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Executive Summary

Conflicts are coherence collapses across multiple scales. Traditional approaches (negotiation, 
mediation, force) treat these as static equilibria requiring external intervention. A resonant 
architecture approach diagnoses conflicts as failures in multi-scale entrainment and designs 
interventions to restore genuine resonance—not pseudo-coherence.

The framework integrates:

1. Coherence functionals as the diagnostic lens
2. Power Gradient (PG) as the obstruction to entrainment
3. Ethical Friction Coefficient (EFC) as the measure of moral paradox
4. Grammars of engagement (McWhinney) as the reframing mechanism
5. Resonant re-entrainment protocols as concrete intervention steps

Part I: Diagnosis – The Coherence Collapse Model

1.1 Multi-Scale Decoherence

Conflicts manifest at three interlocking scales:

α-scale (Individual/Local Reorganization):

• Fragmented narratives: "I am victim / enemy / threatened"
• PTSD, fear, identity-loss as segregated memory loops
• Decoupled from larger context

κ-scale (Meso/Conservation):

• Polarized groups in echo chambers
• Institutional rigidity (policy, law, role structures)
• In-group / out-group decoupling

Ω-scale (Macro/Collapse):

• Broken trust networks between societies
• Economic/military escalation spirals
• Legitimacy failure of mediating institutions

The cascade: α-fragmentation amplifies κ-rigidity, which cascades into Ω-breakdown.

1.2 Coherence Collapse Diagnosis



In healthy systems, coherence descriptor R(t) tracks:

• Synchrony across scales (individual fears aligned with community safety)
• Spatial correlations (stories that bridge groups)
• Topological invariants (stable identity patterns that persist across contexts)

In conflict, R(t) shows:

$$R_{\text{conflict}}(t) = R_{\text{local}}(t) - R_{\text{bridge}}(t) + R_{\text{noise}}(t)$$

Where:

• $R_{\text{local}}$ = strong internal coherence within each group (false unity)
• $R_{\text{bridge}}$ = vanished cross-group coupling (zero inter-group resonance)
• $R_{\text{noise}}$ = stochastic aggression/fear signals

Result: High internal coherence + zero inter-group coherence = structural stalemate.

Part II: Obstruction Analysis – Power and Ethics

2.1 Power Gradient (PG): Asymmetric Entrainment

Definition: $$PG = \left| \int (\text{coupling strength A} \to \text{B}) - \int (\text{coupling strength 
B} \to \text{A}) \right| \times \alpha_{\text{entrainment}}$$

Where $\alpha_{\text{entrainment}}$ measures phase-locking rigidity (0 = flexible mutual 
adjustment; 1 = complete domination).

In conflicts:

• High PG (dominant power imbalance) forces the weaker party into "pseudo-coherence":

◦ Apparent agreement while internal fragmentation persists
◦ Coerced synchronization rather than genuine entrainment
◦ Unstable equilibrium (ceasefire that breaks under small perturbation)

• Moderate PG with flexible $\alpha$ allows negotiated adjustment:

◦ Both parties shift frequency toward meeting point
◦ Genuine phase-locking emerges

Dynamics: As PG increases, the system is driven toward rigid attractors:

• Low PG: multiple stable entrainment points possible
• High PG: only one attractor (dominator's preferred state)
• Critical PG threshold: entrainment becomes impossible; only coercion remains

2.2 Ethical Friction Coefficient (EFC): Moral Paradox in Coupling

Definition:

$$EFC = \sum_i (\text{ethical trade-off}_i \times \text{Fiske grammar}i) + \text{dissonance}
{\text{coupling}}$$

Ethical trade-offs in conflict contexts:



1. Justice vs. Pragmatism: Truth commission without accountability vs. amnesty without 
healing

2. Equality vs. Hierarchy: Equal voice (slow, difficult) vs. expert-driven solution (fast, 
resented)

3. Autonomy vs. Unity: Each group retains identity vs. merged identity for stability
4. Past vs. Future: Acknowledge atrocities vs. move forward without processing

Grammar coloring (McWhinney):

• Authority Ranking (hierarchical): High score on power ethics; privileges dominator 
perspective

• Market Pricing (transactional): Splits differences; treats justice as commodity (low EFC 
locally, high dissonance globally)

• Communal Sharing (reciprocal): Requires equal suffering acknowledged (high coupling 
friction; slow but stable)

• Equality Matching (proportional): "Eye for eye"; perpetuates escalation cycles
Dissonance contribution:

$$\text{dissonance} = \text{over-coupling} + \text{under-coupling}$$

• Over-coupling (forced unity): Pressuring groups into premature harmony → brittle; 
collapses under stress

• Under-coupling (fragmentation): Refusing to acknowledge shared vulnerability → 
stalemate perpetuates

Effect on coherence:

High EFC introduces "noisy coherence"—the system oscillates between apparent harmony and 
hidden resentment. This is adaptive in small doses (prevents brittle symmetry) but destructive if 
unmanaged (prevents genuine resonance).

