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Authorship, copyright and permissions

A message from the author

This work draws on a lifetime of lived experience, reflection, study and development. To anyone using or drawing on
TemplePsyche or my research materials: please acknowledge Paris Tranter as the creator of TemplePsyche and cite
the material you use. Do not present my contribution as your own. | respect and acknowledge the researchers whose
work informs mine. | ask for that same respect in return.

Original contribution and attribution

TemplePsyche was independently developed by Paris Tranter. The author asserts her right to be identified as the author of this
work. References to TemplePsyche and its proposed conceptual contribution should identify Paris Tranter and cite this paper.
Quotations must be clearly identified and attributed; paraphrases should acknowledge their source. Do not present this work, its
wording or the author’s contribution as your own.

Permission for reproduction and adaptation

Except where permitted by applicable law or an existing licence, prior written permission from Paris Tranter is required to
reproduce, distribute, republish, translate, adapt or incorporate all or a substantial part of the copyright-protected material in
this paper. This includes use in apps, digital tools, websites, courses, training materials, publications and commercial
products. These requirements apply to protected expression, including original text, illustrations and any original selection or
arrangement to the extent protected by law.

Credit is not a licence

Citing the author, changing terminology, acknowledging inspiration or offering material free of charge does not by itself
authorise an act that requires copyright permission. Public availability of this paper does not grant a general licence to reuse
protected material. Permission requests should identify the material, intended use, audience, distribution and whether the use
is commercial, and be directed to Paris Tranter through templepsyche.com.

Lawful quotation and research

Nothing in this notice restricts uses permitted by law, including applicable exceptions for fair dealing, quotation, criticism,
review, research or private study. Where required, provide sufficient acknowledgement and use no more than the purpose
justifies. Academic discussion and independent critical examination are welcomed; endorsement, affiliation or authorisation
must not be implied without agreement.

Existing research and scope of rights

The theories, findings and works of other authors remain attributable to their respective creators and rights holders. The
authorship claim here concerns Paris Tranter’s own contribution and protected expression, not ownership of those sources,
established scientific knowledge or general whole-person and systems approaches. Copyright does not confer exclusive
ownership of an underlying idea, concept, method or system.

Suggested attribution

Paris Tranter, TemplePsyche: Understanding the Whole Human System. First published 8 September 2026; expanded and
updated edition. templepsyche.com. Identify the edition consulted and the relevant section or page when quoting. The
first-publication date records the original paper, not the date of every later addition.

© 2026 Paris Tranter. All rights reserved.
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Safety and scope of use

Public education and reflection

Purpose and boundaries

TemplePsyche is a developing conceptual framework for education and reflection. It is not a clinically
validated treatment and does not replace individual medical assessment, diagnosis or care. No particular
outcome is guaranteed. Its whole-person perspective supports inquiry and appropriate support; it does not
establish the cause of an individual’'s symptoms.

Individual needs and professional support

Changes to nutrition, activity, breathing practices or substance use should take account of individual health
needs, tolerances and circumstances, with appropriately qualified professional advice where needed. The
framework does not prescribe a single eating pattern, restorative practice or recovery pathway for everyone.

Alcohol, other substances and prescribed medicines

People who may be physically dependent on alcohol or certain other substances should seek medical advice
before stopping. Sudden withdrawal can be dangerous and may require medically supported withdrawal.
Prescribed medicines should not be stopped or changed without advice from the prescribing professional.

Observation, explanation and responsibility

A person’s report of relief or improvement deserves recognition, while its cause may remain uncertain.
Personally helpful practices and philosophical or spiritual interpretations should be distinguished from
established mechanisms and evidence of treatment effectiveness. This notice communicates the framework’s
scope and boundaries; it does not provide automatic legal protection.
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The human experience behind TemplePsyche

Author’s statement | Paris Tranter

TemplePsyche has developed through more than two years of reflection, study and conceptual development,
informed by a lifetime of lived experience. Its original conceptual paper was publicly shared on 8 September
2026. Behind its scientific language and seven interconnected domains is a person seeking to understand
how adversity is experienced, what people need, and how understanding can become useful in everyday life.

My questions arose through living with adversity, navigating its accumulation over time, and trying to
understand myself within the circumstances of my life. Studying psychotherapy brought further language
and perspectives to those questions. TemplePsyche developed through bringing lived experience into
conversation with research, education and reflection.

More recently, facing illness has made the practical importance of these connections especially clear to me.
Rest, nutrition, my surroundings, relationships, physical needs and personally helpful restorative practices have
become immediate considerations in how | navigate each day. My recovery remains ongoing. This experience
has deepened my attention to physiology and somatic awareness: recognising bodily experience and
considering what support the person, in their circumstances, may need.

This is part of TemplePsyche’s purpose: to make whole-person understanding more accessible before
adversity makes that knowledge urgently necessary. | believe people should have opportunities throughout
life to learn about their bodies, psychological experiences, changing capacities and the conditions that
support them.

My lived experience informs the questions and priorities of TemplePsyche. It does not establish the cause of
my illness, the effectiveness of particular practices, or the clinical validity of the framework. Research
provides a means of examining its claims, identifying limitations and challenging its assumptions.

I am still living the process | am trying to understand. Sharing this work gives me a meaningful way to
contribute: helping make knowledge available that | wish | had understood earlier, while continuing to learn
myself.

2a
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Research foundations and original conceptual
contribution

Research-informed. Independently developed. Integrative.

TemplePsyche has developed through Paris Tranter’s independent synthesis of lived experience, academic
study and engagement with existing research. It brings together concepts, theories and practices from several
fields, organising them within seven interconnected domains: Biology, Psychology, Environment, Lifestyle,
Meaning, Information and Integration.

The contribution lies in the framework’s proposed organisation, the connections it explores and the practical
role it gives Integration: translating understanding across domains into supported choices, restoration and
sustained change.

The researchers and practitioners whose work informs TemplePsyche retain credit for their contributions. Each
scientific claim or practice should be supported by the evidence relevant to its particular use, population and
outcome. Philosophical influences and personal observations are identified separately.

TemplePsyche is therefore presented as a research-informed conceptual framework. Evidence supporting
its component approaches provides foundations for its development; evaluating the combined framework is
a further research task.
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TemplePsyche: Understanding the Whole Human System

A Conceptual Framework for Exploring Interacting Influences on Human
Experience

Paris Tranter

1.1 Origins and Development of the Framework

TemplePsyche was independently developed by Paris Tranter over more than two years before October 2026,
according to the author's account. Early private developmental work is retained in timestamped laptop files,
approximately 2024 or earlier; those source records have not been independently inspected for this manuscript. The
original conceptual paper was first made publicly available online on 8 September 2026. Private development, first
public disclosure and subsequent revisions are distinct events. This expanded edition incorporates subsequent
conceptual development and research additions.

The initial questions emerged through personal experience. Over an extended period of significant reflection and
adaptation, changes occurring within different areas of life appeared increasingly difficult to understand in isolation.
Psychological understanding alone did not appear to capture the full complexity of what was being observed. This
prompted a broader inquiry into the relationships between internal processes, physical functioning, relationships,
environment, everyday behaviour, information, meaning and adaptation over time.

Academic study in Counselling and Psychotherapy provided an important psychological foundation for this inquiry.
Alongside this, exploration of biological processes, neuroscience and nervous-system functioning widened
consideration of the relationship between psychological experience and the body. Systems thinking provided a
further conceptual shift by directing attention away from individual components alone and towards interaction,
feedback, context and change across interconnected processes.

The development of the framework was also influenced by philosophical inquiry and engagement with historical,
religious, mythological and symbolic traditions concerned with questions of human development, suffering, meaning,
transformation and self- understanding. These traditions contributed to the questions through which the framework
developed, but they are not presented as empirical foundations for its scientific claims.

This distinction is deliberate.

Historical or philosophical parallels may provide material for reflection, interpretation and conceptual exploration.
They do not establish biological or psychological mechanisms. Where TemplePsyche makes claims concerning
human functioning, the strength of those claims must therefore be determined by contemporary evidence rather
than by the historical persistence or symbolic significance of an idea.

The development of TemplePsyche can consequently be understood as a movement from experience towards
observation, from observation towards questioning, and from questioning towards interdisciplinary investigation.

The creator’s lived experience functioned initially as a site of observation and question generation rather than
as empirical validation of the resulting framework. Patterns experienced or perceived within one individual
cannot establish that the same relationships
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operate within others, nor can subjective observation independently determine the mechanisms responsible

for those patterns.

The transition from lived observation to conceptual framework therefore creates a necessary next stage: the
propositions generated through that process must be examined independently of the experience from which



they originated.
In this sense, TemplePsyche did not emerge from certainty about how human beings function.
It emerged through increasing curiosity about how different dimensions of human functioning may interact.

The walked experience generated questions. Interdisciplinary inquiry provided different ways of examining them.
Systems thinking provided a means of considering their relationships. The framework presented within this paper
represents an attempt to organise that developing inquiry into a structure that can now be questioned, refined and
eventually investigated beyond the individual experience through which it first emerged.

Introduction

Human experience does not occur in isolation. Thoughts and emotions occur within a biological organism;
individuals develop within relationships and environments; everyday behaviours influence and are influenced by
physical and psychological states; meaning shapes how experiences are interpreted; and the information
encountered within modern environments can influence attention, understanding and behaviour. These
dimensions may be examined separately for the purposes of research and practice, yet within an individual life
they continually coexist.

This observation provides the starting point for TemplePsyche: Understanding the Whole Human System, a
developing conceptual framework for exploring human experience through a whole-systems perspective.

The framework proposes that understanding an individual may sometimes require consideration not only of the
different influences present within their life, but also of the ways in which those influences may interact. lts central
concern is therefore not simply the identification of individual factors, but the relationships that may exist between
them.

Whole-person approaches are not new. Engel’s (1977) biopsychosocial model significantly challenged biomedical
reductionism by proposing that biological, psychological and social dimensions should be considered together in
understanding health and iliness. Systems perspectives have similarly emphasised interdependence, context and
relationships between components rather than understanding complex phenomena exclusively through their
individual parts. TemplePsyche develops within this broader intellectual tradition while proposing its own structure for
organising inquiry into human functioning.

The framework emerged through a combination of lived observation, academic study and interdisciplinary curiosity.
Personal adaptation initially generated questions about why changes within one area of human functioning appeared
to coincide with changes elsewhere. This observation gradually developed into a broader question concerning what
might become visible when the person is considered as an interacting whole rather than predominantly through one
explanatory lens.

Lived experience, however, is not treated within TemplePsyche as evidence that a proposed relationship
is universally true. Personal observation can generate questions and

hypotheses, but establishing whether relationships are reliable, generalisable or causal requires appropriate
empirical evidence. This distinction between observation and evidence is fundamental to the framework.
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TemplePsyche currently proposes seven interconnected domains of inquiry: Biology, Psychology, Environment,
Lifestyle, Meaning, Information and Integration. These domains are not presented as seven independent
causes of human experience. Instead, they provide an organising architecture through which potentially relevant
influences and their possible interactions can be explored.



The central question underpinning TemplePsyche is:
Which interacting parts of this person’s whole human system may be contributing to what they are experiencing?

The purpose of the framework is therefore not to provide predetermined explanations. It is to organise inquiry. A
factor identified within one domain may lead to questions within another; relationships may be supported by
established evidence, remain plausible but uncertain, or prove unrelated. The framework consequently requires
uncertainty to remain visible rather than being replaced by assumptions of causality.

This paper introduces the conceptual architecture of TemplePsyche and the rationale for its seven proposed
domains. It considers each domain individually before examining how interactions across domains may contribute to
a whole-system formulation of human experience. The paper subsequently considers the boundaries and limitations
of the framework and identifies areas requiring further theoretical development and empirical investigation.

TemplePsyche is therefore presented here not as a validated model of human functioning, but as a developing
conceptual framework and a proposition for further inquiry.

2. The TemplePsyche Conceptual Framework

TemplePsyche conceptualises the human being as a dynamic system whose experience develops through
ongoing interaction between internal processes and the wider conditions within which the person lives. Rather
than locating human experience exclusively within psychological functioning,

biological processes, behaviour or social context, the framework proposes that these dimensions may be
considered as interconnected components of a wider human system.

The term system is used within TemplePsyche to describe a collection of interacting elements in which changes
occurring within one area may influence, and be influenced by, conditions elsewhere. This does not imply that every
aspect of human functioning is connected to every other aspect in a meaningful or causal way. Instead, it provides a
basis for asking whether interactions may be relevant before reducing an experience to a single explanation.

This distinction is important because human functioning is dynamic rather than static. An individual’s psychological
capacity, physical state, relationships, behaviours, environment and interpretation of experience can change over
time. These changes may occur independently, but they may also interact. Consequently, understanding what a
person is experiencing at one point in time may require consideration of both their current circumstances and the
processes through which their wider system has adapted over time.

