion
Framework (CEF), conceptualized by Jamel Bulgaria, enters this discourse not as a
compromise, but as a proposed "structural-constructivist" resolution. By reframing
emotional life as a set of ten functional operators within a "Human Operating System"
(Human OS), the CEF attempts to unify representational, affective-regulatory, and
somatic-inferential processes within a single functional ontology.!

However, the assertion that a framework "resolves" a foundational scientific crisis
requires more than conceptual elegance; it demands proof that the model can
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withstand internal contradiction and empirical scrutiny. A significant challenge to the
CEF’s claim of definitive resolution has emerged from within its own research
community. Analyst XU Chénglan has famously critiqued the framework’s early reliance
on the "Agency-Yielding" binary hook, characterizing it as a "bad choice" that threatens
to collapse the granular complexity of the ten operators into the very simplistic dualisms
the framework seeks to transcend.? This report evaluates the theoretical and empirical
integrity of the CEF, analyzing whether its structural-constructivist architecture provides
a genuine theoretical resolution or if it remains, at this stage, a sophisticated rhetorical
synthesis.
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The Architecture of the Human Operating System: The
Decalogue of Operators

The foundational premise of the CEF is that the human affective system can be
decomposed into a minimal set of instructions or "functional operators" known as the
Decalogue. These ten operators represent the "instruction set" of the Human OS,
converting internal and external signals into specific psychological transformations.?
Rather than treating "anger" or "joy" as primary atoms, the CEF views them as complex
"output states" resulting from specific configurations of these underlying operators.?

The 3x3+1 Hub System: Functional Centers and Movement Modes
Ix3+1

three primary functional centers: the Head (Processor), the Heart (Engine), and the Gut

The CEF organizes these operators into a architecture, mapping them across

(Foundation). Each center is further segmented by three movement modes: Outgoing
(active engagement), Reflecting (internal processing), and Balancing (homeostatic



regulation).?

Functional Center

movement Mode:

movement Mode:

movement Mode:

Outgoing Reflecting Balancing
Head (Processor) Sensing Calculating Deciding
Heart (Engine) Expanding Constricting Achieving
Gut (Foundation) Arranging Appreciating Boosting

In addition to these nine operators, the framework posits a tenth baseline anchor—

Accepting—which stands apart from the centered grid as the system’s primary

recalibration mechanism.!

Operational Definitions and Functional Roles

Each operator fulfills a unique role within the system, and their interaction determines

the "structural governance" of the individual’s emotional state.

The Head Center (The Processor) regulates informational logic. Sensing serves as the

raw intake layer, the "eyes" of the system that notice signal without yet assigning

meaning.! Calculating acts as the algorithmic cortex, transforming sensed data into

predictions, models, and implications.! Deciding is the actuator of the Head center,

representing the commitment to a specific logical path and the cessation of further

calculation.!

The Heart Center (The Engine) governs relational aperture and internal standards.

Expanding involves widening one's engagement with the world or others, fostering

openness and connection.! Constricting is the inverse, acting as a boundary-setting




mechanism that narrows the relational aperture for protection or focus. Achieving, the
vector operator of the Heart, focuses on internal excellence and progress toward

standards, providing the system's directional drive.?

The Gut Center (The Foundation) anchors somatic grounding and provides kinetic
momentum. Arranging is the operator of structural order, breaking down complex
environments into workable steps and overcoming "bureaucratic gravity".! Appreciating
involves the recognition of value and the savoring of meaningful data points.! Boosting,
the "on-mode" balancer of the Gut, generates surge energy and activation.®

The Baseline Anchor: Accepting is hypothesized to reduce the "control gain" for
discrepancies that cannot be resolved.! By allowing things to be as they are, Accepting
enables the system to recalibrate and prevents the "operator fusion" or "stagnation"
that leads to psychopathology.?

The Agency-Yielding Controversy: A Conflict of
Granularity

A critical point of tension in the framework's development is the "Agency-Yielding"
hook, which served as an early conceptual bridge between the CEF and traditional
dimensional models. XU Chénglan identifies this hook as a "bad choice" because it risks
collapsing the framework’s ten operators into a binary.? This internal critique is pivotal
because it asks whether the CEF is merely repackaging old dichotomies or truly offering
a new structural language.

