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SECTION 18 — Mathematical Proofs from the CUWF Master Equations 
 

18.1 Purpose, Scope, and Method of Proof 

The purpose of Section 18 is to demonstrate, in explicit and intelligible mathematical steps, how the 
CUWF master equations generate the principal physical results claimed throughout Paper A-3. Up to 
Section 17, the reader has already been introduced to the conceptual architecture of the theory: 
entropic geometry, gradient and curvature behavior, collapse-node dynamics, emergent time, 
emergent spacetime, cosmic expansion, gravity as entropic descent, and the quantum–classical 
transition. What remains is to show that these claims do not rest on interpretation alone. They must also 
follow, in a disciplined way, from the formal structure of the theory. 

For that reason, Section 18 does not aim at pure-mathematical proof in the axiomatic sense. It adopts 
the standard of physics-level proof: a derivation showing how the governing equations of the theory 
imply a physical behavior under explicit and reasonable assumptions. This is the same level of proof 
used throughout theoretical physics when one derives equations of motion from an action, extracts 
field behavior from differential structure, or obtains macroscopic consequences from stability 
conditions. The goal is not symbolic ornament, but intelligible inevitability. 

This section is written so that readers without advanced training in tensor calculus, quantum field 
theory, or abstract differential geometry can still follow the main logic. The central mathematical ideas 
required here are gradients as slopes, Laplacians as curvature, local minima as stability conditions, 
and the interpretation of fields as quantities varying over configuration. Every proof therefore follows 
the same structure: a statement of result, a starting point in the CUWF equations, a step-by-step 
derivation, and an interpretive conclusion that links the mathematics back to the conceptual claims of 
the paper. 
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18.2 Common Assumptions and Notation 

To avoid unnecessary repetition, all proofs in Section 18 share a common set of assumptions and 
notational conventions. First, the entropic field E(x) is assumed to be sufficiently smooth for the use of 
gradients and curvature. In practical terms, this means that E(x) is differentiable in the regions relevant 
to the analysis, except possibly at collapse-node boundaries where physical transitions occur. 

Second, collapse nodes are assumed to move according to entropic gradient descent. The basic rule 
is written as: 

v = dx/dτ = −k∇E(x) 

where x denotes the effective spatial configuration, τ is a path parameter, and k is a positive 
proportionality constant linking geometry to motion. Third, the global degrees of freedom (DOF) of the 

universe are assumed to increase monotonically at cosmological scale, so that the term ∂E/∂DOF can 
act as the driver of expansion without requiring an external cosmological agent. 

Fourth, the universe-wave Ψᵤ is assumed to admit a well-defined mode decomposition of the form 
used earlier in Paper A and summarized in Section 17. This guarantees that interference, collapse, and 
evolution operators remain meaningful. Fifth, whenever local perturbations are introduced around a 
minimum, they are assumed to be small enough for Taylor expansion and linearized stability analysis to 
apply. These assumptions are mild, standard within physics, and fully consistent with the ontological 
structure of CUWF. 

The two governing equations used throughout this section are: 

(A) Geometric master equation:   ∇²E(x) − α|∇E(x)|² + β(∂E/∂DOF) = 0 

(B) Full wave-dynamic equation:   ∂Ψᵤ/∂t = ε̂[Ψᵤ] + C(Ψᵤ) + I(Ψᵤ) 

Here, ∇E denotes entropic gradient, ∇²E denotes entropic curvature, ∂E/∂DOF denotes DOF-driven 

geometric evolution, ε̂ denotes internal evolution, C denotes collapse stabilization, and I denotes 
interference structure. These are the shared formal tools from which the following proofs are 
developed. 
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18.3 Proof 1 — Gravity as Entropic Descent 

The result to be shown is that gravity in CUWF is not a fundamental force and not fundamentally 
spacetime curvature, but the downhill motion of collapse nodes in the entropic field. The starting point 

is the local gradient-flow law dx/dτ = −k∇E(x), together with the geometry-level master equation 

under approximately fixed DOF. Differentiating the gradient-flow law with respect to τ gives: 

d²x/dτ² = −k d(∇E)/dτ 

Using the chain rule and substituting dx/dτ = −k∇E yields: 

d²x/dτ² = k² (∇E · ∇)(∇E) 

The physical interpretation is straightforward: the effective acceleration of a node depends on how the 
entropic slope changes along its own direction. If the slope steepens inward, the node accelerates 
inward. This is already the basic geometric content of gravity in CUWF. 

To recover the familiar Newtonian limit, assume approximate spherical symmetry around a mass-
generating configuration so that E = E(r). Far from the source, the nonlinear gradient term becomes 

small, and the geometric equation reduces approximately to ∇²E ≈ 0. The radial solution is then E(r) 

≈ E₀ − K/r, so that dE/dr = K/r². The gradient-flow law becomes: 

dx/dτ = −k(K/r²) r ̂ 

and the effective inward acceleration scales as 1/r². Thus the familiar Newtonian form is recovered as 
an emergent limit of entropic descent. 