2.3 The Coherence Obstruction Model

The obstructed coherence functional becomes:

$$J_{\text{obstructed}}[X(\cdot)] = J_{\text{ideal}}[X(\cdot)] - \lambda_{PG} \cdot PG - 
\lambda_{EFC} \cdot EFC$$

Interpretation:

• High PG reduces achievable coherence (forces pseudo-coherence)
• High EFC destabilizes coherence (moral paradox prevents stable attractor)
• Both must be addressed simultaneously for genuine resolution

Part III: Intervention Protocol – Resonant Re-entrainment

3.1 The Five-Step Protocol

Step 1: Localize Decoherence (Diagnosis Phase)

Objective: Map where coherence has failed across scales.

Methods:



• Sentiment analysis + narrative mapping: Where do stories diverge? Which narratives are 
isolated?

• Network analysis: Which actors have decoupled? Where are bridges missing?
• Institutional audit: Which rules/structures enforce separation vs. enable coupling?
• Trauma mapping (α-scale): Identify segregated memory loops in individual accounts

Output:

• Visual map of R(t) at each scale
• Identification of primary decoherence points
• Initial PG and EFC estimates

Duration: 2-4 weeks (depends on conflict scale)

Step 2: Lower Power Gradient (Symmetry Building)

Objective: Reduce asymmetric entrainment by increasing the weaker party's coupling strength and 
entrainment flexibility.

Interventions:

2a. Restore voice and agency at α-scale:

• Structured testimony processes (not court-like; narrative-based)
• Peer support networks (individual coherence stabilization)
• Skill-building in how to articulate grievance (encoding fragmentation into articulable form)
• Goal: Individuals move from passive victim narrative to active participant narrative

2b. Build counter-power at κ-scale:

• Strengthen the weaker party's institutional capacity (governance, communication, economic 
resilience)

• Create parallel tracks of dialogue (not single mediator; multiple entry points reduce 
dependency)

• Ensure media/information access (break information asymmetry)
• Goal: Reduce one-way coupling; enable bidirectional frequency adjustment

2c. Shift entrainment flexibility ($\alpha$) from rigid to adaptive:

• Introduce rotating mediators (no single authority anchor)
• Use multiple dialogue platforms (Analytic, Generative, Normative per McWhinney)
• Build in "break points" where either side can pause without being forced to sync 

immediately
• Goal: Allow both parties to adjust rhythm independently; genuine phase-locking emerges 

organically
Measurement: $$PG_{\text{new}} = PG_{\text{old}} \times \left(1 - \frac{\Delta \text{capacity} 
+ \Delta \alpha_{\text{flex}}}{2}\right)$$

Continue until $PG$ drops below critical threshold (typically PG < 0.4 for entrainment to become 
possible).

Step 3: Unpack Ethical Friction (Grammar Bridging)

Objective: Acknowledge moral paradoxes explicitly; avoid false coherence.



Interventions:

3a. Surface the ethical trade-offs:

• Structured deliberation: "What would justice look like?" vs. "What is practically possible?"
• Identify which Fiske grammar each side prefers (authority ranking vs. communal sharing, 

etc.)
• Name the dissonance: "We cannot achieve both full accountability and rapid peace. What do 

we choose?"
3b. Reframe via multiple grammars (McWhinney):

Present the same conflict through different realities:

• Unitary (U): What universal principles could both sides honor? (shared humanity, rule of 
law, sacred memory)

• Sensory (Se): What measurable outcomes matter? (security, economic recovery, 
institutional function)

• Social (So): What relationships need repair? (trust, dignity, mutual obligation)
• Mythic (M): What stories can we tell together that transform this narrative? (redemption, 

learning, growth)
Platforms to use (McWhinney):