Adaptation is therefore an important concept within TemplePsyche. Human beings continually respond to changing
internal and external conditions. Some adaptations may support functioning within particular circumstances, while
others may become less useful when those circumstances change. From a whole-system perspective, behaviours or
responses should therefore not automatically be understood in isolation from the conditions within which they
developed or are currently being maintained.
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TemplePsyche organises this inquiry through seven proposed domains: Biology, Psychology, Environment,

Lifestyle, Meaning, Information and Integration. The domains provide a structure for considering different
dimensions of human experience while deliberately maintaining attention to relationships between them.

The boundaries between these domains are not assumed to be absolute. A single experience may be relevant to
several domains simultaneously. Sleep, for example, involves biological processes but can also be affected by
psychological distress, environmental conditions and lifestyle patterns. Relationships occur within a person’s
environment while potentially influencing psychological experience, behaviour and physiological processes.
Meaning may develop through psychological processes while also being shaped by culture, relationships and
information.



The purpose of separating the domains is therefore analytical rather than ontological. They provide different
positions from which the same human system can be explored rather than suggesting that the person is literally
divided into seven independent components.

This also means that the presence of factors across several domains should not automatically be interpreted as
evidence that those factors are causally connected. TemplePsyche distinguishes between observation, possible
interaction and established evidence. Where a relationship is supported by existing research, that evidence can
inform inquiry. Where evidence is limited or the relevance of a relationship to an individual remains uncertain, the
connection should remain a hypothesis rather than becoming an assumed explanation.

The seven-domain structure is therefore proposed as an organising architecture rather than a completed taxonomy
of human functioning. lts usefulness depends not simply upon whether relevant information can be placed within
each domain, but upon whether considering these domains together supports a more coherent understanding of the
interactions, pressures, resources and adaptations occurring across the person as a whole.

The following sections examine the rationale and scope of each proposed domain, beginning with Biology.

2.1 Biology

The biological domain considers the physical processes and conditions that contribute to human functioning. Within
TemplePsyche, biology is not positioned as an alternative to psychological or social explanation, but as one
dimension of an interconnected human system. Psychological experience occurs within a living organism, and
changes in biological functioning may influence an individual’'s emotional, cognitive and behavioural capacity while
simultaneously being influenced by conditions elsewhere within the wider system.

Human biological functioning involves multiple interacting processes, including the nervous, endocrine, immune
and metabolic systems. Genetic and developmental influences, physical health, hormonal processes, sleep and
circadian functioning, nutrition, movement, pain,

illness, medication and substance use may also become relevant depending upon the individual and the
experience being explored. The purpose of the biological domain is not to assume that these factors explain
psychological experience, but to ensure that potentially relevant biological conditions are not excluded from inquiry.

The relationship between biological and psychological functioning is particularly important because influence can
operate in more than one direction. Psychological and environmental stressors can produce measurable
physiological responses, while changes in physical health or biological functioning can influence mood, cognition,
energy and behaviour. Research into stress physiology, for example,
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biological systems rather than a purely psychological response (McEwen, 1998).

This interaction also illustrates why TemplePsyche does not conceptualise its domains as independent categories.
Sleep disturbance may have biological consequences while simultaneously being associated with psychological
distress, environmental pressures or lifestyle conditions. Chronic interpersonal stress may originate within the
individual’s relational environment while involving psychological appraisal and physiological stress responses.
Physical activity similarly involves behaviour while interacting with physical and psychological functioning. The
location of a factor within one domain therefore does not determine the boundaries of its potential influence.

Biological adaptation is also relevant to a whole-system perspective. The human organism continually responds to
internal and external demands in an attempt to maintain functioning. McEwen’s concept of allostasis describes the
processes through which physiological systems adjust in response to changing demands, while allostatic load
refers to the cumulative physiological burden that may arise when adaptive systems are repeatedly or chronically
activated (McEwen, 1998). This provides one established example of how repeated conditions within an individual’s



wider life may become biologically relevant over time.

However, the inclusion of biology within TemplePsyche should not encourage biological determinism. Identifying a
biological correlate does not necessarily establish that it is the primary cause of an individual’s experience, just as
identifying a psychological or environmental factor does not establish causal priority. Biological processes occur
within developmental and environmental contexts, and their relevance must therefore be considered alongside
evidence from the wider system.

The biological domain consequently asks not simply what is occurring within the body, but whether biological
conditions may be interacting with other dimensions of the person’s current experience. Its function within
TemplePsyche is to ensure that the body remains part of the formulation without assuming that the body alone
provides the explanation.

2.2 Psychology

The psychological domain considers the internal processes through which individuals experience, interpret and
respond to themselves, other people and the world around them. Within TemplePsyche, psychology includes
emotional, cognitive, developmental and relational processes, alongside learning, memory, attachment, coping,
perception and patterns of behaviour that develop across the lifespan.

Psychological functioning does not develop independently of the wider human system. From early development
onwards, psychological processes emerge within relationships and environments while occurring within a
developing biological organism. Experiences are interpreted through existing expectations, memories and learned
patterns, while repeated interactions with other people and the surrounding environment may contribute to how
individuals understand safety, relationships, themselves and their capacity to respond to future situations.

Developmental and attachment perspectives provide established examples of this interaction. Bowlby’s attachment
theory proposed that early relational experiences contribute to the development of expectations concerning the self
and others, sometimes described as internal working models (Bowlby, 1969/1982). These expectations may
influence later relational behaviour and emotional responses; however, attachment patterns should not be
understood as fixed psychological destinies. Subsequent relationships, developmental experiences and changing
environments can contribute to continuity or change across the lifespan.

Psychological adaptation is therefore central to this domain. Responses that appear problematic when viewed only
in the present may have developed within circumstances in which they performed an
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strategies, for example, may become understandable when considered in relation to previous experiences and the
conditions within which those responses developed. This does not mean that every psychological difficulty should
be interpreted as an adaptation, but it encourages inquiry into the function and developmental context of a response
before conclusions are reached.

Cognitive processes provide another level of psychological inquiry. Attention, appraisal, memory, expectations
and interpretation can influence how individuals respond to events. The same external circumstance may
therefore be experienced differently depending upon previous learning, current emotional state, perceived
resources and the meaning attributed to the situation. Psychological experience consequently involves not only
what occurs around an individual but also how that experience is perceived and interpreted.

Within TemplePsyche, however, psychological explanations should not automatically become the endpoint of
formulation. Anxiety, low mood, difficulty concentrating, irritability or emotional dysregulation may have meaningful
psychological dimensions while also occurring alongside biological changes, environmental pressures, disrupted
routines, relational experiences or other conditions within the wider system. Locating an experience within
psychology should therefore generate further questions rather than prematurely closing inquiry.



This is particularly important when psychological labels are used descriptively. A recognised pattern of symptoms
may provide valuable information and, where appropriate, support diagnosis and treatment; however, describing a
pattern does not necessarily explain why that particular individual is experiencing it at that particular point in their life.
TemplePsyche therefore distinguishes between description and formulation. Description identifies what appears to
be occurring, while formulation asks what interacting processes may be contributing to its development or
maintenance.

The psychological domain consequently explores what the person is experiencing internally, how they have learned
to interpret and respond to experience, how those patterns may have developed, and how psychological processes
may be interacting with conditions elsewhere within the whole human system.

Psychology therefore remains a fundamental component of TemplePsyche without being treated as the sole
location of human experience.

2.3 Environment

The environmental domain considers the relational, social, cultural, material and physical conditions within which
human development and everyday functioning occur. Within TemplePsyche, the individual is not conceptualised as
separate from their environment. Human beings continually interact with surrounding conditions, while those
conditions may provide resources, opportunities, demands, restrictions, safety or sources of ongoing pressure.

Environment extends beyond physical location. It includes relationships, family structures, social networks,
education, employment, community, socioeconomic circumstances, housing, culture and access to resources.
Different aspects of the environment may become more or less influential across different stages of life, and their
relevance cannot necessarily be understood independently of the individual’s biological development, psychological
processes and previous experiences.

Ecological approaches to human development provide an established foundation for considering these contextual
influences. Bronfenbrenner (1979) proposed that development occurs within multiple interconnected environmental
systems, ranging from immediate relationships and settings to broader social and cultural structures. His later
bioecological work further emphasised development as a process involving interactions between the individual, their
environment and time (Bronfenbrenner
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to personal characteristics but also to the systems within which development and everyday life take place.

Relationships represent a particularly significant component of the environmental domain. From early caregiving
relationships through to friendships, intimate relationships, family systems, educational environments and
workplaces, repeated interpersonal experiences may influence psychological functioning and behaviour.
Relationships may provide connection, practical support and opportunities for co-regulation, while conflict,
instability, isolation or persistent interpersonal demands may contribute additional pressure across the wider
system.

Importantly, environmental influences should not be understood as determining individual outcomes. Similar
environments can be experienced differently by different people, and individuals may respond to comparable
circumstances in substantially different ways. Personal history, developmental stage, biological characteristics,
psychological resources, social support and meaning may all influence how environmental conditions are
experienced. Within TemplePsyche, environmental factors are therefore considered as conditions that may alter
possibilities, pressures and resources rather than predetermined causes of particular outcomes.

The environmental domain also directs attention towards circumstances that may otherwise become
individualised. Difficulties experienced by a person may sometimes be interpreted primarily as characteristics of
that individual despite occurring within environments involving chronic stress, relational instability, financial



pressure, discrimination, social isolation, unsafe conditions or limited access to resources. A whole-system
formulation therefore asks whether changing or understanding aspects of the surrounding environment may be as
relevant as focusing upon change within the individual.

At the same time, TemplePsyche does not assume that environmental explanations are sufficient simply because
contextual pressures are present. Environmental conditions interact with individuals rather than producing identical
responses across populations. Understanding their relevance therefore requires consideration of how those
conditions are perceived, experienced and responded to within the wider human system.

Environment is also dynamic. Relationships change, people relocate, employment and financial circumstances
alter, communities develop or disappear, and cultural and social conditions shift over time. Changes within the
environment may therefore alter demands placed upon the wider system while simultaneously changing the
resources available for adaptation.

The environmental domain consequently asks what surrounds the person, what their environment provides, what
it demands or restricts, how those conditions have changed over time, and how they may be interacting with
other dimensions of the whole human system.

Within TemplePsyche, environment is therefore not treated merely as background context. It forms part of the
system within which human experience develops, adapts and continues to unfold.

2.4 Lifestyle

The lifestyle domain considers the repeated behaviours, routines and everyday practices through which individuals
interact with their biological, psychological and environmental conditions. Within TemplePsyche, lifestyle is not
conceptualised simply as a collection of individual choices. Rather, it represents patterns of living that may both
influence and be influenced by conditions across the wider human system.
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Lifestyle may include patterns of sleep, physical activity, nutrition, rest and recovery, substance use, daily routines,

work—life balance, social activity and other repeated behaviours relevant to an individual’s functioning. These factors
are considered because seemingly ordinary patterns of daily life can accumulate over time and interact with physical
health, psychological capacity and the person’s ability to respond to environmental demands.

The relationship between lifestyle and wellbeing is supported across several areas of research. Sleep, for example,
is associated with cognitive performance, emotional regulation and physical functioning, while regular physical
activity has established relationships with both physical and psychological health. Nutrition similarly provides the
biological resources required for physiological functioning. These relationships demonstrate that everyday
behaviours should not necessarily be considered peripheral when attempting to understand changes in human
experience.

However, TemplePsyche deliberately avoids framing lifestyle exclusively through personal responsibility.
Behaviour occurs within context. An individual’s ability to sleep adequately, access nutritious food, exercise, rest
or maintain consistent routines may be influenced by employment, caring responsibilities, financial
circumstances, physical health, psychological distress, housing, relationships and access to resources. What
appears initially to be an individual lifestyle choice may therefore also reflect conditions within the environmental,
biological or psychological domains.

Influence may also operate in the opposite direction. Psychological distress may disrupt sleep, appetite,
movement or everyday routines, while disrupted routines may subsequently contribute additional pressure to
psychological and biological functioning. Physical iliness may reduce activity, which may affect social contact or
psychological wellbeing.



Environmental instability may alter eating, sleeping or recovery patterns. Lifestyle therefore provides a particularly
clear example of why TemplePsyche emphasises interaction rather than linear explanations.

Repeated behaviours may also function adaptively within particular circumstances. A person may develop routines
or coping behaviours that provide immediate relief, regulation or predictability even when those same behaviours
carry longer-term costs. Understanding lifestyle patterns therefore requires consideration not only of what a person
does, but also of what the behaviour may currently provide, the circumstances in which it developed and the wider
conditions that may be maintaining it.

This perspective avoids dividing behaviour too simply into categories of healthy and unhealthy. A
whole-system formulation instead considers function, frequency, context and consequence. The relevant
question becomes whether a particular pattern is currently supporting the wider system, placing additional
demands upon it, or doing both simultaneously.

Lifestyle is also one of the domains through which change elsewhere in the system may become visible. Alterations
in sleep, appetite, movement, social engagement, substance use or daily routine may sometimes occur alongside
changes in psychological state, physical health, relationships or environmental demands. Such changes should not
automatically be interpreted as causes or symptoms; rather, they may provide information that prompts further
inquiry across the wider system.