The significance of the proof is that no independent gravitational force and no fundamental spacetime 
curvature are required. Gravity appears because nodes move along entropic gradients. In this sense, 
general relativity can be reinterpreted as an effective macroscopic projection of a deeper entropic 
geometry rather than the fundamental ontology of the phenomenon. 
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18.4 Proof 2 — Mass and Inertia as Curvature Depth 

The second result is that mass and inertia arise from entropic curvature rather than from intrinsic 

material substance. To show this, expand the entropic field around a local minimum x₀ where ∇E(x₀) 

= 0. For a small displacement δx, the field can be written as: 

E(x₀ + δx) = E(x₀) + 1/2 δxᵀ H δx + O(|δx|³) 

where H is the Hessian, identified locally with the curvature structure ∇²E(x₀). The quadratic term 
measures the energetic cost of displacement from the minimum. If H is large, even a small 
displacement generates a large increase in entropic cost. If H is small, the minimum is shallow and 
easily perturbed. 

 

This directly motivates the CUWF identification: 

m_eff ∝ ∇²E(x₀) 

because a deep curvature well behaves as a massive structure, while a shallow one behaves as a light 
or weakly localized configuration. Inertia follows from the same geometry. To move the node is not 
merely to translate an object, but to reshape the curvature well that stabilizes it. The deeper that well, 
the greater the geometric resistance to reconfiguration. In this sense, inertia is simply the resistance of 
curvature to being reorganized. 

The proof therefore unifies mass and inertia as two aspects of one quantity. Mass is the depth of the 
entropic curvature well. Inertia is the work required to alter that well. No underlying substance, primitive 
mass-essence, or fundamental Higgs-origin ontology is required at this level. The geometry itself 
carries the full explanatory burden. 

18.5 Proof 3 — Cosmic Expansion from DOF Evolution 

The third result concerns cosmology: CUWF claims that cosmic expansion arises from DOF evolution 
rather than from a cosmological constant or dark energy field. The relevant term in the geometric 
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master equation is β(∂E/∂DOF). At cosmological scale, this term cannot be neglected. If DOF grows 

monotonically, then ∂E/∂DOF acts as a driver of geometric relaxation. 

Rewriting the master equation gives: 

∇²E(x) − α|∇E(x)|² = −β(∂E/∂DOF) 

The right-hand side now appears as a source term associated with increasing structural capacity. As 
DOF rises, the entropic field must accommodate richer harmonic complexity. This forces the geometry 
to spread and reorganize. To an embedded observer, that geometric relaxation appears as expansion. 

If one introduces an effective scale factor R(τ) to represent the characteristic size of the emergent 
wave domain, then the expansion rate takes the heuristic form: 

H(τ) = (1/R)(dR/dτ) ∝ d(DOF)/dτ 

and accelerated expansion appears when d²(DOF)/dτ² > 0. The CUWF interpretation is therefore 
clean: expansion is the geometric response to increasing degrees of freedom. It requires no extra 

energy substance. The role played by Λ in standard cosmology is replaced here by the intrinsic 
evolution of entropic complexity. 

18.6 Proof 4 — Quantum and Classical Behavior from Stability Conditions 

The fourth result is that the quantum–classical distinction is not fundamental but stability-dependent. 

Begin by expanding E(x) around a local minimum x₀ as before. The second variation is: 

δ²E = δxᵀ H δx 

where H measures the local stability of the minimum. If H is small, minima are shallow and easily 
displaced by fluctuations in the gradient field. If H is large, minima are deep and robust under 
perturbation. 

Introduce a characteristic perturbation η(x) = δ(∇E). Then the quantum regime is characterized by: 

∇²E ≪ |δ(∇E)| 



               Paper A-3: Entropic Geometry                                                      www.cuwfcosmos.com 

 

  

© 2025 CHAYUT TECHASAMRAN 85 

 

so that perturbation dominates confinement, trajectories branch easily, and interference persists. By 
contrast, the classical regime is characterized by: 

∇²E ≫ |δ(∇E)| 

so that curvature dominates noise, trajectories stabilize, and deterministic behavior emerges. 

The operators in the full wave equation make this interpretation sharper. The interference operator I 
dominates when minima remain shallow and overlapping, while the collapse-stability operator C 
dominates when minima are deep and isolated. The quantum–classical transition is therefore a 
transition in the relative strength of instability and curvature, not a switch between two ontologically 
different worlds. 