• Evaluative (Se-So): Cost-benefit of different resolution paths (what each side gains/loses)
• Generative (M-So): Co-create new narratives that honor both suffering and possibility
• Normative (U-So): Design institutions that embed the chosen values

3c. Introduce "noisy coherence" as design:

• Acceptance: Not all ethical tension can be resolved; some must be held in tension
• Oscillation protocol: Design agreements that allow oscillation between "justice focus" 

periods and "healing focus" periods
• Accountability structures that balance truth (acknowledge harm) + amnesty (allow forward 

movement)
Example:

• Year 1-2: Intensive truth commission (prioritize narrative coherence, accountability naming)
• Year 2-3: Reconciliation focus (prioritize relational healing, future orientation)
• Year 3-4: Institutional design (stabilize changes into structure)

Measurement: $$EFC_{\text{managed}} = EFC_{\text{raw}} \times \text{dissonance 
acknowledged} / \text{dissonance repressed}$$

Goal: Make EFC visible and managed rather than hidden and destabilizing.

Step 4: Design Resonant Coupling Structures (Architecture Building)

Objective: Build institutions and practices that enable ongoing entrainment.

Interventions:

4a. Multi-level governance coupling:

Establish concentric circles of dialogue:



1. Micro-level (neighborhoods/communities): Sociocratic circles with local decision-making 
(McWhinney's "fractale democratie")

◦ Small groups (5-15 people) with rotating facilitation
◦ Decisions by consent (not consensus—objections must be heard but not veto)
◦ Cadence: monthly meetings, quarterly reviews

2. Meso-level (districts/regions): Delegate councils

◦ Representatives from micro-circles + civil society + institutions
◦ Same consent-based process, scaled up
◦ Cadence: quarterly; feedback to micro-circles monthly

3. Macro-level (national/international): Coordination council

◦ Senior leaders + international observers
◦ Review coherence at system scale
◦ Cadence: biannual; emergency sessions on decoherence signals

4b. Rhythmic coupling (synchronization cadences):

Design feedback loops that prevent drift:

• Daily: Community reporting (what is happening locally; any breaches of safety)
• Weekly: Micro-circle check-in (local tensions named; small rebalancing)
• Monthly: Meso-level dialogue (cross-community sharing; pattern recognition)
• Quarterly: Macro-level review (system-wide coherence assessment; major adjustments)
• Annually: Grammar re-evaluation (Do we still agree on values? Are platforms still 

working?)
Measurement tool: R(t) dashboard

• Track sentiment flows (from neural/linguistic analysis)
• Monitor synchrony indicators (do different levels stay phase-locked?)
• Flag decoherence early (when R drops below threshold)

4c. Symbolic coupling (narrative anchoring):

Design rituals and symbols that maintain shared identity:

• Founding narrative: Story of how this group chose to transform conflict (emphasize 
agency, not victimhood)

• Commemorative calendar: Annual days that acknowledge both suffering and healing (not 
victory/defeat)

• Shared symbols: Redesigned flag, anthem, or emblem that integrates both identities
• Ritual practices: Monthly gatherings that physically enact the new coupling (shared meals, 

joint projects)
4d. Material coupling (space and technology):

Embed preferred patterns in environment:

• Physical design: Dialogue spaces where seating is circular (no head/hierarchy), with water/
food (shared care)

• Digital platforms: Transparent communication systems where both sides see real-time 
feedback from each other

• Economic initiatives: Joint projects (resource sharing, trade) that create mutual dependency 
(positive entrainment)



Step 5: Monitor and Adapt (Continuous Learning)

Objective: Track coherence in real-time; adjust when decoherence signals appear.

Interventions:

5a. Coherence monitoring dashboard:

Measure R(t) continuously across multiple signals:

$$R(t) = {\text{sentiment}, \text{synchrony}, \text{narrative alignment}, \text{institutional 
function}}$$

• Sentiment: Linguistic analysis of conflict/cooperation language in media, social, official 
discourse

• Synchrony: Do leaders say same things? Do communities move together? (phase-locking 
indicator)

• Narrative alignment: Are stories about the conflict converging or diverging?
• Institutional function: Are agreed structures actually working? Any hidden parallel 

systems forming?
Alert thresholds:

• Green (0.7 < R < 1.0): Healthy entrainment; monitor routinely
• Yellow (0.4 < R < 0.7): Decoherence emerging; minor adjustments needed
• Red (R < 0.4): Coherence collapse risk; activate emergency protocol