The lifestyle domain consequently asks how the person is living on a repeated basis, what those patterns provide
or cost, what conditions make those patterns possible or difficult, and how everyday behaviours may be interacting
with other dimensions of the whole human system.

Within TemplePsyche, lifestyle therefore represents neither personal blame nor a prescription for ideal living. It
provides a structured area of inquiry into the repeated conditions and behaviours through which human functioning
is maintained, challenged and adapted over time.
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2.4 Lifestyle — continued

Nutrition, eating patterns and supported change

Nourishment as an everyday way of living

Within the Lifestyle domain, TemplePsyche promotes nourishing food, adequate sleep, movement and rest,
alongside avoiding alcohol and substances that harm health. It approaches these changes with compassion
and appropriate individual support.

Individual needs within a wider system

Nutrition concerns what, how and when we eat, alongside individual needs, tolerances, culture, resources and
circumstances. General healthy-eating guidance provides a starting point; allergies, intolerances, medical
conditions and personal circumstances may require individually tailored support from appropriately qualified
healthcare professionals. Greater restriction is not assumed to mean greater benefit. Eating patterns should
meet the person’s nutritional needs.

Connections across domains

Eating belongs within Lifestyle while interacting with Biology through nutritional needs and digestion,
Environment through affordability and access, Meaning through culture and shared meals, and Information
through the guidance people encounter. Integration concerns making feasible, sustainable changes in everyday



life. Processing alone does not determine whether a food is nourishing; frozen vegetables, tinned beans and
plain oats illustrate why food quality requires more specific consideration.

Compassion, safety and practical support

Habits may provide short-term comfort or relief while carrying longer-term costs. TemplePsyche seeks to
understand these patterns without blame, recognising material constraints, caring responsibilities and access
to support. Where physical dependence on alcohol or certain drugs is present, stopping suddenly can be
dangerous and may require medically supported withdrawal. Prescribed medicines should not be stopped or
changed without advice from the prescribing professional.

Author’s lived observation

The author reports substantial improvement after simplifying her eating patterns and adopting what she
describes as a low-histamine, anti-inflammatory approach during recent iliness. This is a personal observation
alongside other changes, rather than evidence identifying which change caused improvement. It is not a
general TemplePsyche dietary prescription or proof of a particular diagnosis.
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2.5 Meaning

The meaning domain considers how individuals interpret their experiences and construct an understanding of
themselves, their lives and the world around them. Within TemplePsyche, meaning is included because human
beings do not simply experience events; they also interpret them. The significance attributed to an experience may
influence how it is understood, remembered and incorporated into an individual’s wider sense of self.

Meaning may involve personal values, identity, purpose, beliefs, relationships, cultural narratives, existential
concerns and an individual’s understanding of significant life experiences. For some people, religion or spirituality
may also contribute substantially to meaning-making, while for others meaning may be found through relationships,
creativity, work, learning, nature, community or other personally significant areas of life. TemplePsyche does not
prescribe where meaning should be found, but considers the function that meaning may have within an individual’s
wider system.

The importance of meaning has been explored across psychological and existential traditions. Frankl (1959/2006),
for example, placed the human search for meaning at the centre of his existential approach, while subsequent
psychological research has examined meaning in life in relation to constructs including purpose, coherence and
significance. Such perspectives suggest that understanding human experience may require consideration not

only of what has happened to a person, but also of what that experience has come to mean to them.

Meaning may change over time. An experience interpreted in one way during childhood may be understood
differently in adulthood as additional knowledge, relationships and perspectives develop. Similarly, periods of
significant change, loss, adversity or transition may challenge previously established assumptions about identity,
relationships or the world. Individuals may subsequently attempt to reorganise their understanding in ways that
restore coherence or allow new interpretations to emerge.



From a whole-system perspective, meaning does not exist independently of other domains. Psychological
processes influence interpretation, while relationships, culture and wider environments contribute narratives
through which experiences may be understood. Biological states may affect cognitive and emotional capacity, and
repeated exposure to particular forms of information may influence beliefs, expectations and perceptions. Meaning
can therefore both emerge from and potentially influence processes elsewhere within the wider system.

This interaction is particularly relevant when considering adaptation. Human beings may seek explanations
when established ways of understanding an experience no longer appear sufficient. Philosophy, religion,
spirituality, therapy, creativity or other systems of thought may provide frameworks through which uncertainty,
suffering, change or identity can be interpreted. Within TemplePsyche, the psychological or regulatory function
that such frameworks may provide can be explored without assuming that the metaphysical claims associated
with them are scientifically established.

This distinction is fundamental to the framework. Meaning and evidence are not interchangeable. An idea may carry
profound personal, cultural or symbolic significance without constituting empirical evidence about how the physical or
psychological world operates. Conversely, recognising that a belief cannot be scientifically demonstrated does not
make its personal meaning irrelevant to understanding the individual who holds it.

Historical traditions, philosophy, mythology and symbolism can therefore be considered within TemplePsyche as
sources through which humans have expressed and organised questions about identity, suffering, transformation
and existence. They are not treated as scientific foundations for the
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framework. Where scientific claims are made, those claims require appropriate empirical evidence.

Meaning can also provide both resources and pressures. A coherent sense of purpose or identity may support
persistence and psychological organisation, while experiences that conflict with deeply held values or assumptions
may create uncertainty or distress. The relevant inquiry is therefore not whether an individual’'s meaning system is
objectively correct, but how it functions within their life and how it interacts with other dimensions of their experience.

The meaning domain consequently asks how the person understands what they are experiencing, what matters to
them, what gives their life coherence or purpose, what assumptions may have been challenged, and how their
interpretation of experience may be interacting with the wider human system.

Within TemplePsyche, meaning therefore represents an essential dimension of understanding the whole
person while remaining clearly distinguished from empirical evidence.

2.6 Information

The information domain considers the material individuals encounter, receive, interpret and repeatedly engage with
across their everyday lives. Within TemplePsyche, information is treated as a distinct area of inquiry because human
beings increasingly exist within environments characterised by continuous exposure to information from
interpersonal, educational, cultural, technological and media sources. What enters an individual’s informational
environment may contribute to what they attend to, learn, question, believe and understand about themselves and
the world around them.

Information is not limited to digital media. It may include conversations, education, books, news, advertising, cultural
messages, professional advice, family narratives and knowledge transmitted through communities and institutions.
Digital technologies have substantially expanded this environment through search engines, social media, online
communities, podcasts, video platforms and algorithmically selected content. Consequently, the information available
to an individual is not necessarily neutral or randomly encountered; it may be shaped by social relationships, cultural
conditions, personal choices and technological systems that influence what becomes visible and repeatedly
reinforced.



The inclusion of Information as a separate TemplePsyche domain does not imply that information operates
independently of psychology or environment. Indeed, substantial conceptual overlap exists between them.
Information is encountered within an environment and processed through psychological mechanisms such as
attention, perception, memory, appraisal and learning. Its separation within the framework is therefore analytical: it
creates a deliberate point of inquiry into what information is repeatedly entering the person’s system and how that
information is being encountered and interpreted.

This distinction has become increasingly relevant within contemporary digital environments. Individuals can now
experience repeated exposure to particular narratives, images, beliefs and interpretations at a scale and
frequency that differs considerably from earlier information environments. Algorithmic systems may further
personalise exposure according to previous engagement, creating informational environments that differ
substantially between individuals even when they occupy similar physical or social contexts.

However, exposure to information should not be assumed to produce predictable psychological or behavioural
outcomes. Individuals interpret the same material differently according to existing beliefs, developmental
experiences, psychological states, social contexts and levels of knowledge. TemplePsyche therefore does not treat
information as something that is simply absorbed by a passive recipient. The relationship is interactive: individuals
select information, respond to it, reject it, seek
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additional material and may alter their informational environments through their own behaviour.

Information may also function as both a resource and a source of pressure. Access to reliable knowledge can
increase understanding, support decision-making and provide opportunities for learning or connection. Conversely,
repeated exposure to threatening, misleading, conflicting or highly stimulating material may create additional
demands upon attention and interpretation. The relevant question is therefore not whether information is inherently
beneficial or harmful, but what information is present, how frequently it is encountered, how credible it is, what
function engagement with it serves, and how it interacts with the individual’s wider circumstances.

The distinction between information and knowledge is also important. Exposure to a claim does not establish its
accuracy, just as repetition does not transform information into evidence. Within a framework committed to
organising curiosity rather than claiming certainty, the source, quality and evidential status of information therefore
require consideration alongside its psychological meaning to the individual.

Information can also participate in feedback processes across the wider human system. Psychological distress may
influence the material an individual seeks or attends to, while repeated engagement with particular content may
subsequently influence attention, interpretation or behaviour. Social environments can shape informational exposure,
while information can influence social relationships and participation. Lifestyle patterns may affect the frequency and
timing of media engagement, while digital engagement may in turn interact with sleep, activity or everyday routines.
These relationships should be investigated rather than assumed.

The information domain consequently asks what information is repeatedly entering the person’s world, where it
originates, how it is selected and interpreted, what degree of credibility it carries, what function engagement with it
may serve, and how the informational environment may be interacting with other dimensions of the whole human
system.

Within TemplePsyche, Information therefore represents the informational conditions within which contemporary
human adaptation and meaning-making occur, while recognising that its boundaries and distinctiveness from the
psychological and environmental domains will require further theoretical and empirical examination.

2.7 Integration

Integration occupies a distinctive position within TemplePsyche. While the preceding domains provide different
perspectives from which aspects of human functioning can be explored, Integration concerns the processes through



which experiences, adaptations, knowledge and changes occurring across the wider system may become organised
over time. It is therefore both a domain of inquiry and a principle connecting the framework as a whole.

Within TemplePsyche, integration does not imply that a person reaches a final state of psychological completeness
or permanent equilibrium. Human systems remain dynamic. New experiences occur, environments change,
relationships develop or end, biological conditions alter and previously established understandings may be
challenged. Integration is therefore conceptualised as an ongoing process through which the wider system
responds to change while attempting to maintain or develop sufficient coherence for continued functioning.

This distinction is particularly relevant when considering adaptation. Human beings continually adjust to changing
internal and external conditions. An adaptation may initially support functioning within one set of circumstances but
become less effective when those circumstances change. Conversely, new information, relationships, experiences
or resources may allow previously established patterns to be reconsidered. Integration concerns what happens as
these experiences are incorporated,
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reorganised or brought into relationship with what already exists.

Psychological integration may involve developing a more coherent understanding of previously confusing
experiences, recognising patterns that were previously outside awareness, or reconciling aspects of experience
that had been understood separately. However, TemplePsyche extends the concept beyond psychological insight
alone. A person may understand something intellectually while conditions elsewhere within their system remain
unchanged. Insight does not necessarily alter biological demands, environmental pressures, everyday behaviour
or the informational conditions to which the individual continues to be exposed.

Integration within a whole-system framework therefore asks whether understanding is becoming reflected
across the wider organisation of the person’s life.

For example, recognising that a particular environment repeatedly creates significant strain represents psychological
awareness. If the individual subsequently changes how they respond to that environment, establishes different
boundaries, alters repeated behaviours or reorganises aspects of everyday life, the change begins to involve multiple
domains. Similarly, acquiring knowledge about sleep, stress or physical activity does not itself demonstrate
integration. The relevant question is whether that knowledge becomes meaningfully incorporated into patterns of
living and whether those changes interact with functioning elsewhere within the system.

Integration should therefore be distinguished from information acquisition. Knowing something is not necessarily
the same as integrating it. Information may be understood cognitively without becoming reflected in behaviour,
relationships, meaning or the conditions through which everyday life is organised. TemplePsyche proposes that
this distinction may be important when considering why insight or knowledge sometimes produces substantial
change and at other times appears to have limited influence.

The concept also provides a way of considering coherence without assuming uniformity. Integration does not require
every dimension of the person to be free from conflict or difficulty. Human beings can experience uncertainty,
competing needs and contradictory emotions while remaining capable of functioning. Rather, integration concerns
the extent to which different aspects of experience can be recognised, held and responded to without requiring them
to remain disconnected from the wider understanding of the self and current circumstances.

Integration may also involve reorganisation following disruption. Significant experiences can challenge established
expectations, routines, relationships, identities or systems of meaning. During such periods, previous ways of
functioning may no longer adequately meet current conditions. The resulting process may involve uncertainty and
experimentation as the person attempts to develop a different organisation of experience. From a TemplePsyche
perspective, such periods should not automatically be interpreted as either pathology or growth. Their significance
depends upon the individual, the surrounding conditions and the trajectory that follows.

This is important because adaptation and integration are not synonymous. Adaptation describes adjustment to
conditions; integration concerns how those adjustments become incorporated within the wider system. An individual



can adapt in ways that enable immediate functioning while simultaneously creating costs elsewhere. A behaviour
may reduce psychological distress in the short term while affecting physical health, relationships or everyday
functioning over time. Whole-system inquiry therefore considers not only whether an adaptation works, but what it
provides, what it costs and how sustainable it is across the wider system.

Integration consequently introduces a temporal dimension to TemplePsyche. Understanding a person requires
consideration not only of their current state but also of how their system has changed. Previous adaptations may
continue to influence present functioning; new experiences may alter
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established patterns; and changes within one domain may create conditions for further changes elsewhere.

