UNIVERSAL COHERENCE (UC): What It Is — And
What It Isn’t

An entry point (no dogma, no fluff, and actually useful)

In recent months I’ve used the term Universal Coherence (UC) in different works and texts. That has

sparked curiosity... and also a few misunderstandings.

This piece is an introduction. If you’ve never read anything about UC, it should work as an entry map.

And if you've read something already, it may help you place it with less noise.

Part of why I’'m writing this is that I promised myself I wouldn’t deal with language gatekeeping while
trying to make the framework more “academic”; I'm aware, however, that the way I express myself can

sometimes come across as provocative and trigger some initial skepticism.

Let’s start with what matters:

UC is not a dogma. It is not a closed doctrine. It is not a “school” one joins. It is not a theory that

claims to explain the totality of reality. And it is not a new religion with technical vocabulary.
laims to explain the totality of reality. And it t lig th technical vocabulary.

UC does not ask for belief. If at any point it sounds like a “totalizing narrative,” then you’re reading

something else.

UC is deliberately more modest: it proposes a relational reading framework for describing the
organization of a system, examining its effects, and formulating comparisons that must be justified in each

context.

Each discipline works with its own models and metrics. And that’s good: specialization has produced real

advances. But it also has a cost: fragmentation.

Physics, biology, computer science, linguistics, art, social psychology, systems theory... often describe

complex phenomena in languages that are not directly translatable into one another. The result is familiar:

- We have very powerful knowledge in separate parcels.
- Butit’s hard to compare patterns across domains without forcing reductions.

- Andit’s hard to hold dialogue without one field “swallowing” the other.



UC is born from that concern: can we have a reference point that allows us to observe coberence

across different systems without erasing their particularities?

UC is a relational reading architecture: a way to describe and compare how the layers of a system are

organized and what “fruit” that organization produces.

- Puteven more simply, UC does not first ask “What are you claiming?”, but rather:
- Which layers are at play here?
- Are they aligned, or do they contradict each other?

- What stable effect does that alignment (or contradiction) produce?

In CU, coherence is not:

- “Looking good,”

- “Sounding nice,”

- “Having internal logical consistency” as if logic alone were enough.
y

- Nor an automatic moral label (“coherent = good”).
In CU, coherence is dynamic alignment among a system’s relational layers.
In human systems, one useful way to ground this is:
1) What happens (facts / processes / real conditions)
2) Whatis said (story / discourse / justification / narrative)
3) Whatis done (practices / procedures / treatment / decisions)
4) What is produced (effect: climate, learning, openness or closure, repair or harm)
When those layers align, the system tends to become more legible and more stable. When they contradict

each other, a very typical phenomenon appears: the system “defends” itself through form, while it

deteriorates in substance. And this is where one of the most important ideas for UC shows up.

Many systems—people, institutions, communities, even projects—learn to “perfect the container”:

- Protocols.

- Impeccable discourse.



- Formality.
- Technical language.
- Nice words.
- “Correct” procedures.
But a proper container does not guarantee healthy content. And conversely, a humble container can hold

a cleaner source.

UC insists on not confusing the container with the source.

Because one of the most common incoherences today is this: the container replaces the source. Practical

translation:

Form displaces care.
Correctness displaces truth.

Protocol displaces repair.

And when that happens, incoherence is often not signed in words... it is executed in the real dynamics

(timing, silences, turn-taking, micro-decisions, hidden costs).

A key UC question is: what does this produce over time?

It’s not enough for something to be internally “consistent.” A system can be highly coherent... for
controlling, excluding, or subjugating. That’s why UC introduces a practical verification criterion: the fruit.

In simple terms:

- ¢Does it produce clarity, or does it produce fog?
- Does it produce the possibility of reply, or does it produce self-censorship?
- Does it produce stability without violence, or stability through fear?

- Does it produce reparative learning, or the normalization of what’s unjust?

If a framework cannot be tested by its ability to make these effects observable, then it is not fulfilling its

purpose.

The project also develops tools to explore the questions it raises. Two of these are the UC Scale and the
architecture of the sixteen S(i) functions. They share a relational perspective, but perform different

operations. It is important to clarify what each proposes before interpreting its results.



A) The Limited-Precision UC Scale: Converting Values Using Explicit Reference Points:

The UC Scale is a numerical conversion convention based on explicitly defined ranges. It takes a previously
defined value and positions it relative to a minimum and a maximum through normalization, together with

a conversion factor and rules governing sign and representation.

The question it can answer is: "Where does this value fall relative to the reference points I have

chosen?" It does not, by itself, answer the question: "How much coherence does this phenomenon have?”

To use it, one must know what the input represents, how it was obtained, and why those limits were
chosen. The result depends on these decisions: changing the reference points may change the converted

value even when the original observation remains unchanged.

This allows relative positions to be presented under a common convention. However, two results
sharing the same numerical interval does not mean they measure the same property. A social score and a

physical quantity do not become equivalent simply because they have been converted into the same format.