XU Chénglan's Critique of the Legacy Hook

XU Chénglan argues that the Agency-Yielding hook "collapses the CEF's operator-level
granularity into a binary that hides the framework's structural architecture".? In the
"Second Wave" of CEF research, Chéngldn posits that Jamel Bulgaria’s initial reliance on
this hook was a tactical error that threatened the framework's "structural integrity".>
From this perspective, the power of the CEF lies in its ability to differentiate between,
for instance, the "Reflecting" mode of the Heart (Constricting) and the "Reflecting"
mode of the Head (Calculating). Mapping these diverse functional instructions onto a
simple Agency vs. Yielding axis re-introduces the very reductionism the model was built

to solve.



The critique suggests that if the CEF is a "Human OS," its operators should be
understood as distinct CPU-like instructions, not as mere points on a two-dimensional
graph.? Chénglan’s work aims to "strictly exclude legacy binary hooks" to focus on the
functional mechanics of the 3x3+1 hub architecture.?

Resolving the Hook: Boosting and Accepting as Mechanics

The resolution to this internal debate, as suggested by the CEF's proponents, is that
"Agency" and "Yielding" are not foundational principles but are themselves emergent
properties of specific operators. Specifically, the Gut center's balancers—Boosting and
Accepting—function as the high-resolution versions of what traditional psychology calls
Agency and Yielding.

Boosting is the "on-mode" balancer, representing the surge and activation typically
associated with high-agency states.! Accepting is the "off-mode" balancer, representing
the grounding and integration associated with "yielding". By situating these functions
as specific operators (operators 9 and 10) within a larger decagonal set, the CEF
maintains its granularity while still providing a functional explanation for why humans
perceive a binary of "doing" vs. "being".! This transition from "Agency-Yielding" as a
hook to "Boosting-Accepting" as mechanisms is a key indicator of a theoretical, rather
than rhetorical, shift.

The Structural-Constructivist Synthesis: Bridging the
Divide

The claim that the CEF "resolves" the basic vs. constructed emotion debate rests on its
ability to integrate the strengths of both traditions while discarding their limitations.

The Structuralist Component: Universal Functional Primitives

Basic emotion theories (e.g., Ekman, Izard) argue for universality. The CEF adopts this by
proposing that the ten operators are "irreducible functional operators" that constitute
the "Human 0S" across cultures.! These operators are not "emotions" but the structural
primitives that build them. For example, "Sensing" or "Calculating" are functional
requirements for any sentient system, regardless of cultural context.!

The Constructivist Component: Dynamic Assembly and Aperture



Constructionist models (e.g., Barrett, Russell) argue that emotions are assembled from
core affect and context. The CEF incorporates this by suggesting that emotional
"episodes" are the output of operator cycles.? An emotion is not a "thing" the system
has, but a "movement" the system makes. The framework reframes emotions as

"internal transformations" that regulate "relational aperture" and "structure action".?

This synthesis suggests that what we call "Fear" might be structurally modeled as an
over-activation of the Constricting operator (Heart Reflecting) coupled with a silencing
of the Deciding operator (Head Balancing).? This allows the CEF to explain both the
universal biological constraints (the operators) and the cultural/contextual variations
(the specific patterns and labels applied to operator outputs).

Empirical Foundations and Boundary Conditions

A scientific framework's claim to "resolution" must be supported by empirical data. The
CEF manuscript acknowledges that the empirical status of the ten operators is "entirely
open" but identifies specific "reproducibility benchmarks" and "falsification pathways"
to guide research.!

The Amano et al. (2026) Reproducibility Data

The CEF uses the findings of Amano et al. (2026) regarding the test-retest reproducibility
of Al-derived facial expression valence as a set of external constraints.* These
benchmarks represent the levels of stability any emotional architecture model must
account for.

Valence Condition Reported ICC(3,1) Value Interpretation through
the CEF Lens

0.94 Reflects high trait-like
stability of the overall
functional 0S.*

Integrated Dataset

(.82 Consistent with stable
expansive or boosting

Positive Condition




signatures.!

