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0 1  ·  C O R E

What syncin is.

Syncin is not a theory about people. It is an observational language for the structures in which people

operate.

Most models developed over the past half-century to address social systems share a tacit assumption:

that the person — their qualities, motives, history, competencies — is the central explanatory level for

social behaviour. Even where theories explicitly target systems, the person returns through the back

door: as carrier of values, holder of roles, source of resistance or change.

Syncin shifts this assumption entirely. The object of observation is neither the subject nor its

environment, but the relational configuration through which a social system stabilises itself. This

configuration is not located in persons. It is not located in structures. It lies in the relations between five

operational mechanisms that every social system — from a single life to a national economy —

continuously reproduces.

The five operational fields

The mechanisms are: Plausibility (what counts as legitimate), Order (how stability reproduces itself),

Edge Zone (what holds unintegrated variation), Time (which rhythms dominate), and Coupling (how

difference remains connectable). They are not categories into which persons are sorted. They are

operators which together produce a specific morphological readability of a system. Analytical depth

comes not from the number of fields but from their configuration: a system with high Order and weak

Coupling produces different structural phenomena than one with accelerated Time and a marginalised

Edge Zone. These configurations can be made visible with minimal input, because systems are

redundant — the same operative logic appears in every domain in which the system describes itself.

Core proposition. The question is not "Who is this person?" but "How does this system stabilise itself — and

which configuration produces its repetitions?"

What syncin does not do

Syncin diagnoses no personalities, assigns no types, predicts no behaviour, judges no maturity. It holds

no normative idea of how a system should be. It operates without inference data — no biometrics, no

tracking, no behavioural modelling. The only input is the structured self-description of the system

itself.

0 2  ·  T H E O R E T I C A L  F O U N D A T I O N S

Second-order observation — without making the observer the
explanatory variable.

Syncin stands in the tradition of second-order cybernetics as formulated by Heinz von Foerster,

Humberto Maturana, and Niklas Luhmann. With this tradition it shares three assumptions: social



systems are non-trivial, their reactions are not computable from inputs, and every observation is itself

an operational achievement of a system.

Non-trivial systems as reproduction machines

A non-trivial system is not one that is unpredictable. It is one whose reactions depend on internal

states that change with each operation. Syncin takes this definition seriously by directing observation

at what reproduces despite the variability: the operative signature by which a system remains

recognisable even when its content changes. This signature is not a property, nor a structure in the

classical sense. It is a reproduction pattern — the way a system carries the conditions of its own

restoration in every operation. The five operational fields are the minimal language in which this

signature becomes legible.

Scale invariance

A consequence of this setup is unusual: the same language works at every level of social reality. A

single life, a team, an organisation, a city, a national economy — all reproduce themselves through the

same five mechanisms. The configurations differ; the operators do not. This scale invariance is not a

claim but a structural property of the model: because the operators carry no personal content, they do

not collapse when the system level changes. In precisely this respect — and only in this respect —

syncin claims something no other systemic model claims: a continuously identical analytical language

from the individual to the civilisational level.

0 3  ·  D I F F E R E N T I A T I O N

Seven schools, seven assumptions — and the point at which
syncin departs from each.

The following situates syncin within the field of systemic theories of the past four decades. It is not

polemical. Each school has produced substantial insight in its domain. The question is not whether they

work, but what they presuppose as their object — and where syncin does not share that

presupposition.

Luhmann's systems theory (from 1984)

Luhmann describes society as an operatively closed system of communications that decomposes

through functional differentiation into autonomous subsystems. Common ground: the rejection of the

person as explanatory level, the move to second-order observation. Difference: Luhmann's theory is

descriptive, not diagnostic — a language for the architecture of modern society, but no instrument with

which a specific system can be read and a specific finding articulated. Syncin is the diagnostic turn of

Luhmann's observation, applicable to a single case.

Family and systemic therapy (Bateson, Watzlawick, Selvini-Palazzoli, Schweitzer)

Systemic therapy was historically the first attempt to locate social problems not in persons but in

relational patterns. Common ground: the focus on circular causality and on patterns rather than

properties. Difference: it remains within the register of the helping relationship — it aims at change,

reframes symptoms, works with hypotheses and interventions that presuppose a therapeutic relation.



Syncin is not therapeutic, claims no healing, assigns no meaning; it makes a configuration visible and

leaves what follows to the system itself.