Integration is therefore better understood as a continuing process of organisation and reorganisation than as a
fixed endpoint.

Importantly, TemplePsyche does not currently propose a universal measure of integration or assume that greater
integration can be straightforwardly equated with better health. The concept requires further theoretical definition
and empirical investigation. Questions remain

regarding how integration might be operationalised, how it can be distinguished from related constructs such
as psychological flexibility, coherence or self-regulation, and whether processes described as integration can
be reliably observed across different individuals and contexts.

For this reason, Integration should presently be understood as a conceptual proposition within the developing
framework, rather than an established measurable construct.

The Integration domain consequently asks: What has the person adapted to? What has changed? What remains

disconnected or unresolved? What has been incorporated into understanding and everyday functioning? What do
current adaptations provide and cost? And how is the wider system reorganising in response to changing internal
and external conditions?

Integration therefore represents the point at which TemplePsyche returns from the individual domains to the person
as a whole.

The first six domains create different positions from which the human system can be explored. Integration
asks what is happening across them.

It is within this movement—from individual dimensions towards their interaction, organisation and change over
time—that TemplePsyche’s whole-system perspective becomes most fully expressed.

2.7.1 Integration: understanding expressed in living

Conceptual refinement | Paris Tranter

Within TemplePsyche, Integration is the seventh domain and the connecting process through which understanding
across the other six domains becomes reflected in choices, relationships, routines and responses over time. It gives
the architecture a practical direction: what changes in how a person lives after they understand more about their
whole system? Its position as the final domain describes its organising role, rather than a final stage after which
human development is complete.

Information can show you the pattern. Integration changes your participation in it.

Knowing what has contributed to strain is different from having the capacity, support and opportunity to respond
differently. Integration therefore concerns implementation and preservation: applying what is understood, observing
what follows, maintaining useful changes and adapting them when circumstances alter. Preserving change does not
mean preserving a fixed state. It means protecting the conditions that make flexible, sustainable functioning



possible.
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2.7.2 Physiological capacity and psychological understanding

The body a person is living in and the meanings a person has learned both remain relevant. Physiology belongs
explicitly within Biology: current iliness, fatigue, sleep, bodily arousal and other physical conditions may constrain
what is feasible. Psychology includes learned expectations, self-descriptions, beliefs, emotional responses and
interpretations. Neither domain should be collapsed into the other. A person may understand an experience while still
needing medical attention, rest, practical support or changes in their surroundings.

The integrative question is therefore not simply whether someone knows what to do. It is whether the proposed
change is appropriate, accessible and sustainable for that person in their present circumstances. Greater insight
must not become another demand placed upon an already depleted person. Professional assessment and urgent
care, where indicated, must not be delayed by a requirement to complete whole-system reflection.

2.7.3 Depletion, restoration and sustainability

Sustainability, within this conceptual refinement, means recognising what a system can carry and what it needs to
replenish before demands become persistently unmanageable. The author's battery metaphor communicates finite
capacity; it is not a literal biological measure. Human capacities fluctuate and cannot be guaranteed never to
become depleted.

Restoration must be appropriate to the need. More information does not necessarily meet a need for sleep; a
calming exercise does not remove an unsafe relationship; rest alone does not resolve lack of housing or financial
security. Conversely, a useful intervention in one area may support change elsewhere. Whole-system inquiry asks
what is being depleted, what would replenish it, what demands can be reduced and who can help create those
conditions.

Integration asks whether those answers become visible in repeated practice: protecting recovery time, seeking
appropriate care, setting feasible boundaries, choosing the quantity and quality of information encountered, and
aligning commitments with values and available capacity. These are illustrations of a proposed process, not a
universal treatment plan.

2.7.4 Preservation, review and supported choice

A practical integrative review can ask: What have | learned? What is my body currently able to carry? Which
conditions repeatedly increase strain? What matters to me? What small change is feasible? What support or
structural change is needed? What would indicate benefit, excessive burden or a need to revise the approach?

A hypothetical example is a person who understands that repeated late-night work leaves insufficient opportunity for
recovery. Integration could involve negotiating workload, protecting a sleep opportunity and reviewing daily
functioning, rather than merely collecting further advice about stress. Where work, caring or financial constraints
prevent change, the formulation should identify the constraint and the support required. Limited choice is not
evidence of failed integration.



Recurrence of distress does not erase previous learning. lliness, loss, altered responsibilities or renewed exposure
to difficult conditions may require a new response. Integration remains a recurring process of noticing,
understanding, choosing, acting and reviewing. These activities may overlap and occur in different orders.
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2.7.4a Somatic awareness, learning and meaningful
integration

Conceptual addition | Read alongside sections 2.7.2-2.7.5

TemplePsyche proposes that accessible education about embodied experience should form part of everyday
whole-person understanding. Somatic awareness means attending to bodily sensations and responses;
physiological understanding concerns the processes and conditions of bodily functioning. Neither requires a
person to interpret every sensation as a problem or determine its medical cause independently.

This proposed educational foundation includes the central and autonomic nervous systems, stress responses,
rest, nutrition, activity, recovery and the interaction of bodily experience with psychological and environmental
conditions. Its placement spans Biology, Psychology, Lifestyle and Information, while Integration concerns how
that understanding becomes useful in living.

Possible educational examples include guided rest, practices described as non-sleep deep rest (NSDR),
and breathing approaches such as the physiological sigh, commonly described as two successive
inhalations followed by a longer exhalation. These examples are not presented as a

universal prescription. Each practice requires its own appraisal of evidence, purpose, suitability and
limitations; labels alone do not establish equivalent methods or benefits.

Eye-movement approaches also require precise description. Eye movement desensitisation and reprocessing
(EMDR) is a structured psychological therapy with specific indications and practitioner requirements. Its
evidence cannot be transferred to an isolated left-right eye exercise or to general claims of nervous-system
repair. This manuscript does not provide an EMDR protocol.

For the author, iliness has sharpened the connection between understanding and practical response.
Integration includes adjusting demands to current capacity, protecting rest, considering nutrition and
surroundings, seeking appropriate support, and reviewing what is helpful over time. Meaning can arise through
choosing to share that learning; adversity need not be understood as necessary, deserved or predetermined.

The preventive ambition is to support earlier recognition of needs and access to resources. It does not imply
that iliness is always preventable, that regulation guarantees recovery, or that individuals alone are responsible
for the conditions they face. Learning must be accompanied by feasible choices and social, practical or
professional support where needed.

Evidence context: NCCIH, Relaxation Techniques: What You Need To Know; NICE guideline NG116, recommendations
1.6.18-1.6.20. Technique-specific reference verification remains part of the manuscript's outstanding review.
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2.7.4b The Bridge: slowing down, stillness and
systemic balance

Conceptual development | Paris Tranter

“Harmony requires a bridge back to stillness.” This phrase expresses the conviction that opportunities for rest
and restoration deserve a central place in how we live. Constant rushing can leave little room to recognise what
we are carrying or respond to what we need. Within TemplePsyche, The Bridge describes a conscious slowing
down: creating space between what we are feeling or experiencing and how we choose to respond.

This is a central part of the framework’s intended approach to Integration. Continually responding to demands
can leave little opportunity to reflect on what is being carried or what needs attention. The Bridge invites a
pause where circumstances allow: What am | experiencing? What is demanding my attention? What is
depleting me? What needs restoration, protection or a different response?

Stillness, in this formulation, means making room for attention and recovery within everyday life. It may involve
meditation, quiet rest, time in nature, a reduction in competing inputs or a slower and more manageable
routine. It need not require physical immobility, an empty mind or complete calm. Regulation is understood as
flexible responsiveness to circumstances, rather than the permanent elimination of arousal.

Within TemplePsyche, systemic balance is expressed as a movement towards dynamic equilibrium: a workable
relationship between demands, resources and changing capacity across the whole human system. Meditation
and slowing down may support this orientation alongside practical changes in daily life. Equilibrium here is a
conceptual description, rather than a measured physiological state or a promise of permanent harmony. It
requires ongoing adjustment as needs and circumstances change.

The Bridge therefore extends beyond a meditation session. Within Information, it can involve reviewing the
volume, timing and emotional demands of media and digital engagement. Within Biology and Lifestyle, it can
involve attending to iliness, sleep, nourishment, activity and rest. Within Environment, it can involve quieter
surroundings, relational boundaries or practical help. Psychology contributes recognition of patterns;
Meaning contributes a sense of what matters. Integration asks whether these understandings become
feasible changes in dalily life.

This connection through a metaphor: “We cannot recharge a battery with a faulty charger.” The battery
represents changing capacity; the charger represents the conditions and approaches through which restoration
is sought. The metaphor asks whether those approaches meet the need. Stillness may create space to notice,
while nourishment, healthcare, safer relationships, practical support or changed demands may also be
required. The Bridge links this recognition to action across the domains. This is an illustration of
interconnection, not a literal account of cellular energy or a suggestion that the person is faulty.

Regulation, meditation and intentionally slowing down the human system are therefore important themes within



TemplePsyche. Harmony means seeking a workable relationship between demands, resources and capacity,
rather than staying in a constant state of depletion. The Bridge connects moments of stiliness with the practical
changes that may help sustain us. These are guiding propositions, not a claim that stillness is necessary or
sufficient for all healing.
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Contemplative influences and the human purpose of The
Bridge

Conceptual development | Paris Tranter

Looking backward to move forward is part of this inquiry. Exploration of ancient wisdom, Eastern philosophy
and contemplative practices, including Buddhist and Taoist perspectives, informs TemplePsyche’s attention to
stillness, awareness and ways of living. These traditions contribute philosophical and cultural insight; their
relationship to contemporary research requires careful examination rather than an assumption that ancient
wisdom and scientific evidence are interchangeable.

Meditation has a long history, and many practices developed within Eastern traditions. Contemporary
meditation and mindfulness programmes draw on some of those practices while examining particular
applications through research. Their effects must be assessed according to the practice, population and
outcome studied. The historical endurance of a tradition does not establish a physiological mechanism, and
distinct traditions should not be reduced to a single scientific explanation (NCCIH, n.d.).

The Bridge brings these reflective influences into conversation with physiological and psychological inquiry. It
does not claim that modern somatic therapies or existential approaches all share one ancient origin. Nor
does it propose that accelerated living explains every health difficulty. It asks how particular demands,
patterns of attention and opportunities for restoration may matter within a person’s actual circumstances.

The importance of slowing down has become especially tangible during ongoing illness and recovery. This
experience has sharpened the wish to make knowledge about rest, bodily needs and sustainable living
accessible before a crisis. The meaning TemplePhyches creator gives that experience lies in a choice to learn
and contribute; the framework does not require adversity to have a predetermined purpose.

Crossing The Bridge may mean changing a routine, reducing an avoidable demand, accepting support or
protecting something already helpful. Where work, care responsibilities, poverty or unsafe conditions restrict
those possibilities, the response must include the constraints and the support required. A reflective pause
cannot by itself remove structural pressures.

TemplePsyche therefore places slowing down within a wider commitment to supported choice, restoration
and preservation. The invitation is to create enough space, where possible, to recognise what sustains life
and act on that understanding. Whether this proposed approach improves outcomes remains a question
for evaluation.

Reference: National Center for Complementary and Integrative Health (NCCIH). (n.d.). Meditation and Mindfulness: Effectiveness
and Safety. https://www.nccih.nih.gov/health/meditation-and-mindfulness-effectiveness-and-safety (accessed 25 October 2026).
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2.7.4c Cumulative load, regulation and physiological capacity Allostatic load:

the costs of repeated adaptation

TemplePsyche draws on established stress research to inform its questions about cumulative demands and restoration.
Allostasis describes adaptation through change. Allostatic load concerns the cumulative physiological costs of repeated
or poorly regulated adaptation across interacting systems, including neuroendocrine, cardiovascular, metabolic and

immune processes (McEwen, 1998; McEwen & Seeman, 1999). It is broader than nervous-system overactivation alone.

Stress responses can be protective in the short term. Repeated activation, prolonged responses, inadequate responses or
insufficient adaptation may carry longer-term costs. This does not mean that stress hormones are always elevated, or that
exposure inevitably causes burnout or a predictable “system crash”. Allostatic load cannot be inferred from a personal
account alone.

Within TemplePsyche, this research motivates inquiry across domains: whether repeated digital demands, environmental
pressures, disrupted sleep or other conditions are contributing to strain, and what resources or changes are available.
Their relevance must be assessed rather than assumed. “Depletion” remains descriptive language; it is not a biomarker or
a diagnosis.

The Window of Tolerance: a map for reflection

The Window of Tolerance, associated with Dan Siegel, offers a clinical and educational metaphor for a range of arousal
within which a person can remain engaged, think and respond flexibly. Hyperarousal may involve agitation, anxiety or
hypervigilance; hypoarousal may involve reduced engagement, numbness or disconnection (Education Scotland, n.d.).
These descriptions are not diagnoses, and the window is not a directly measured physiological boundary.