5b. Emergency re-entrainment protocol (if R drops to Red):

When decoherence signals appear:

1. Pause normal operations: Halt all agreements temporarily (48-72 hours)
2. Rapid diagnosis: Convene macro-level council; identify which scale is decoherent
3. Grammar shift: Move to different platform (if Analytic wasn't working, try Generative)
4. Power rebalancing: Check if PG has drifted; rebalance if needed
5. Ethical re-surfacing: What moral paradox was being repressed? Bring it back into view
6. Resume with adjusted architecture: Restart with modified structures, cadences, or 

symbols

3.2 Scale-Specific Application

Interpersonal Conflict (Two people)

• Step 1: Narrative mapping (where do stories diverge?)
• Step 2: Equalize voice (both speak uninterrupted; mediator ensures symmetry)
• Step 3: Acknowledge the bind (what trade-off are we making?)
• Step 4: Create shared ritual (weekly check-in; rotating who initiates)
• Step 5: Track sentiment (simple: "How are we?" on scale 1-10)

Duration: 8-12 weeks to stabilize

Organizational Conflict (Department/company)

• Step 1: Map alliances and information silos
• Step 2: Structural rebalancing (cross-functional teams; rotate leadership)



• Step 3: Name competing values (speed vs. quality? profit vs. people?)
• Step 4: Governance redesign (consent-based decision-making; transparent metrics)
• Step 5: Monthly all-hands with R(t) dashboard visible

Duration: 3-6 months

Communal Conflict (Neighborhoods/districts)

• Step 1: Community mapping (which groups are isolated? which bridges exist?)
• Step 2: Build local voice (neighborhood assemblies; amplify marginalized perspectives)
• Step 3: Identify local ethical tensions (safety vs. freedom? tradition vs. change?)
• Step 4: Design concentric circles (as described above)
• Step 5: Quarterly state-of-community report (transparent R(t) metrics)

Duration: 6-12 months to initial stability; 3-5 years for deep entrainment

Geopolitical Conflict (Nations/blocs)

• Step 1: Multi-actor mapping (who are the real parties? Not just official representatives)
• Step 2: International power rebalancing (UN-led; ensure smaller powers have voice)
• Step 3: Surface geopolitical ethics (sovereignty vs. human rights? Resource access vs. 

environmental protection?)
• Step 4: Design multi-platform dialogue (analytic: data on security threats; generative: new 

vision for coexistence; normative: international law innovation)
• Step 5: Global coherence monitoring (track via international bodies; media; academic 

institutions)
Duration: 18-36 months for framework; 5-10 years for stable entrainment

Part IV: Case Application – Ukraine/Russia Conflict

Diagnosis (Step 1):

Decoherence pattern:

• α-scale: Millions of displaced; fragmented narratives (liberation narrative vs. invasion 
narrative; no bridge)

• κ-scale: Military-security state on both sides; media isolation; institutional rigidity
• Ω-scale: NATO/Russia trust networks completely severed; international institutions (UN) 

delegitimized; escalation spiral
R(t) signature: Very low ($R \approx 0.2$); near-collapse.

Power Gradient Reduction (Step 2):

Current state: Extreme asymmetry (military capability, NATO backing, international legitimacy all 
favor one side)

Interventions:

• Establish neutral territory dialogues (not NATO-mediated, not Russia-dominated)
• International security guarantees for both sides simultaneously (reduce fear of domination)
• Amplify Ukrainian voice independently (not through US proxy)
• Introduce rotating mediators from non-aligned nations



Target: Reduce PG from ~0.9 to ~0.5 (where negotiation becomes possible)

Ethical Friction Unpacking (Step 3):

Explicit trade-offs to name:

• Territorial sovereignty vs. historical narratives (Crimea, Donbas as "ours" historically)
• Justice for war crimes vs. pragmatic peace (full accountability unlikely; amnesty alone 

unacceptable)
• NATO expansion security (Western perspective) vs. Russian sphere-of-influence (Russian 

perspective)
• Civilian casualties (horror on both sides) vs. military necessity

Grammar work:

• Unitary: Can both sides agree on any universal principle? (Dignity? Self-determination? 
Non-aggression?)