Senge / Learning Organisation (1990)

Peter Senge introduced System Dynamics into management literature and popularised feedback loops,

mental models, and "archetypes of system behaviour." Common ground: that organisational problems

have structural, not personal, causes. Difference: Senge's model is normative — it seeks to improve

organisations, takes learning as a goal, and its archetypes are templates into which a system is fitted.

Syncin contains no templates, no learning ideal, no improvement assumption. A configuration is not

"bad." It is observable.

Spiral Dynamics, Integral Theory, Wilber (1990s)

These currents arrange individuals and cultures into developmental stages that build hierarchically on

one another. Difference: syncin is non-evolutionary. It knows no stages, no maturity, no "higher" or "more

integrated." A configuration is a configuration. The notion that one system stands at a lower or higher

level than another is not definable in the syncin model — and that is intended, not a gap.

Complexity theory and Cynefin (Snowden, from 1999)

Cynefin distinguishes simple, complicated, complex, and chaotic domains and proposes a different

mode of action for each. Common ground: the recognition that non-trivial systems are steered not by

control but by probing. Difference: Cynefin is a classification grid for situations. Syncin does not

classify what something is; it reads how it reproduces.

Theory U (Otto Scharmer, 2007)

Scharmer describes change as movement through a "U" shape from present perception, through letting

go, to emergent future. Difference: Theory U is phenomenological and process-bound. It posits the

person as the perceptual instance and works with inner experience as an organ of cognition. Syncin

dispenses with the inner entirely as a data source: it reads what the system says about itself, not what

the person feels in the process.

Algorithmic behavioural modelling and psychometric AI (from 2015)

The most recent school works with inference data: behavioural traces, clickstreams, language,

biometrics. From passively gathered data, personality profiles, dispositions, and predictions are derived.

Difference: syncin renounces inference data entirely. It operates exclusively on active, conscious,

purpose-bound self-description. This decision is not ethical but epistemic: the most relevant

information about a non-trivial system is the information the system gives about itself — not what is

inferred from its behaviour.

0 4  ·  C A S E  S T U D Y

What the model sees when it meets a single system.

The following reading is not an illustration but a proof. It shows how the five operational fields, from a

minimal input, become a specific, non-substitutable system description — and why the same reading



would be demonstrably wrong for a differently configured system.

Field intensities — measured, not declared

PLAUSIBILITY 0.72

ORDER 0.31

EDGE ZONE 0.89

TIME 0.44

COUPLING 0.58

What the values are — and what they are not

The values are not scores. They evaluate nothing. They do not say whether something is good or bad,

high or low, desired or deficient. They measure how strongly an operator participates in stabilising this

specific system — how often and how decisively the field recurs in the self-description. A value of 0.89

does not mean "too much." It means: this operator carries the main load of reproduction.

The morphological reading

The most striking feature of this configuration is not a single value but a relation. Edge Zone 0.89 and

Order 0.31 stand at a distance that is structurally meaningful: this system continuously produces more

possibilities than its order can integrate. The Edge Zone is overloaded — much remains unfit, carried

unresolved, existing as latent variation without becoming operational. At the same time Order, the

mode in which deviation is processed and stability reproduced, is the weakest field. The system does

not hold itself together through structure. It holds itself together differently.

What does it hold to, then? To Plausibility 0.72 — the second strong axis. The system organises itself

along a strict plausibility logic: it decides precisely what is legitimate, what counts, what appears

coherent. Coherence is held conceptually, not procedurally. The system does not say "this is how we do

it" but "this is what makes sense." Time 0.44 and Coupling 0.58 are the middle values — they neither

carry nor constrain. That Coupling sits above Time is notable: the system connects better than it paces.

The actual structural stress lies in the difference between Plausibility 0.72 and Time 0.44: everything

that is recognised waits for a time figure in which it could be realised.

Structural finding. This system stabilises itself through conceptual plausibility against an overloaded Edge

Zone. The tension does not arise from ambiguity — it arises because coherence is waiting for a time figure in

which it can become operational.

The counter-test — why this reading would be wrong for a different system

Here lies the decisive difference from any typological or astrological description. A reading is valid only

if it simultaneously excludes something else. The finding above is not general; it is bound to this

morphology and would be structurally useless for an inversely configured system. Imagine the inverse

profile: high Order, weak Edge Zone, weak Plausibility, middle Time, middle Coupling — an execution

system without conceptual orientation, stabilised through structure, processes, and roles, generating

no plausibility logic of its own. For this counter-image the finding "coherence waits for a time figure"

would be nonsensical: there is no surplus coherence that could wait for realisation. The tension would



lie elsewhere — in the difference between high Order and weak Plausibility, a system that executes

precisely without knowing why it executes anything.