TemplePsyche proposes considering somatic awareness, meditation where suitable, environmental pacing and
supportive relationships as possible resources for regulation. It has not demonstrated that these practices widen the
window or lower allostatic load. Slowing down is one possible response to high activation; low activation may call for
supportive engagement or appropriately paced activity. Regulation means responding to the present state, rather than
always reducing arousal.

Strategic resource management: responding at the source

Tranter’s proposed strategy is adaptive and multidirectional: attend to the person’s response while also examining the
conditions producing demands. If media engagement repeatedly adds strain, review its volume, timing and content. If an
environment is persistently demanding or unsafe, identify what practical, relational or structural change is needed. The
aim is to protect physiological capacity without placing responsibility solely on the individual.

The Bridge connects noticing the load with choosing a feasible response. Restoration may require fewer demands, more
appropriate resources or changes across several domains. Dynamic equilibrium describes the ongoing adjustment
between these conditions and changing capacity. This proposed use of established concepts does not make
TemplePsyche a validated clinical map or treatment.

Attribution and conceptual synthesis: the Window of Tolerance is credited to Daniel J. Siegel; the allostatic-load literature
discussed here is credited to Bruce S. McEwen and Teresa Seeman. Tranter’s proposed contribution is to bring these
established ideas into relationship within TemplePsyche’s seven-domain architecture, linking physiological demands with
psychological experience, environment, lifestyle, meaning and information, and using Integration to consider supported
action over time. This is a research-informed conceptual synthesis; evidence for its source concepts does not
independently validate the combined framework.

References: McEwen, B. S. (1998). Protective and damaging effects of stress mediators. New England Journal of Medicine, 338, 171-179.
doi:10.1056/NEJM199801153380307. McEwen, B. S., & Seeman, T. (1999). Protective and damaging effects of mediators of stress. Annals of the New York

Academy of Sciences, 896, 30-47. doi:10.1111/j.1749-6632.1999.tb08103.x. Education Scotland. (n.d.). Window of Tolerance: Information Note.
education.gov.scot/media/xz5djruw/window-of-tolerance-information-note-informed-level.pdf.
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2.7.5 Before breakdown: a proposed preventive direction

TemplePsyche proposes investigating whether earlier attention to interacting demands, resources and opportunities
for restoration could support more timely action before severe depletion or disruption. This expands its intended use
beyond making sense of difficulty after a crisis. The ambition is to make patterns and constraints visible early
enough for people and supporting organisations to consider feasible changes.

At family, educational, workplace and community levels, this could involve asking what people are repeatedly
required to carry, what resources are available and where responsibility for change lies. These are possible
applications requiring separate evaluation. TemplePsyche has not demonstrated that its use prevents breakdown,
illness or social harm. Prevention research would need defined outcomes, comparison conditions, follow-up and
attention to unintended burdens or unequal access to support.

2.7.6 Systems within systems

We are all systems within systems within systems.

The author's formulation connects personal sustainability with the relationships, institutions and ecological conditions
that sustain life. It directs attention to interdependence and responsibility beyond the individual. Applying this
principle across levels does not imply identical mechanisms: individual physiology, family relationships,
organisational practices and planetary ecology require different evidence and methods.

The wider proposition is that sustainable change should consider whether demands are being reduced or merely
transferred to another person or system. This is an ethical and conceptual extension of TemplePsyche, not an
established explanation of global systems. Its practical value and limits remain open to scrutiny.

2.7.7 Research implications of this refinement

Future work should distinguish knowledge acquisition, opportunity to act, observable changes in practice and
maintenance over time. It could examine whether environmental support and physiological capacity moderate the
relationship between understanding and sustained action. Outcomes should include functioning, burden and
feasibility rather than assuming that more self-monitoring or greater subjective coherence necessarily indicates
improvement. The contribution of the seven-domain structure must be tested against simpler approaches and
existing frameworks.

Map the whole system. Understand the mind. Regulate the state. Integrate the change.
This line expresses the framework's intended orientation, not a mandatory clinical sequence. Integration brings

understanding into living while keeping capacity, context, evidence and revision in view.

3. Interaction Across the Whole Human System

The central proposition of TemplePsyche is not simply that multiple dimensions influence human experience,
but that understanding may be strengthened by examining the interactions occurring between those
dimensions. The seven domains provide an organising architecture for inquiry; however, the whole-system
perspective emerges through consideration of what may be occurring across and between them.
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Human functioning is rarely static. Biological states change, psychological processes develop, environments alter,

behaviours become established or disrupted, systems of meaning evolve and informational conditions shift. Changes
occurring within one domain may therefore alter the conditions within which other parts of the system are functioning.

TemplePsyche conceptualises these relationships as potentially reciprocal rather than exclusively linear. For
example, environmental pressure may contribute to psychological distress, while psychological distress may
subsequently alter behaviour, relationships or engagement with the environment. Disrupted sleep may influence
emotional and cognitive capacity, while psychological distress may itself contribute to further sleep disruption.
Information exposure may influence interpretation and behaviour, while existing psychological states and beliefs
may influence which information an individual seeks, notices or repeatedly engages with.

These relationships illustrate the possibility of feedback processes within the wider human system. A change in one
area may contribute to conditions that reinforce, reduce or modify changes elsewhere. Over time, repeated
interactions may create patterns that are difficult to understand when individual factors are considered separately.

This perspective also allows consideration of cumulative load. A person may be capable of adapting to an individual
demand when sufficient resources are available elsewhere within

their system. However, several demands occurring simultaneously or repeatedly may alter that capacity. Biological
strain, psychological distress, relational conflict, environmental instability, disrupted routines or persistent
informational demands may potentially accumulate, interact or reduce opportunities for recovery.

TemplePsyche does not propose a universal threshold at which such demands become overwhelming. Capacity
differs between individuals and may also vary within the same individual over time. The relevant question is
therefore not simply how many pressures are present, but what demands the wider system is currently carrying and
what resources are available to respond to them.

Protective factors are equally important within this formulation. Whole-system inquiry should not focus exclusively
upon pressure, difficulty or dysfunction. Supportive relationships, physical health, adequate rest, psychological
resources, meaningful activity, access to reliable information, financial or environmental stability and a coherent
sense of purpose may provide resources that support adaptation elsewhere within the system. The significance of a
factor may therefore depend partly upon the wider conditions surrounding it.

This creates a distinction between examining a factor independently and considering its systemic function. The same
behaviour, relationship or environment may simultaneously provide something valuable while creating costs
elsewhere. A coping behaviour may offer immediate psychological regulation while producing longer-term biological
or lifestyle consequences. A relationship may provide emotional connection while also generating persistent stress.
Employment may provide financial stability and meaning while simultaneously reducing opportunities for rest or
recovery.

TemplePsyche therefore proposes the questions:
What does this provide?

What does this cost?

What happens elsewhere in the system as a result?

These questions are not intended to imply that every experience can be reduced to a balance of costs and benefits.
Rather, they encourage consideration of how the function of one component may change when viewed in relation to
the wider system.
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Time is also central to interaction. Human systems carry developmental histories. Current responses may have
emerged through previous environments, relationships, learning and biological or psychological adaptations. A
response that appears disproportionate when considered only in relation to present circumstances may become
more understandable when its developmental history is considered. Equally, adaptations that were previously
functional may persist after the conditions that originally required them have changed.

A whole-system perspective therefore considers both current interaction and developmental trajectory. It asks
not only what is happening now, but how the present organisation of the system may have developed and what
conditions continue to maintain or alter it.

Importantly, identifying interaction does not establish causation. Two domains changing simultaneously does not
demonstrate that one caused the other, and complex feedback relationships may make causal direction difficult to
determine. Biological, psychological, environmental and behavioural processes may also share underlying
influences that are not immediately visible within a formulation.

TemplePsyche therefore treats proposed interactions as having different levels of evidential confidence. Some
relationships may be supported by substantial empirical evidence. Others may represent plausible hypotheses
requiring further investigation. Some may initially appear connected but ultimately prove unrelated.

This is where curiosity over certainty becomes fundamental to the whole-system approach.

The purpose of widening inquiry is not to construct increasingly elaborate explanations for every aspect of a
person’s life. Doing so could create the appearance of understanding without sufficient evidence. Instead, the
purpose is to identify potentially relevant relationships while preserving the distinction between what is known,
what is supported, what is hypothesised and what remains unknown.

The whole human system is therefore conceptualised within TemplePsyche as dynamic, contextual and
continually adapting. Its components cannot always be understood independently, yet neither should relationships
between them be assumed merely because they appear conceptually plausible.

The framework consequently moves through three levels of inquiry:
What is occurring within the individual domains?

What may be occurring between them?

What happens to the organisation of the whole system over time?

The first question identifies potentially relevant conditions. The second explores interaction. The third brings the
inquiry towards integration.

It is through this movement that TemplePsyche shifts from a collection of domains towards a
whole-system formulation of human experience.

4. Whole Human System Formulation

The conceptual architecture of TemplePsyche leads to the development of what is proposed here as a Whole
Human System Formulation. The purpose of this formulation is to provide a structured way of bringing information
from across the framework together without reducing an individual’s experience to a single explanatory factor.

The guiding question is:
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Which interacting parts of this person’s whole human system may be contributing to what they are experiencing?

This question reflects the central position of TemplePsyche. Formulation is approached as a process of inquiry
rather than a search for one definitive explanation. Information from the seven domains may provide different



perspectives upon the same experience, while consideration of interactions between them may identify patterns that
are less visible when each factor is examined independently.

Within this approach, formulation differs from description. Description may identify what an individual is currently
experiencing, including recognised patterns of emotion, cognition, behaviour or physical symptoms. Such
descriptions can be clinically and practically valuable. However, a Whole Human System Formulation asks an
additional question: what combination of conditions, adaptations, resources and interactions may help us
understand why this particular person is experiencing this particular pattern within their current circumstances?

The distinction is important because similar experiences may emerge within very different human systems. Two
individuals reporting anxiety, for example, may share aspects of psychological experience while differing
substantially in physical health, developmental history, relationships, environmental pressures, sleep, behaviour,
meaning and informational exposure. TemplePsyche therefore does not assume that similarity at the level of
description necessarily indicates similarity at the level of formulation.

The formulation process begins by widening inquiry. Relevant information may be considered across Biology,
Psychology, Environment, Lifestyle, Meaning and Information before attention turns towards patterns of interaction
and Integration. This does not require every domain to contain an explanation. In some circumstances, one or two
areas may be particularly significant; in others, several may appear relevant. Some domains may contain little
information of importance to the presenting experience.

The purpose of the architecture is therefore not to ensure that every domain is populated, but to reduce the
likelihood that potentially relevant areas are excluded before they have been considered.

Once relevant conditions have been identified, attention moves towards relationships between them.
TemplePsyche proposes consideration of pressures, resources, adaptations, patterns of maintenance and possible
feedback processes across the wider system. This allows formulation to move beyond a collection of factors
towards consideration of how those factors may function together over time.

Protective resources remain as important as sources of difficulty. A Whole Human System Formulation should
therefore consider not only what may be placing demands upon the individual, but also what currently supports
functioning, recovery, adaptation and change. This prevents the formulation from becoming exclusively
deficit-focused and recognises that resilience may emerge through resources distributed across different parts of
the wider system.

Adaptation provides another important component. Rather than viewing every difficult behaviour or response
exclusively as dysfunction, the formulation may ask what function that response has served within the individual’s
particular circumstances. This allows consideration of whether an adaptation that once supported functioning
remains useful under current conditions and whether maintaining it now creates pressures elsewhere within the
system.

This can be expressed through three exploratory questions:
What does this provide?
What does this cost?

What happens elsewhere in the system through its continuation?
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These questions can be applied to behaviours, relationships, routines, environments, beliefs or other relevant

patterns without assuming in advance whether they are beneficial or harmful. Something may provide regulation,
safety, connection, identity or predictability while simultaneously creating different costs elsewhere.

Temporal context is also necessary. Formulation represents a view of the system at a particular point in time rather
than a permanent account of the individual. Biological conditions change, psychological understanding develops,



environments and relationships alter, behaviours shift and new information or experiences may change meaning.
Consequently, a formulation that was useful at one stage may require revision as conditions change.

For this reason, the Whole Human System Formulation is intended to be dynamic and revisable. New evidence
may strengthen an existing hypothesis, weaken it or require an alternative explanation. Areas initially considered
important may become less relevant, while previously overlooked factors may emerge.

This revisability also provides a safeguard against the false certainty that can arise from complex formulations.
Considering more information does not necessarily mean understanding a person more accurately. Indeed,
increasing complexity may create additional opportunities for assumptions and speculative connections.
TemplePsyche therefore requires proposed interactions to remain proportionate to the available evidence.

A useful formulation should consequently distinguish between:
what is known;

what is supported by available evidence;
what is being hypothesised,;

what remains uncertain;
and what further information may be required.

The Whole Human System Formulation is therefore not intended to produce a definitive map of another human
being. It provides a structured representation of current understanding that remains open to revision.

At this stage of TemplePsyche’s development, the formulation should be understood as a proposed conceptual
application of the framework rather than a validated assessment or clinical instrument. Its reliability, practical utility
and relationship to existing approaches to formulation require future investigation. It should not be used as a
substitute for medical assessment, established clinical procedures, diagnosis or professional judgement within
appropriately trained disciplines.