The term "limited precision” refers to decisions about calculation and representation. Displaying
additional decimal places does not add information that was absent from the original data. The "asymptotic
center” retains a conceptual meaning within the project, but it does not establish a measure of maximum

coherence or prevent the formula from producing zero.

The scale can support a description or comparison when these conditions are preserved. Its
usefulness must be examined in relation to the specific task: what it helps interpret, what information it

leaves out, and whether another representation would be sufficient.

Changes Between States: S(i) proposes a working architecture of sixteen positions, each associated with
functional labels, mathematical expressions, and relationships between them. The number is a design choice:

it is not presented as an inventory of functions that must exist in nature or as a proven optimal quantity.

Its central question differs from that of the scale: "What behaviors can emerge when these functions

interact, and what happens in one cycle influences the next?"

The names — memory, expansion, threshold, resonance, or organization, among others — guide
the interpretation of each position. They do not guarantee that the associated formula, by itself, produces
what its name suggests. This is why the functional role, the mathematical expression, the state adopted by

each position, and the rules that update that state are treated as distinct elements.

In the Sy-centered pathway, this position is assigned the role of accumulation and convergence.
Starting from its available state, the endpoints S, and S, are updated first; then, two branches of
intermediate functions return toward S,. This organization is a design choice within the model, not a

pathway automatically attributed to any real-world system.



S;6 is assigned the role of the emergent expression of the system as a whole in each cycle. This
expression participates in the return pathway and, through the updating of the core, may influence the
conditions under which its subsequent expression emerges. It is not a final output separated from the
process: what is expressed becomes part of what may transform it. This does not imply that every cycle

produces an improvement, nor that S,, constitutes a complete measure of coherence.

The architecture makes it possible to compare connections, pathways, and update conditions. To
use it as a representation of an external phenomenon, one would need to justify what each component
corresponds to and what independent observations could challenge that interpretation. Executing a set of

rules reveals their consequences; it does not demonstrate that those same rules govern another phenomenon.

The distinction between the two tools is therefore clear: the UC Scale converts values relative to
defined reference points; S(i) proposes an organization for exploring interactions. Combining them requires
explaining which values are exchanged and for what purpose. Their belonging to the same project does not

make their variables equivalent, nor does it allow one to automatically validate the other.
The criterion of "fruit” (fruto) can guide the assessment of their usefulness and consequences. To

support a claim about the world, however, that assessment must be accompanied by procedures and

observations capable of challenging it.

If you want to “test” UC without getting into technicalities, here’s a sober way to start:

1) Define the system: What are you looking at? A conversation? A team? A product? A process? A
habit? A text?

2) Identify relevant layers: There isn’t a single fixed list. But in human systems the package almost

always appears: facts / narrative / practice / eftect.

3) Describe alignment (without moralizing): What is being declared? What is being done? What is
actually happening? What is being produced?

4) Look for patterns, not anecdotes: A single signal is ambiguous. A sustained pattern lets you

speak with less arbitrariness.

5) Triangulate with context: Coherence is not diagnosed from an isolated sentence. It is observed in

the relationship between layers and conditions.

6) Verify by fruit: Here is the test: what climate does it leave? what does the system learn? who gains

voice and who loses it?



With that, you are already using UC in an honest and useful way.

1) “Correct” communication that produces closure: A classic case: impeccable wording, professional
tone... and yet people stop speaking. What’s happening? The container (correctness) protects the sender, but
yet peop p sp g ppening P

the effect (closure) reveals the real structure.
In UC this isn’t argued as “I didn’t like it.” Its analyzed as a pattern: discourse-treatment—fruit.

2) An organization that preaches values and executes something else: “We care about people here.”

“We have zero tolerance for abuse.” “We have a reporting channel.” And then:

- Timelines drag on.
- Information leaks.
- Voice is punished indirectly.

- The process “closes” without traceability.

Coberence is not decided by the poster. It’s decided by the real procedure and the fruit in the climate.

3) A personal project that works... or fragments: On the micro level, UC also helps: when what you
think, feel, say, and do contradict each other in a sustained way, friction appears. When they align, a stability

appears that doesn’t depend on self-pressure.

This isn’t mysticism. It’s structure. And it’s verified by fruit: clarity, available energy, capacity for

action, quality of bond.

“Universal” here does not mean “everything is the same.” It means:

- There are structural patterns that can be observed across different domains.

- We can build comparable languages without reducing diversity to a single explanation.

The universal is not in imposing an answer. It’s in sustaining a well-formed question and a replicable

reading rule.

UC is not meant to be the end of an explanation. It is meant to be a tool for investigating connections

we still don’t fully understand.



It asks for testing.

If it helps you observe better, compare better, argue with less smoke and more traceability... use it. If not,

leave it.
Nothing more.

And, probably, nothing less.
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