The misreadings syncin excludes

A personality diagnostic would turn this configuration into a property: "creative but unstructured,"

"visionary but chaotic." This misses the structural finding, because it describes the low Order as a

deficiency. It is not a deficiency — it is the condition under which the high Edge Zone is possible at all. If

Order rose, the Edge Zone would shrink: these are not two independent dimensions but two sides of

the same stabilisation. A coaching approach would formulate a developmental goal — "learn more

order," "introduce processes" — and so fight the configuration instead of reading it. An algorithmic

inference model would conclude from behavioural data on a disposition ("high openness, low

conscientiousness") and thereby describe the person. Syncin does not describe the person. It reads the

configuration in which the operations of this system hold themselves.

The actual intervention this configuration suggests is neither personality work nor process

optimisation, but a shift in the coupling architecture between Plausibility and Time. The system does

not need to become different. It needs to develop a time figure in which its existing coherence can

become operational.

Validity test. A description is diagnostic only if a different finding would be obligatory for a differently

configured system. The reading of this case meets that condition: it is not generally valid but demonstrably

bound to this morphology.

0 5  ·  C O M P A R I S O N

Seven axes. One continuous difference.
AXIS EXISTING MODELS SYNCIN

Object Person, behaviour, property, competence, or

system as a whole with persons inside

Relational configuration of five operators —

without personal content

Data basis Tests, inventories, behavioural observation,

inference from passive data, interviews

Seven open questions · exclusively conscious

self-description · no inference data

Diagnostic logic Classification, typology, stage models, score-

building, maturity ranking

Structural reading of the configuration · no

types, no stages, no scores

Validity criterion Agreement with self-perception, statistical

reliability, predictive accuracy

Differentiation — a description is valid only if it

simultaneously excludes something else

Scale behaviour One model per level — personality tests, team

diagnostics, organisational analysis, macro

models

Scale-invariant — the same five operators from

individual to economy

Intervention logic Optimisation, development, therapy, learning,

maturation, behaviour change

Shift of relational weights · no optimisation · no

improvement assumption



AXIS EXISTING MODELS SYNCIN

Relation to identity Identity is captured, modelled, predicted, or

changed

Identity is structurally not thematised — neither

captured nor interpreted

Consequence. Syncin is the only systemic observation architecture that operates diagnostically without

operationalising identity. This is not a modesty — it is the constitutive design decision from which all others

follow.

0 6  ·  C O N S E Q U E N C E S

Four properties no other systemic model possesses
simultaneously.

First — structural discretion

Because syncin makes no identity assumptions, models none, and stores none, it is structurally

privacy-compliant — not through process, but through architecture. This opens institutional markets

that remain permanently closed to identity-based diagnostics: health systems, public administration,

educational institutions, international organisations. Discretion is not an ethical add-on but a market

condition.

Second — scalability without translation loss

Other models require a separate instrument for each system level. Syncin uses the same language at

every level, making possible something no other architecture does: the comparison of structural

configurations across scales. Which individual pattern correlates with which organisational blockage?

Which societal configuration produces which macroeconomic consequence? These questions become

formulable for the first time.

Third — validity through differentiation rather than agreement

The usual validity criterion of psychological and systemic models is agreement of the finding with the

self-perception of the observed person — a criterion that also explains why astrology is experienced

as accurate. Syncin replaces it: a description is valid only if it simultaneously excludes something else.

A finding that fits every system is not a finding. A finding that fits one configuration and demonstrably

not another is diagnostic.

Fourth — non-invasiveness as epistemic strength

The renunciation of inference data first appears as a limitation. In fact it is the condition for a particular

quality of cognition. Behavioural data describe what a system does; they do not describe how it

plausibilises itself, orders itself, experiences itself in time, or couples with others. This self-description

is the only data source in which the operative signature of a non-trivial system becomes accessible at

all. Whoever begins with behavioural data has already lost it in the first step.

Closing. The difference from all other systemic models lies not in better methods, more precise scales, or

larger volumes of data. It lies in a single shift: syncin makes structure visible without describing the person. No



one had attempted this systematically before.

A book-length treatment of the method — its operators, its readings, and its applications

— is in preparation (syncin · Campus Verlag, 2026). This position paper states the

theoretical core; the book carries it into practice.