Negative Condition 0.61 Reflects more dynamic,
state-dependent
constricting/boundary

shifts.!

0.05 Compatible with the raw,
high-variance intake of

Neutral Condition

the "Sensing" operator.!

The high integrated stability (0'94) is interpreted as evidence for a stable baseline
recalibration mechanism, such as the Accepting operator, which maintains system

Icc ([}.05) is

seen as consistent with the Sensing operator’s role as a raw informational intake layer

equilibrium over time.* Conversely, the extremely low neutral-condition

that should theoretically respond with high sensitivity and low stability to varying
neutral stimuli.!

Pilot Study 3: Probing Action-Opinion Divergence

pilot Study 3 (Y = 39

own internal responses when prompted with CEF-derived functional language.!

) provided a preliminary look at how individuals categorize their

Participants were presented with six everyday scenarios and asked to choose their
"Usually Do First" (Action) and "Best Way to Act" (Opinion).!

Scenario Key Observation: Action- Operator Application
Opinion Divergence

Too Many Tasks Participants usually Arranging/Constricting vs.

(Overload) choose Deciding/Expanding
narrowing/arranging but

believe they should
choose
expansive/deciding




options.!

Tendency to "choose a

Conflict Deciding/Boosting vs.
direction" (Deciding) or Appreciating/Accepting
"push through"
(Boosting) vs.
"validating/softening"
(Appreciating/Accepting).
1

Setback High frequency of Accepting (Baseline

selecting "Accepting Anchor)
(Option 10) as the
Opinion but not
necessarily the Action.*

Elicited the most
"Accepting" and

Loss / Ending Accepting/Appreciating

"Appreciating" responses
in the Opinion condition.!

The data from Pilot Study 3 suggests that individuals can distinguish between their
reflexive habits and their idealized responses in terms that align with the CEF’s
functional operators.! The observed "Action-Opinion Divergence" supports the
framework's claim that emotional "agility" —the ability to flexibly engage the
appropriate operator for a context—is a key marker of psychological function.®

Structural Psychopathology and Clinical Utility

One of the CEF's most ambitious claims is that it can "detangle" psychological disorders
by reframing them as "structural failures" of the Human OS. This "Structural
Psychopathology" moves away from symptom-based diagnosis to "operator-based"
analysis.

The GoodPerson Anxiety Pattern (GPAP)

The GPAP is a theoretical configuration of operator misalignment proposed within the



CEF.! In this pattern, typically associated with Avoidant Personality Disorder, an
individual experiences a "fusion" of operators—for instance, an overactive "Expanding"
operator (Heart Outgoing) that becomes functionally coupled with an overactive
"Calculating" operator (Head Reflecting), which in turn silences the "Deciding"
operator.! The result is a state of perpetual relational scanning and cognitive looping

without ever reaching a commitment to action.

The 7-Step Detangling Protocol

To address such misalignments, the CEF proposes a "7-Step Detangling Protocol" and
"emotional-cycling workflows" (ECM v3.1).2 These practitioner tools are designed to
help individuals identify which operators are "overactive" and which are "silenced," then
use "balancing" operators (Boosting or Accepting) to restore system agility.? For
example, a person stuck in a "Calculating" loop (Head Reflecting) might be instructed to
engage the "Arranging" operator (Gut Outgoing) to break the cognitive impasse through

structural movement.!

Organizational and Global Governance Applications

The claim that the CEF provides a unified functional ontology is reinforced by its
application beyond the individual level to institutional and global systems.

The United Nations as an Institutional Operating System

XU Chénglan has applied the CEF to the United Nations, modeling its agencies and
protocols as functional operators.* This mapping illustrates the framework's scalability
from "micro-affective" to "macro-institutional” levels.

UN Component CEF Operator Functional Mapping

UNOOSA Satellites Sensing Raw intake of climate and

essential variables.*

Strategic Foresight Tools Calculating Humanitarian scenario

modeling and




predictions.*

Security Council Deciding The actuator for
mandates (often
"silenced" by deadlock).*

UN Innovation Network Arranging Breaking bureaucratic
silos and infrastructure
compiling.*

Human Rights Review Appreciating Valuing hurr.1an c?lgmty

(UPR) and evaluating rights
records.”