Its proposed value lies instead in the question it keeps open:

Before arriving at an explanation, have we considered enough of the person and the systems within which they
are living?

In this sense, Whole Human System Formulation represents the practical expression of TemplePsyche’s wider
principle: understanding begins not with certainty about another person, but with disciplined curiosity about the
interacting conditions shaping their experience.
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4.1 Understanding Before Assessment: Psychoeducation and Informed Participation TemplePsyche proposes

that a person should first be supported to understand the seven domains and what each might mean in their
own circumstances before completing a structured TemplePsyche reflection or

monitoring activity. The purpose is informed participation and improved interpretability, not to persuade the person to
adopt a predetermined explanation. Understanding should be checked through collaborative, accessible examples
rather than assumed from familiarity with the domain labels. Psychoeducation should be adapted to developmental
stage, culture, language, literacy, disability and individual capacity. Participation should permit uncertainty,
disagreement and non-disclosure. Explanations should be neutral enough to avoid leading responses; the effects of
preparatory education on comprehension, response bias and feasibility remain questions for research. This
proposed sequence does not delay urgent medical, clinical or safeguarding assessment.



4.2 Depletion, Restoration and Capacity Across the Whole Human System A further developing TemplePsyche
proposition concerns the balance between demands placed on an individual and the resources and opportunities
available for restoration. Depletion refers here to the subjective or functional reduction in available capacity
associated with demands across one or more domains; restoration refers to conditions and practices that may
support recovery or renewed capacity. These are provisional organising concepts, not validated clinical constructs
or directly measured physiological states. Demands may include disturbed sleep, pain or illness (Biology); sustained
worry or emotional labour (Psychology); conflict, unsafe surroundings or unequal caring responsibilities
(Environment); overcommitment, substance use or inadequate rest (Lifestyle); conflicts of values or loss of purpose
(Meaning); repeated high-intensity media and digital input (Information); and difficulty incorporating insight into
sustainable change (Integration). Supportive conditions may likewise be distributed across domains: appropriate
healthcare, rest, safer relationships, realistic routines, meaningful activity, manageable information exposure,
autonomy and behavioural changes that remain sustainable. The questions “What is depleting capacity?”, “What is
restoring capacity?”, and “Does recovery genuinely replenish the system or merely enable the next demand?” may
therefore guide reflection. Neither the amount of depletion nor the value of a restorative activity should be assumed
to be universal. What restores one person may not restore another; a relationship or activity may provide benefits
while simultaneously carrying costs.

4.3 Stress, Neurobiology and Development: A Hypothesis for Investigation Stress is a candidate cross-domain
process because perceived or actual demands can involve coordinated autonomic, endocrine, immune, cognitive
and behavioural responses. Sympathetic and parasympathetic processes, the hypothalamic—pituitary—adrenal axis,
sleep regulation, attention and emotion regulation may all be relevant to how an individual responds to challenge
and recovers. The nature, duration and context of stressors, together

with resources and developmental history, may affect their significance. These mechanisms should not be reduced to
a single binary distinction between a “regulated” and “dysregulated” nervous system. TemplePsyche proposes
examining whether repeated stress exposure and insufficient recovery help explain some patterns of cumulative load
and adaptation across domains, including possible influences during prenatal development, childhood and
adulthood. This proposition must not be interpreted as a claim that stress causes every condition, that genetics is
merely inherited stress, or that neurodevelopmental differences such as ADHD can necessarily be reversed through
regulation. Genetic, developmental, medical and other explanations remain essential, and associations do not
establish causal direction. This creates testable questions: Can repeated observations identify patterns between
reported demands, recovery opportunities and everyday functioning? Are these patterns different across people and
contexts? Does changing a modifiable condition correspond with subsequent changes in reported capacity? Such
observational patterns would generate hypotheses rather than establish causation, and any physiological inference
would require appropriate measurement.
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4.4 Implications for Monitoring, Prevention and Research These additions suggest a proposed sequence for future

TemplePsyche work: accessible domain psychoeducation; comprehension checking; voluntary self-observation
across domains; cautious exploration of co-occurring patterns of depletion and restoration; collaborative
formulation; and revision as new information emerges. TemplePsyche Whole Human System Monitoring
(TP-WHSM) is a separately developing method and should not be represented as validated by the conceptual
framework. Research priorities include the feasibility and burden of repeated monitoring, whether psychoeducation
changes comprehension or introduces response bias, the consistency of domain interpretation, the usefulness of
depletion/restoration language, and whether the method contributes beyond existing biopsychosocial approaches.
Preventive application should focus on identifying potentially modifiable conditions and appropriate professional
signposting, not diagnosing or attributing an individual’s difficulties to stress without adequate evidence.

5. Curiosity Over Certainty: An Epistemological Principle

A central principle of TemplePsyche is curiosity over certainty. This principle reflects the position that broadening
inquiry should not be confused with increasing certainty. Considering more dimensions of human experience may



reveal potentially important relationships, but it may also increase the number of possible explanations. A
whole-system perspective therefore requires a disciplined approach to what can and cannot reasonably be
concluded from the information available.

Human experience is complex, and the same observable outcome may arise through different combinations
of conditions. Anxiety, fatigue, withdrawal, difficulty concentrating or changes in behaviour, for example, may
occur within substantially different biological, psychological, environmental and behavioural contexts.
TemplePsyche therefore resists the assumption that recognising a pattern necessarily explains the
processes through which that pattern developed.

Curiosity within the framework is not intended to mean indefinite uncertainty or an unwillingness to reach
conclusions. Where strong evidence exists, conclusions should reflect that evidence. Instead, curiosity refers to
maintaining openness to alternative explanations and ensuring that the confidence attached to an interpretation
remains proportionate to what is actually known.

TemplePsyche therefore proposes a distinction between observation, evidence, hypothesis and uncertainty.
An observation identifies something that appears to be occurring.

Evidence provides support for particular relationships, mechanisms or interpretations. A hypothesis
represents a possible explanation that may warrant further investigation. Uncertainty identifies what

cannot currently be established from the available information.

Maintaining these distinctions is particularly important when considering interactions across domains. The fact that
two factors coexist does not demonstrate that one caused the other. Similarly, an established relationship at a
population level does not necessarily establish the mechanism operating within a particular individual’s experience.
Research can inform formulation, but its application to an individual requires attention to context and appropriate
limits on inference.

The principle of curiosity over certainty also requires awareness of confirmation bias. Once an explanation begins to
appear coherent, there may be a tendency to prioritise information that supports it while overlooking information that
challenges it. A whole-system formulation should therefore remain capable of asking:

What else could explain this?
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What evidence would challenge the current interpretation?

What information might be missing?
Are relationships being observed, or merely assumed?

This creates an important role for disconfirming information. Evidence that challenges a formulation should not
automatically be treated as an obstacle to the framework. It may instead indicate that an existing interpretation
requires modification, that another domain deserves greater consideration, or that the proposed relationship was
incorrect.

The same principle applies to TemplePsyche itself. The framework should not be protected from evidence that
challenges its architecture or assumptions. Its seven-domain structure is a conceptual proposition and should
remain open to revision if theoretical analysis or empirical investigation demonstrates that alternative distinctions
are more useful or that particular domains cannot be meaningfully differentiated.

Curiosity over certainty therefore operates at two levels.

At the level of the individual, it discourages premature conclusions about why a person is experiencing something.



At the level of the framework, it prevents TemplePsyche from treating its own conceptual architecture as established
fact.

This position is especially important when knowledge is drawn from multiple disciplines. Psychological, biological,
social and behavioural research may operate through different methodologies, levels of analysis and standards of
evidence. Bringing these areas into conversation can broaden understanding, but interdisciplinary synthesis should
not erase the limitations or uncertainties within the evidence being considered.

TemplePsyche consequently proposes that a whole-system perspective should be both expansive and bounded:
expansive enough to consider interacting influences that may otherwise be overlooked, and bounded enough to
distinguish evidence-supported understanding from speculation.

This principle also protects against another potential limitation of whole-system thinking: the temptation to construct
an explanation for everything. Not every detail within a person’s life will be relevant to what they are currently
experiencing, and not every apparent connection carries explanatory significance. The purpose of TemplePsyche is
not to create the most complicated possible formulation, but to support a sufficiently broad inquiry from which
relevant patterns may be identified.

Curiosity therefore functions alongside critical thinking. It asks questions while also evaluating the quality of possible
answers. It allows uncertainty to remain where uncertainty is warranted and permits conclusions to strengthen when
appropriate evidence becomes available.

Within TemplePsyche, curiosity over certainty is therefore not an absence of knowledge. It is a position towards
knowledge: one that remains willing to investigate, revise and distinguish what is known from what is merely believed
to be known.

The framework consequently begins from a question rather than an assumption and remains open to the possibility
that the answer may differ from what was initially expected.
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5. Curiosity over certainty — continued science,

meaning and lived experience

Openness to what remains unknown

Science has limits. There is still much we have yet to discover and understand. Curiosity over certainty
means respecting the evidence available while remaining open to what further inquiry may reveal.
Unanswered questions invite investigation; they do not establish a preferred explanation. Confidence should
remain proportionate to evidence.

Philosophy, symbolism and personal meaning

Ancient philosophies, symbolism and spirituality may hold personal meaning alongside scientific understanding.
Within TemplePsyche, these influences can be explored through Meaning without requiring a person to seek
approval for their values or identity. Their significance to the individual is distinct from evidence that they
explain a biological mechanism or treat an illness. Openness to discovery coexists with respect for
well-established findings.



The human experience behind the framework

For the author, “I have walked this now” expresses how lived experience has deepened the practical meaning of
depletion, restoration and integration. Recent learning includes allowing authenticity, dropping the mask of
others’ expectations, and making room for lightness and personally meaningful practices. These are reflections
on her experience, not universal instructions or empirical validation of TemplePsyche.

Learning what supports recovery

A wider vision: a rehabilitation of humankind

TemplePsyche’s wider vision is to contribute towards what the author describes as “a rehabilitation of
humankind”: understanding what depletes us, restoring what sustains us, and integrating that understanding into
how we live together. This is an aspiration guiding the work, while its practical contribution continues to be
explored and tested.

Integration in practice

Integration translates understanding into supported choices while preserving what sustains the person over
time. It includes recognising needs, limits and resources, revisiting explanations, and seeking relevant
expertise. Personal meaning, scientific evidence and uncertainty can be acknowledged together without
treating them as interchangeable.
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6. Potential Applications and Utility of TemplePsyche

TemplePsyche is proposed as an organising framework rather than a replacement for established psychological,
medical or multidisciplinary approaches. At its current stage of development, its potential utility lies primarily in
providing a structured way of widening inquiry and considering how different dimensions of human functioning
may interact.

Several possible applications follow from this proposition. These include psychological formulation,
psychoeducation, reflective practice, interdisciplinary thinking and future research. However, these applications
remain theoretical until the framework’s usefulness, reliability and limitations have been investigated empirically.

Psychological Formulation

One potential application of TemplePsyche is within psychological formulation. Formulation seeks to move beyond
description towards an individualised understanding of the factors that may contribute to the development and
maintenance of a person’s current experience.

A whole-system perspective may support this process by encouraging consideration of biological, psychological,
environmental, lifestyle, meaning-related and informational conditions before attention turns towards their possible
interactions and integration.

The proposed benefit is not simply the inclusion of additional information. Rather, TemplePsyche may provide a
structure through which practitioners can consider whether a factor understood within one area has implications
elsewhere in the person’s wider system.

For example, psychological distress may be considered alongside changes in physical health, relationships,
sleep, everyday routines, meaning or informational exposure. This does not imply that all these dimensions are



necessarily relevant or causally related. Instead, the framework provides a structured opportunity to ask whether
they warrant consideration.

Any clinical application would require appropriate professional competence and further evaluation.
TemplePsyche should not currently be regarded as a validated clinical assessment or intervention.

Psychoeducation

TemplePsyche may also have potential as a psychoeducational framework.

People are frequently exposed to explanations of human experience that emphasise one dimension of functioning.
While specialist explanations can be valuable, a whole-system perspective may help individuals recognise that
thoughts, emotions, physical states, environments, relationships and repeated behaviours can exist within a wider
network of influences.

Psychoeducation based upon TemplePsyche would therefore not aim to provide individuals with definitive
explanations for their experiences. Instead, it could encourage reflective questions about what is happening
across different areas of life and what relationships may warrant further exploration.

This may also help communicate an important distinction between influence and inevitability. The presence of a
risk factor, difficult environment or previous experience may alter the probability of particular outcomes without
determining an individual’s future. A systems perspective can therefore accommodate both constraint and
possibility: people are influenced by the conditions within which they develop while remaining capable of
adaptation and change.
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Reflective Practice

A further potential application concerns reflective practice.

Professionals working with complex human experiences inevitably interpret information through their own
disciplinary training, theoretical orientation and assumptions. A framework that deliberately widens inquiry may
provide a prompt for considering whether important dimensions of a person’s experience have been overlooked
because attention has become concentrated within one explanatory lens.