• Sensory: What measurable outcomes must be guaranteed? (No renewed invasion; civilian 
safety; economic recovery)

• Social: What relationships need healing? (Trust between populations; institutional 
partnerships)

• Mythic: What shared narrative could transform this? (Both sides as victims of geopolitics, 
choosing a different path together)

Design: Oscillating focus over phased agreement:

• Phase 1 (Months 1-6): Justice focus (investigation, accounting, acknowledgment of 
atrocities)

• Phase 2 (Months 6-18): Pragmatic peace (security guarantees, territorial arrangements, 
humanitarian access)

• Phase 3 (Years 2-5): Healing and reconstruction (truth commissions, economic integration, 
cultural exchange)

Resonant Architecture (Step 4):

Multi-level governance:

• Micro: Local councils in contested regions (integrated: Russian-speaking and Ukrainian-
speaking residents dialogue)

• Meso: Regional reconstruction authorities (joint management; consensus-based resource 
allocation)

• Macro: National coordination council (Ukraine + Russia + international observers; 
transparent decision-making)

Cadence:

• Weekly: Local tension reports
• Monthly: Regional review; cross-border coordination
• Quarterly: National/international assessment; major adjustments
• Annual: Full treaty review; grammar re-evaluation

Symbols & rituals:

• New inclusive national anthem or redesigned flag (acknowledges both identities)
• Annual day (not victory day, but "day of choosing peace" with joint ceremonies)
• Joint reconstruction projects (shared ownership of rebuilding)

Material coupling:



• Economic interdependence agreements (trade, energy, infrastructure shared)
• Digital transparency (both sides see real-time data on implementation)
• Physical spaces (joint museums, cultural centers, educational institutions)

Monitoring (Step 5):

Dashboard signals:

• Sentiment (media, social analysis): Are references to "enemy" decreasing? Cooperation 
language increasing?

• Synchrony: Do leaders use similar language about peace? Are publics moving together?
• Narrative: Are stories converging (e.g., "both sides suffered; we choose together")
• Institutional: Are the councils actually functioning? Hidden power structures emerging?

Alert: If R drops below 0.5 in any quarter → Emergency protocol triggered

Part V: Critical Success Factors

5.1 What Must Be True for This to Work

1. Both parties must have power to walk away (else forced coherence persists)
2. Ethical tensions must be named, not repressed (noise prevents brittleness)
3. Institutions must outlast initial leaders (governance structures, not charisma)
4. Monitoring must be transparent and real-time (R(t) visible to all)
5. Cultural/symbolic work is as important as structural work (rituals embed new patterns)

5.2 Failure Modes

• Pseudo-coherence trap: Agreement without genuine entrainment (high PG never 
addressed)

• Moral collapse: Ethical tensions ignored; resentment builds silently (EFC unmanaged)
• Institutional capture: Councils become dominated by strongest actors (oscillation broken)
• Symbolic void: No rituals/stories anchor the new coupling; old narratives persist 

underground
• Monitoring failure: R(t) signals ignored; decoherence undetected until collapse

Appendix: Technical Notes

Coherence Functional for Conflict (Extended)

$$J_{\text{conflict}}[X(\cdot)] = \int_0^T \left[ L_{\text{coh}}(t) - \lambda_{PG} \cdot PG(t) - 
\lambda_{EFC} \cdot EFC(t) + \lambda_{\text{cross}} \cdot R_{\text{bridge}}(t) \right] dt$$

Where:

• $L_{\text{coh}}(t)$ = internal coherence (fragmentation penalty)
• $\lambda_{PG}$ = weight on power-gradient obstruction
• $\lambda_{EFC}$ = weight on ethical friction cost
• $\lambda_{\text{cross}}$ = weight on inter-group resonance (reward term)

Learning dynamics:



Parameters evolve via local Hebbian rules: $$\frac{d\theta}{dt} = \epsilon \langle \text{local 
correlation} \rangle_\tau \cdot R(t) - \eta \theta$$

Where $R(t)$ serves as intrinsic reward (coherence itself drives learning toward better 
entrainment).

Measurement Operands
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Scal
e Signal Measurement Threshold

α Narrative 
fragmentation Linguistic diversity in personal accounts Increasing = decoherence

κ Institutional rigidity Rule adherence / Deviation from norms >80% strict = rigidity

Ω Network trust Cross-group tie density <10% cross-ties = 
isolation

PG Entrainment 
asymmetry Leadership influence differential >0.6 = forced sync

EF
C

Moral dissonance Unacknowledged paradox indicators >0.7 = hidden resentment

R(t) Overall coherence Composite of above + sentiment + 
synchrony 0.4-0.7 = at-risk zone