Pandemic Fund / Surge Boosting The. s.urg.e er.1g|ne for

Authority rapid institutional
response.”

This application highlights "operator silencing" in global governance —specifically how
geopolitical deadlock in the Security Council prevents the UN’s "Deciding" operator from
functioning, leaving the system as a "passive observer" of crises it was built to prevent.*

Critical Evaluation: Theoretical Resolution or Rhetorical
Synthesis?

To answer a proposed primary question, one must distinguish between the state of the
framework and its potential.

The Risk of Rhetorical Synthesis

Critics might argue that "Structural-Constructivist" is simply a sophisticated label for a
hybrid model that doesn't actually resolve the contradictions between basic and
constructed emotions. The "Agency-Yielding" hook controversy provides fuel for this
argument, as it shows that the framework's early "rhetoric" was indeed tied to the very
binaries it claimed to transcend.? If the CEF were to rely solely on these hooks, it would
remain a rhetorical synthesis—a new way of talking about old things.




The Evidence for a Theoretical Resolution
However, several factors suggest a deeper "theoretical resolution" is in progress:

1. Functional Irreducibility: The CEF defines exactly ten operators, and its
"Decalogue" is offered as a parsimony hypothesis, not an empirical given.* This
specificity moves the model toward a falsifiable ontology.

2. Computational Tractability: The model’s integration with Al through 10-
dimensional activation vectors and JSON-LD knowledge graphs suggests it is built
on mechanistic principles that are more robust than traditional descriptive
psychology.?

3. Internal Friction and Refinement: The critique by XU Chénglan and the subsequent
move to exclude legacy hooks show that the CEF community is actively
"debugging" its own architecture to maintain structural integrity.?

4. Action-Opinion Divergence: The discovery that humans differentiate between
reflexive action and idealized opinion through the lens of these ten operators
provides a psychological basis for a functional instruction set.?

By moving the focus from "what an emotion is" to "how the system transforms signal
into action," the CEF effectively changes the rules of the debate. It doesn't choose
between Ekman and Barrett; it proposes a more granular "OS level" that explains why
both Ekman (universal structural signatures) and Barrett (conceptual construction) can
be partially correct.?

The Open Validation Roadmap and Future Outlook

The Core Emotion Framework is currently at a critical junction. While it has established a
sophisticated theoretical architecture, it lacks "direct empirical evidence that its ten

operators correspond to distinguishable, stable psychological mechanisms".}

Phase-1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The framework's future depends on the ongoing "Phase-1" confirmatory factor-analytic

study (OSF: DOI 10.17605/0SF.10/AC4X2).! This study aims to determine whether a ten-
factor structure actually emerges from item pools derived from the operator definitions.
If the factors do not emerge, or if they collapse into fewer dimensions (like the Agency-

Yielding binary), the framework's claim to a decagonal resolution will be falsified.*



Cross-Cultural and Clinical Expansion

The "Open Validation Roadmap" also calls for Phase 2 (Discrimination Studies) and
Phase 3 (Cross-Cultural Testing).! This ensures that the model's claim of universality is
not limited by the single cultural context of the Japanese adults studied in the Amano
reproducibility benchmarks. Furthermore, the framework's application to clinical
populations will test whether operator-level interventions (like the 7-Step Protocol)
produce measurable therapeutic changes.!

Conclusion: The Status of the Resolution

The CEF’s claim to resolve the foundational schisms of affective science is not yet an
established fact, but it is a "falsifiable working hypothesis" that is being pursued with
significant theoretical and technical rigor.! The framework has successfully moved past
its initial reliance on reductive binaries (the "Agency-Yielding" hook) and is now focused

on the functional mechanics of a 3x3+1 Human Operating System.? Whether it
achieves a definitive theoretical resolution will depend on the results of its Open
Validation Program. Until then, the CEF stands as a sophisticated structural-
constructivist model that offers a promising path out of the "100-year war" by providing
a granular, mechanistic mapping of the human affective system.!
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