TemplePsyche may therefore function as a reflective question:
What part of the wider system might | not currently be considering?

This does not require every professional to become an expert across every domain. On the contrary, recognising the
boundaries of one’s expertise is fundamental to responsible interdisciplinary thinking. Identifying a potentially
relevant biological, social or environmental issue may indicate the need for further assessment or collaboration
rather than an attempt to interpret that issue outside professional competence.

Interdisciplinary Understanding

TemplePsyche may also provide a common conceptual structure through which knowledge from different
disciplines can be considered together.

Human experiences frequently cross disciplinary boundaries. Psychological practitioners may encounter issues
involving physical health; medical professionals may encounter significant psychological or social conditions;
educators may observe behavioural changes occurring within wider family or developmental contexts; and social or
community services may work with individuals whose circumstances involve multiple interacting pressures.

A whole-system framework could potentially support communication across these perspectives by providing shared



areas of inquiry while preserving the specialised knowledge required within individual disciplines.

However, interdisciplinary breadth should not be confused with interchangeable expertise. TemplePsyche
does not propose that knowledge from one discipline authorises practice within another. Its purpose is to
support recognition of interaction and, where appropriate, the need for collaboration.

Research and Theory Development

The framework may additionally provide a structure for generating research questions.

Rather than assuming relationships between domains, TemplePsyche can be used to identify interactions that
require investigation. Research might examine whether particular domains can be reliably distinguished, which
interactions are most relevant within particular populations or experiences, and whether whole-system
formulation contributes information beyond that obtained through existing approaches.

The framework itself should also remain an object of investigation.

Questions concerning the distinctiveness of the seven domains, the conceptual status of Integration, the boundaries
between Information and Environment, and the usefulness of the proposed formulation process cannot be resolved
solely through theoretical argument. These questions require systematic
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investigation.

In this respect, TemplePsyche is not presented as the conclusion of an inquiry. It is

intended to generate further inquiry.

Public Understanding of Human Experience

Finally, TemplePsyche may have potential as a way of communicating complexity outside academic and
professional settings.

Public discussions of human behaviour can sometimes move rapidly towards singular explanations or labels. A
whole-system perspective may provide an accessible alternative question:

What else might be contributing to what we can see?

This does not require abandoning useful diagnostic, psychological or biological knowledge. Instead, it encourages
recognition that a description at one level of analysis may coexist with relevant processes elsewhere within the
person and their environment.

The potential value of TemplePsyche therefore lies not in claiming to provide a complete explanation of human
experience, but in encouraging a broader and more organised process of inquiry.

Whether the framework ultimately achieves that purpose remains an empirical question.

Its usefulness should therefore be determined not by the intuitive appeal of whole-system thinking, but by whether
future theoretical and empirical investigation demonstrates that TemplePsyche contributes meaningful understanding
beyond approaches already available.

7. Limitations of the Proposed Framework

TemplePsyche is presented as a developing conceptual framework, and several limitations must be acknowledged at
this stage. Identifying these limitations is consistent with the framework’s principle of curiosity over certainty. The
purpose of proposing a conceptual architecture is not to establish its correctness in advance, but to create something



sufficiently clear that its assumptions can subsequently be examined, challenged and refined.

The most significant limitation is that TemplePsyche has not yet been empirically validated. The seven-domain
architecture represents a theoretical proposition rather than an established model of human functioning. Although
individual concepts and relationships considered within the framework may be supported by existing bodies of
research, this does not constitute evidence for the validity of TemplePsyche as a framework in its entirety.

This distinction is fundamental. Evidence demonstrating that sleep influences psychological functioning, for
example, may support consideration of interactions between biological, psychological and lifestyle processes. It
does not demonstrate that TemplePsyche provides the most appropriate structure through which those
relationships should be organised. The framework itself therefore requires evaluation independently of the
evidence supporting its individual components.

A second limitation concerns the boundaries between domains. Human functioning does not naturally divide into
discrete categories, and considerable conceptual overlap exists within the proposed architecture. Sleep may be
conceptualised biologically while also representing a lifestyle pattern. Relationships may form part of the
environment while simultaneously contributing to psychological development and meaning. Information is
encountered within environments but processed through psychological mechanisms.
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These overlaps are partly intentional because TemplePsyche conceptualises the domains as different positions from

which an interconnected system can be explored. Nevertheless, excessive conceptual overlap could reduce the
clarity or usefulness of the framework. Future theoretical and empirical work will therefore need to examine whether
the proposed domains can be defined with sufficient distinction to justify their inclusion.

The Information domain requires particular examination. Information has been separated from Environment because
contemporary informational exposure may represent a sufficiently significant dimension of human experience to
warrant deliberate inquiry. However, it remains possible that Information could be conceptualised as part of the
environmental or psychological domains rather than as an independent area. Its position within TemplePsyche
should therefore remain open to revision.

The conceptual status of Integration also requires further development. Unlike the preceding domains, Integration
may not represent an equivalent category of influence. Instead, it may function as a process through which
experiences and adaptations occurring across the other domains become organised over time. Future work will
need to determine whether

Integration is most coherently understood as a seventh domain, a meta-domain, an organising process across the
framework, or some combination of these.

This question is particularly important because the architecture of a framework should be determined by conceptual
and empirical usefulness rather than by the appeal of a predetermined number of categories. The seven-domain
structure should therefore remain open to modification if investigation indicates that a different organisation
provides greater clarity or explanatory value.

A further limitation concerns complexity. Whole-system thinking can widen inquiry, but greater complexity does
not automatically produce greater understanding. Considering numerous possible influences may increase the
risk of speculative connections, over- formulation or the construction of explanations that appear coherent without
sufficient evidence.

TemplePsyche therefore faces a continuing tension between breadth and usefulness. A framework that considers too
little may overlook relevant interactions, while one that attempts to incorporate everything may become impractical or
unfalsifiable. Determining what constitutes a sufficiently broad but manageable formulation will require further
development.

Related to this is the risk of causal overinterpretation. The identification of factors across several domains does



not establish relationships between them. Even where research demonstrates associations at a population
level, those findings cannot automatically establish causal processes within an individual. TemplePsyche
therefore requires explicit differentiation between evidence-supported mechanisms, reasonable hypotheses and
relationships that remain uncertain.

The framework may also be influenced by creator bias. TemplePsyche has developed through a combination of
lived observation, academic study and interdisciplinary inquiry. The experiences, interests and theoretical
perspectives of its creator have inevitably influenced which questions were asked and how the initial architecture
was constructed.

Acknowledging this influence does not invalidate conceptual development, but it reinforces the importance of
exposing the framework to perspectives beyond those involved in its creation. Independent academic critique,
interdisciplinary review and eventual empirical investigation will be necessary if TemplePsyche is to develop
beyond its originating perspective.

Another limitation concerns cultural applicability. Concepts relating to individuality, meaning, lifestyle, relationships
and integration may be understood differently across cultures and communities. A framework developed within one
cultural and academic context should not assume that its categories or underlying assumptions translate universally.
Future development should therefore examine how

© 2026 Paris Tranter | TemplePsyche | All rights reserved 28
the architecture is understood across different cultural, social and socioeconomic contexts.

Professional application creates additional boundaries. TemplePsyche brings together areas of inquiry that cross
disciplinary boundaries, but recognising an interaction does not provide competence to assess or intervene within
every domain. A psychological practitioner identifying a potentially relevant medical issue, for example, would
require appropriate referral or collaboration rather than attempting to operate beyond their professional competence.
Whole-system thinking must therefore coexist with clear boundaries of expertise.

Finally, TemplePsyche currently provides a conceptual language for organising inquiry rather than a validated
method for predicting outcomes or determining intervention. It should not be assumed that a more comprehensive
formulation necessarily produces better outcomes, nor that changes made within one domain will predictably
generate changes elsewhere.

These limitations define the present boundaries of the framework rather than representing conclusions about its
future value.

TemplePsyche is being proposed at a stage at which its architecture can be clearly described but must still be tested.

Its development should therefore remain consistent with the same principle it proposes for
understanding human beings:

remain curious, make claims proportionate to the evidence, and allow new information to change the formulation.

8. Directions for Future Research

The development of TemplePsyche from a conceptual proposition towards an evidence- informed framework
requires systematic investigation. The purpose of future research should not be to confirm the framework as
originally proposed, but to examine whether its concepts are sufficiently clear, whether its architecture is useful, and
whether the relationships it encourages individuals or practitioners to consider can be investigated reliably.

An initial priority is conceptual clarification. Before the framework can be meaningfully evaluated, each domain
requires sufficiently precise definition. This is particularly important where conceptual boundaries overlap. Research
and interdisciplinary review could examine whether Biology, Psychology, Environment, Lifestyle, Meaning and
Information represent useful distinctions, and whether Integration is best understood as a domain, a process
operating across domains, or a broader organising principle.



The proposed seven-domain architecture itself should also remain an empirical question. Future investigation
should examine whether seven domains provide the most coherent organisation of relevant information or whether
domains should be combined, separated or reconceptualised. The architecture should not be retained simply
because it provides a symmetrical or intuitively appealing model.

A useful early stage of development may involve expert and interdisciplinary review. Researchers and practitioners
from psychology, psychotherapy, neuroscience, medicine, public health, sociology, systems science and related
disciplines could evaluate the framework from their respective areas of expertise. Such review may identify
conceptual omissions, unsupported assumptions, disciplinary overlap or areas requiring greater precision.

Qualitative research may provide another important stage of investigation. Interviews or focus groups with
practitioners and potentially individuals using the framework for structured reflection could explore whether the
proposed domains are understandable, whether relevant areas of experience
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appear to be missing, and whether the whole-system perspective generates questions that participants

consider meaningful or useful.

However, perceived usefulness should not be treated as equivalent to validity. A framework may feel coherent or
intuitively persuasive without necessarily improving understanding or outcomes. Qualitative findings would therefore
represent one stage of development rather than evidence that the framework itself is effective.

Future research could subsequently examine the reliability of whole-system formulation. If different appropriately
trained individuals were provided with the same information, would they identify similar relevant domains and
interactions? Alternatively, would the breadth of the framework allow substantially different formulations to emerge
from the same material? Establishing the degree of consistency achievable within the framework would be
important before stronger claims regarding practical utility could be made.

The proposed relationships between domains also require investigation. TemplePsyche does not assume that all
domains interact equally or that every theoretically plausible relationship is meaningful. Research could therefore
examine specific interactions rather than attempting to validate the entire framework through a single study.

For example, studies might investigate how environmental pressures interact with sleep and psychological
functioning, how patterns of information exposure relate to meaning-making or behaviour, or how changes
across several areas of functioning unfold over time. Many such relationships are already studied within

existing disciplines. TemplePsyche’s research task would therefore involve determining whether organising
these relationships within a whole- system architecture contributes additional conceptual or practical value.

Longitudinal research may be particularly relevant because the framework conceptualises human functioning as
dynamic and adaptive. Cross-sectional assessment can identify conditions occurring at one point in time but may be
less able to illuminate processes of adaptation, feedback and reorganisation. Following changes across domains
over time could provide greater insight into whether the interactions proposed within whole-system formulations
correspond with observable developmental or behavioural trajectories.

The concept of Integration represents a particularly important research challenge. If Integration is to remain a
central component of TemplePsyche, it will require clearer operational definition. Research would need to
establish what observable or measurable processes constitute integration and how these differ from established
constructs such as psychological flexibility, coherence, self-regulation, adaptation or resilience.

Similarly, the Information domain requires targeted investigation. Contemporary information environments have
changed substantially through digital media and algorithmically organised content, but this does not automatically
justify Information as an independent domain within TemplePsyche. Future work should examine whether treating
informational exposure separately provides meaningful explanatory or formulative value beyond existing
psychological and environmental concepts.



Comparative research will ultimately be necessary. TemplePsyche should not be evaluated only by asking
whether people find it useful in isolation. Its value should be considered in relation to established approaches.

Future studies might therefore ask whether Whole Human System Formulation identifies relevant information not
captured through existing biopsychosocial or psychological formulations, whether it improves interdisciplinary
communication, whether it increases or reduces formulation complexity, and whether any additional information
identified leads to meaningful differences in understanding or
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decision-making.

Research should also consider possible unintended consequences. A whole-system framework could potentially
increase understanding, but it could also encourage excessive self-monitoring, speculative connections or
unnecessarily complex explanations. Investigation should therefore examine not only potential benefits but also
circumstances in which the framework may be unhelpful or inappropriate.

Cultural evaluation will also be necessary. TemplePsyche should not assume that concepts developed within one
social and academic context carry equivalent meanings across populations. Collaborative research involving
different cultural and socioeconomic perspectives could examine whether the proposed domains reflect relevant
dimensions of human experience across contexts or whether the architecture requires adaptation.

Ultimately, empirical investigation should be capable of changing TemplePsyche.

Evidence may support some aspects of the framework while challenging others. Domains may require redefinition.
Proposed relationships may prove unsupported. Integration may require reconceptualisation. Alternative
architectures may demonstrate greater usefulness.