18.7 Proof 5 — Time as Emergent from Entropic Reconfiguration 

The fifth result is that time is not fundamental but emerges from monotonic entropic reconfiguration. Let 

γ(τ) be the path of a collapse node under gradient descent. The change of the entropic field along this 
path is: 

dE/dτ = ∇E · dx/dτ 

Substituting dx/dτ = −k∇E gives:       dE/dτ = −k|∇E|² ≤ 0 

This inequality is crucial. It shows that, except at fixed points, the entropic field decreases 
monotonically along physically allowed trajectories. That monotonicity defines an ordering relation: 
higher E corresponds to earlier configurations, lower E to later ones. 

One may then define emergent time by introducing a positive scaling constant λ and writing: 

dt/dτ = −λ dE/dτ 

Since dE/dτ is non-positive, dt/dτ is non-negative, and time increases monotonically along the path. In 
this way, temporal order is not assumed in advance; it is extracted from the geometry. Conventional 
clock time appears later as a projection of this entropic ordering into emergent spacetime coordinates. 
Time is therefore derivative of geometric evolution rather than a primitive axis of reality. 
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18.8 Proof 6 — Measurement and Decoherence as Geometric Stabilization 

The sixth result concerns the measurement problem. CUWF claims that measurement is not a 
mysterious collapse induced by observers, but a process of geometric stabilization. The relevant 
starting point is the full wave equation: 

∂Ψᵤ/∂t = ε̂[Ψᵤ] + C(Ψᵤ) + I(Ψᵤ) 

Here, I maintains interference and overlapping minima, while C reinforces deep minima and 
suppresses shallow ones. When a system couples strongly to an environment, the effective entropic 
field becomes distorted: E(x) is replaced by an effective E_eff(x) in which previously degenerate or 
weakly separated minima no longer remain equally viable. 

The effect is that one minimum is deepened while neighboring minima are comparatively suppressed. 
Interference becomes ineffective once the curvature contrast becomes sufficiently large, and the 
system is funneled into a single stable attractor. What standard language calls decoherence is 
therefore the geometric stabilization of one entropic minimum under environmental coupling. 

The proof matters because it removes the need for observer-dependent collapse, branching worlds, or 
unexplained wavefunction magic. Measurement becomes a physical process of curvature selection. 
The measured outcome is simply the minimum that survives geometric stabilization. 

18.9 Proof 7 — Entanglement as Shared Curvature Across Nodes 

The seventh result extends the same logic to entanglement. CUWF interprets entanglement as a 
shared curvature structure in the entropic field rather than as a mysterious nonlocal force. Consider 

two collapse nodes at positions x₁(τ) and x₂(τ), with total entropic field: 

E_total(x₁, x₂) = E_self(x₁) + E_self(x₂) + E_link(x₁, x₂) 

The essential condition for entanglement is that E_link(x₁, x₂) is nonzero. This means that the two 
nodes do not sit in independent curvature wells; they share one coupled geometric basin. Expanding 

around the joint minimum produces a Hessian with cross-curvature terms H₁₂ and H₂₁. Entanglement 
occurs when these cross terms are nonzero. 
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The coupled gradient-flow equations then take the form: 

dx₁/dτ = −(H₁₁δx₁ + H₁₂δx₂) 

dx₂/dτ = −(H₂₁δx₁ + H₂₂δx₂) 

so that the motion of each node depends directly on the shared curvature structure. Correlations 
therefore appear instantaneous not because a signal is exchanged, but because the geometry is joint 
rather than factorized. Environmental coupling destroys entanglement when the shared curvature 

decouples, that is, when H₁₂ → 0 and the single basin splits into two separate minima. 

This interpretation resolves the apparent mystery of entanglement. The phenomenon is nonlocal 
because the entropic field on configuration space is nonlocal. The collapse of entanglement is simply 
the geometric separation of what was previously a shared curvature structure. 

18.10 Concluding Remarks and Outlook 

The seven proofs developed in Section 18 show that the principal physical domains traditionally 
treated as separate pillars of physics can be derived, within CUWF, from one coherent entropic 
architecture. Gravity, mass, inertia, cosmic expansion, the quantum–classical transition, time, 
measurement, decoherence, and entanglement all emerge from the structure and evolution of E(x), 
from its gradient and curvature behavior, and from the role of DOF evolution and wave operators within 
the deeper universe-wave formalism. 

This is the reason Section 18 is pivotal within Paper A-3. Earlier sections established the architecture 
conceptually and geometrically. Section 18 demonstrates that the same architecture can also produce 
explicit derivational consequences. It is therefore the bridge between interpretive structure and 
technical inevitability. 

The forward path is clear. Later papers in the CUWF program can now specialize, deepen, and 
formalize the individual mechanisms derived here. Paper A-3 has served its intended role: to 
consolidate the theory into a coherent foundational architecture and to show that its claims are not 
merely suggestive, but derivationally grounded. 

 