Such findings would represent development rather than failure.

This position reflects the epistemological principle underlying the framework: curiosity over certainty requires a
willingness not only to investigate an idea, but to allow the results of that investigation to alter the idea itself.

TemplePsyche should therefore be understood as the beginning of a research programme rather than its
conclusion.

Its central research question is not:

How can TemplePsyche be proven correct?

Itis:

What would we need to investigate to determine whether this way of organising whole- human inquiry is useful,

reliable and supported by evidence?

9. Conclusion

TemplePsyche: Understanding the Whole Human System has been proposed within this paper as a developing
conceptual framework for exploring interacting influences on human experience. Its starting position is that human
beings cannot always be adequately understood by examining biological, psychological, environmental or
behavioural processes in isolation from the wider conditions within which those processes occur.

The framework organises inquiry across seven proposed domains: Biology, Psychology, Environment, Lifestyle,
Meaning, Information and Integration. These domains are not intended to represent independent causes of human
functioning or a complete taxonomy of human experience. Instead, they provide different positions from which
potentially relevant aspects of the same interconnected human system can be explored.



The central proposition of TemplePsyche lies not simply within the identification of these domains, but within the
consideration of interaction between them. Changes occurring within one area of human functioning may alter
conditions elsewhere, while repeated interactions
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may contribute to patterns of adaptation, maintenance, pressure, protection and reorganisation over time.

Integration occupies a distinctive position within this architecture. While the preceding domains help identify
potentially relevant dimensions of experience, Integration directs attention towards how experiences, adaptations,
knowledge and changes may become organised across the wider system. Its precise conceptual status remains
open to further investigation.

From this architecture, the paper has proposed the concept of Whole Human System Formulation, guided by
the question:

Which interacting parts of this person’s whole human system may be contributing to what they are experiencing?

The purpose of this question is not to replace established diagnostic, medical, psychological or multidisciplinary
approaches. Nor is it intended to imply that every human experience requires a complex explanation. Instead, it
provides a structured prompt to consider whether potentially relevant dimensions or interactions may have been
overlooked before conclusions are reached.

This approach requires particular attention to uncertainty. TemplePsyche distinguishes between what can be
observed, what is supported by evidence, what remains a hypothesis and what is currently unknown. The
coexistence of factors does not establish causation, and the intuitive coherence of an explanation does not
establish its accuracy.

For this reason, curiosity over certainty has been proposed as a central epistemological principle of the framework.

Curiosity does not require the abandonment of conclusions where evidence supports them. Rather, it requires that
confidence remains proportionate to evidence and that interpretations remain open to revision when new
information emerges.

The same standard must apply to TemplePsyche itself.

The framework described within this paper has not been empirically validated. Questions remain concerning the
distinctiveness of its domains, the conceptual position of Information and Integration, the reliability of Whole
Human System Formulation, its cultural applicability and whether the framework provides meaningful value beyond
established approaches.

These questions require investigation rather than assumption.

Consequently, TemplePsyche should presently be understood as a conceptual proposition and developing
programme of inquiry, rather than an established theory or validated clinical model. Its future architecture should
be shaped not by a commitment to preserving its original form, but by theoretical development, interdisciplinary
critique and empirical evidence.

The framework began with a question about what becomes visible when human experience is considered
across interacting systems rather than predominantly through individual parts.

That question remains open.

What changes when we stop looking at parts of a person in isolation and begin exploring how the whole
human system interacts?



TemplePsyche does not propose that the answer is already known.

It proposes that the question is worth investigating.
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1. Developmental chronology and research provenance Author-reported development history: development
extended over more than two years before October 2026, with early private timestamped materials approximately
2024 or earlier. The first public conceptual paper appeared online on 8 September 2026. October refinements and
literature comparisons are later developments. Preserve original source files, publication records and each revision;
documentary priority requires inspection of those records.

2. Understanding and regulation as possible foundations for integration A developing TemplePsyche proposition is
that psychological understanding and self- regulation capacities may, for some individuals and contexts, provide
useful foundations for ongoing whole-system exploration. Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) may help individuals
identify and evaluate patterns linking thoughts, emotions and behaviour. Psychoeducation may support
understanding of stress responses and coping options. Grounding and emotion-regulation strategies may assist in
managing distress sufficiently to engage with further reflection. These constructs overlap but should not be treated
as synonymous. The proposed process is: understanding and pattern recognition; development and application of
regulation skills; exploration of interacting influences across the seven domains; and integration through choices,
behaviour, relationships, environmental adjustment and repeated observation. This is a heuristic pathway, not a
proven universal sequence, mandatory prerequisite for therapy, or replacement for established clinical approaches.
Regulation and understanding may develop concurrently, and movement

between stages may be recursive. CBT itself may involve integration and behavioural change; it should not be
inaccurately portrayed as merely a preliminary intervention. A testable question for future research is whether, and
under what conditions, baseline psychological understanding and regulation capacities predict engagement with
whole- system reflection and subsequent changes in functioning. Alternative explanations, bidirectional relationships
and contextual moderators should be considered.
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Environmental Conditions and the Sustainability of Psychological Integration Conceptual development | Paris Tranter

Proposed conceptual refinement Within TemplePsyche, psychological integration is conceptualised as a developing,
context- dependent process involving ongoing interactions between internal capacities and external conditions.
Insight, psychoeducation, cognitive-behavioural skills and self-regulation strategies may support awareness and
adaptive responses. Their use and consolidation, however, may also depend on the conditions in which a person
lives and practises those skills. For example, persistent interpersonal conflict, unpredictable demands, insufficient
privacy, sleep disruption or limited opportunities for recovery may repeatedly increase stress and constrain a
person’s capacity to apply newly acquired skills. Conversely, supportive relationships, appropriate boundaries,
predictable routines and opportunities for rest may provide conditions in which adaptive responses can be rehearsed
and maintained. These examples are plausible mechanisms for investigation, not evidence that any particular
environment causes a specific psychological outcome.

Regulation, environmental adjustment and integration This refinement distinguishes three related processes.
Regulation concerns managing responses to demands. Environmental adjustment concerns modifying, where
feasible, the conditions generating or intensifying those demands. Integration concerns the extent to which
understanding and adaptive practices become expressed in repeated choices, behaviour, relationships and everyday
functioning. These processes may overlap, recur and develop in different orders; no universal linear sequence is
proposed. A recurrence of distress or physiological arousal in a challenging environment should not automatically be



interpreted as the loss of prior psychological progress. It may reflect the interaction between a person’s developing
capacities and ongoing demands. Equally, this proposition must not imply that individuals can always change their
environments or that responsibility for unsafe conditions rests with the person experiencing them. Structural
constraints, material resources, care responsibilities and access to support remain relevant.

Reclaiming Safety and Regulation: A Bottom-Up Physiological Perspective Conceptual development | Paris
Tranter

Physiological regulation as part of whole-system understanding TemplePsyche proposes that understanding human
experience requires attention not only to cognitive interpretation but also to physiological states and the conditions
under which people experience relative safety or threat. A bottom-up perspective begins with bodily
processes—such as arousal, sleep, breathing, sensory input and autonomic responses— and considers how these
may interact with attention, emotion, cognition, relationships and behaviour. This complements, rather than replaces,
cognitive and reflective approaches. A person may intellectually understand a stress response yet still experience
heightened physiological arousal. Conversely, bodily calming strategies may help some individuals regain enough
capacity to reflect, learn and make choices. Neither pathway is universally sufficient, and physiological regulation
should not be presented as a prerequisite for all psychological work. The suitability and sequencing of interventions
depend on individual needs, context and clinical judgement.

Reclaiming safety in everyday contexts Here, reclaiming safety refers to developing conditions and capacities
that support a more manageable sense of safety, not to guaranteeing the absence of distress or eliminating
normal protective responses. Environmental predictability, supportive relationships,

appropriate boundaries, restorative routines and reduced exposure to ongoing conflict may influence whether
emerging regulation skills can be practised and sustained. Where environments remain threatening or unstable, the
priority may include practical safety and support rather than expecting an individual to regulate their way through
persistent harm.

From lived observation to testable proposition This refinement was prompted in part by the author’s lived
experience and observations of others. These experiences are valuable sources of questions and conceptual
development, but do not establish generalisable mechanisms or causal effects. TemplePsyche therefore proposes
examining whether changes in perceived safety, environmental stressors and physiological arousal precede,
accompany or follow changes in self-regulation and daily functioning.

Implications for the seven domains and TP-WHSM Biology: examine sleep, fatigue, bodily arousal and other relevant
physiological indicators without assuming that subjective sensations demonstrate a specific inflammatory or
neurological mechanism. Psychology: distinguish cognitive understanding, perceived safety, emotional responses
and regulatory skills. Environment and Lifestyle: observe interpersonal demands, environmental stability, recovery
opportunities and routine-level adjustments. Information and Meaning: explore how psychoeducation, interpretation
and personally meaningful understanding affect engagement with bodily experiences. Integration: investigate
whether knowledge and regulatory capacities become usable in everyday contexts over time, including when
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circumstances change. For TP-WHSM, possible prospective questions include: Are periods of greater perceived

environmental safety associated with lower reported arousal? Do restorative activities precede improved
functioning, or do improvements make those activities easier? Do effects vary within the same individual across
days? Repeated observations can help identify patterns and generate hypotheses but cannot, alone, establish
causation or clinical effectiveness.

Evidence and scope Bottom-up approaches comprise heterogeneous practices with different evidence bases.
Autonomic physiology, stress responses and the effects of environmental stressors are established research areas,
but claims about particular techniques, trauma “release”, nervous-system “resetting” or a single universal sequence
from safety to integration require separate evidence. This addendum is a conceptual hypothesis and research
agenda, not a validated TemplePsyche intervention or diagnostic claim. Specific supporting literature should be
verified and cited before peer-review submission.



Safety, Regulation and the Conditions for Sustainable Integration Conceptual development | Paris Tranter

Central proposition: capacity and context interact A central developing TemplePsyche proposition is that
psychological insight alone may not be sufficient to sustain changes in everyday functioning when physiological
stress responses and recurring environmental demands continue to constrain the use of newly acquired skills.
Conversely, regulation strategies without attention to ongoing circumstances may place disproportionate
responsibility on individuals to adapt to conditions that remain persistently difficult. Understanding, bodily regulation,
interpersonal and environmental conditions, and practical change should therefore be considered together, rather
than as separate or universally sequential steps. Reclaiming safety is used here to describe the gradual
development of greater perceived safety, choice, flexibility and capacity to respond. It is not a claim that the nervous
system can be permanently “reset,” that discomfort always signals danger, or that regulation requires the absence of
stress. Safety is multidimensional: objective physical and interpersonal safety, perceived safety and physiological
arousal can diverge, and each merits separate attention.

Top-down and bottom-up processes are complementary Top-down processes include cognitive appraisal,
psychoeducation, reflection, problem- solving and elements of cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT). Bottom-up
approaches may include appropriately paced movement, sensory grounding, attention to breathing and other
strategies engaging bodily experience. Their evidence bases vary by intervention and clinical context. Neither
approach should be treated as universally superior or as a mandatory prerequisite for the other. The relevant
question is what combination of support enables this person, in these circumstances, to engage, practise and
sustain useful change.

Environmental safety and the consolidation of change Home conditions, relational predictability, privacy, financial
pressures, sleep opportunities, caregiving demands and access to support can shape both physiological stress and
the feasibility of applying psychological skills. A renewed episode of distress or activation after progress should not
automatically be interpreted as failed integration; it may indicate a new demand, an ongoing stressor, iliness, normal
fluctuation or other interacting factors. Environmental modification, where safe and feasible, can be part of the
process of integration rather than an optional afterthought. Responsibility for creating safer conditions may also rest
with families, organisations and wider systems, not solely with the individual.

Proposed whole-system formulation prompts « What conditions help this person feel and remain physically
and interpersonally safe, and what conditions undermine that safety?

* What is observed or reported about bodily arousal, sleep, fatigue and recovery, without assuming a specific
biological mechanism? « Which cognitive explanations or regulation practices are useful, tolerable and feasible for
this person? « What repeated environmental or relational demands may make these skills difficult to apply? « Which
changes are within the person’s control, which require
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support from others, and which are constrained by wider systems? « What evidence over time would distinguish a

temporary stress response from a sustained change in functioning?

Ecological Interdependence as a Systems Analogy Natural ecosystems provide a useful illustration of
interdependence. The documentary series Our Planet, narrated by Sir David Attenborough, explores how habitats
and species depend upon wider ecological relationships and how disturbances may affect interconnected systems
(Netflix, 2019; WWF and Our Planet, n.d.). Attenborough's documentary work offers an accessible illustration of
systems thinking, rather than direct scientific evidence for TemplePsyche's proposed seven-domain architecture.
TemplePsyche draws a limited analogy: just as ecological processes are influenced by relationships among
components, human experience can be examined in relation to interacting biological, psychological, environmental,
lifestyle, meaning-related, informational and integrative influences. The analogy does not imply that ecosystems and
human nervous systems operate through identical mechanisms, or that any disturbance inevitably causes
system-wide rupture.
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