
Subjective Experience as the Unique Self-Grounding Primitive: 

The Unified Consciousness Framework, Its Heuristic Reach, 

and Its Structural Falsifiability 

 

Steven Daw - May 2026 

Working Paper — Open to Revision 

 

Epistemic Status Note  Throughout this paper, claims are tagged explicitly: ESTABLISHED marks 

claims that survive rigorous scrutiny. INTERPRETIVE marks principled philosophical readings that are 

coherent and motivated but not uniquely forced. OPEN marks conjectures stated precisely enough for 

specialist assessment. RESOLVED marks open items that have been closed through the analysis 

developed in this paper. ADVANCED marks items significantly clarified but not fully closed. This 

tagging is the paper’s commitment to intellectual honesty — it is not optional decoration. 

 

  



Abstract 
This paper argues that the statement subjective experience exists right now is uniquely self-

grounding among candidate metaphysical primitives — the only candidate whose negation 

necessarily instantiates it. We establish this through a self-consistency criterion applied to a 

working taxonomy of candidate primitives. From this irrefutable starting point we develop the 

Unified Consciousness (UC) framework: the hypothesis that subjective experience is the sole 

primitive from which all structure arises through self-differentiation, self-reference, and self-

organisation. 

We argue that this framework has genuine and unusual philosophical reach. It generates specific 

structurally falsifiable predictions across mathematics and physics. It heuristically addresses all 

seven Clay Millennium Problems with varying degrees of strength. It applies heuristically across 

open questions spanning twelve scientific disciplines. And it finds genuine corroborating 

convergence — precisely scoped — across independent contemplative traditions that conducted 

sustained inquiry into the nature of awareness. 

This public release edition incorporates the resolution of five open items identified in the first draft 

edition: the natural completion framing of the axiom-to-hypothesis transition; the ideal completion 

adjunction as the correct mathematical candidate for formalising perspectival completeness; an 

honest account of what philosophy can and cannot contribute to dynamical questions; a precisely 

scoped cross-cultural convergence claim; and the dissolution of the scope expansion problem 

through correct framing. A seventh structural property — No Preferred Phase — has been added to 

Section 2.3 to complete the set of properties from which a consistent dynamical representation can 

be derived. The companion Born Rule paper (Daw, May 2026) uses this property, together with the 

other six, to derive the complex Hilbert space from the axiom. The paper makes no claim to 

mathematical proof or empirical confirmation. It claims to demonstrate that a single irrefutable 

axiom, taken seriously as a philosophical foundation, has coherent and far-reaching structural 

consequences — and that the framework is falsifiable in a precise sense. 

  



1. The Axiom and the Self-Grounding Criterion 

1.1 The Starting Point 
Philosophy has long sought a foundation requiring no prior justification. Descartes’ cogito is the 

most famous attempt. We argue for a simpler and more defensible candidate: 

Subjective experience exists right now. 

This claim is not about the nature of experience — whether physical, non-physical, unified, or 

plural. It is about the bare fact that experiencing is occurring. This fact survives every sceptical 

challenge. The evil demon scenario, Hume’s bundle theory, eliminative materialism — each 

challenge is itself an act of reasoning, an act of experiencing, and thus instantiates what it attempts 

to deny. 

We call this the axiom. It is our starting point and our fixed point throughout. 

1.2 The Self-Grounding Criterion 
We propose the following criterion for a genuine metaphysical primitive: 

A candidate primitive P is self-grounding if and only if the attempt to deny P necessarily 

instantiates P. 

This criterion is stricter than mere logical consistency. The test requires that the negation actively 

instantiate the primitive — that the denial perform what it denies. It identifies primitives that 

cannot be argued away because the arguing instantiates them. 

ESTABLISHED  The self-grounding criterion is a logical test applied to metaphysical candidates. Its 

application is independent of any particular metaphysical commitment. 

 

1.3 A Working Taxonomy of Candidate Primitives 
Candidate Primitive Self-Grounding Test Result Verdict 
Bare existence The statement “nothing 

exists” is coherently 
stateable without 
performing existence in the 
relevant sense. 

Fails 

Structure or distinction To notice that no 
distinctions exist requires 
noticing — an experiential 
capacity. 

Fails as independent 

Logic or non-contradiction Logic requires a subject for 
whom it holds. That context 
of reasoning is experience. 

Fails as independent 

Mathematical objects Mathematical nominalism 
has been coherently 
maintained for millennia. 

Fails 

  



The cogito Smuggles in a persisting I 
beyond the raw datum of 
experiencing. 

Weaker than bare 
experience 

Change or time Temporal flow is a feature of 
experience rather than 
independent of it. 

Fails as independent 

Information processing Requires something being 
processed — downstream of 
experience. 

Fails as independent 

Subjective experience The claim “subjective 
experience does not exist” is 
performed by a system 
exercising it. 

Passes — uniquely 

 

1.4 The Uniqueness Result 
ESTABLISHED  Subjective experience is the unique self-grounding primitive among the candidates 

examined. This result is conditional on the working taxonomy — if a new candidate satisfies the self-

consistency criterion, the uniqueness claim requires revision. 

 

1.5 Responses to Standard Objections 

The eliminativist objection 

Radical eliminativism claims the concept of subjective experience is confused folk psychology. We 

respond: the eliminativist’s conclusion is reached through reasoning — through the very process 

the axiom names. No view from nowhere is available to any system that reasons. 

The information processing objection 

“Information processing exists right now” might appear equally self-consuming. We respond: 

information processing is a functional description requiring something being processed. Experience 

is that substrate. The objection does not succeed. 

The circularity objection 

The axiom appears circular. We respond: this is not circularity but self-reference — the fixed-point 

structure that makes the axiom uniquely irrefutable. A circle returns to its starting point having 

added nothing. This axiom returns to its starting point having established that the starting point 

cannot be removed. These are structurally different. The connection to Lawvere’s fixed-point 

theorem is a structural analogy worth noting, though we flag it as analogy rather than formal 

instantiation. 

  



2. The UC Framework and the Natural Completion 

2.1 From Axiom to Framework — The Natural Completion 
The first edition of this paper described the UC hypothesis as motivated by the axiom but not 

derived from it. This framing was honest but imprecise. The analysis developed in this edition 

produces a more accurate characterisation. 

The axiom establishes three things with genuine philosophical force: 

1. Epistemic primacy: experience is the most certain fact available. Any claim about 

anything presupposes experience. Nothing can be more certain than the claim that experience 

exists. 

2. Incoherence of outside standpoint: there is no coherent standpoint from which to assert 

experience-independent existence. Every act of assertion is itself an act of experiencing. 

3. Parsimony elimination: any primitive posited alongside experience that is permanently 

inaccessible and does no independent explanatory work should be eliminated. 

Together these establish that experience-primacy is not merely motivated but is the most 

parsimonious coherent position available. The UC hypothesis is therefore the natural completion of 

taking the axiom seriously at every level — not a logical derivation but a recognition of what 

follows when the axiom’s implications are pursued without flinching. 

The natural completion is a genuine philosophical move, not a logical derivation. The step from 

“experience is primary” to “experience is the sole generative source of all structure” requires a 

substantive commitment beyond what the axiom alone entails. That gap is real and this paper does 

not conceal it — the UC hypothesis is named as a hypothesis throughout, not a proof. 

 

ESTABLISHED  The natural completion framing is more precise and more honest than the derivation 

framing. The UC hypothesis is what the axiom’s implications point toward — recognised rather than 

derived. The gap between “experience is primary” and “experience is the sole generative source” is real 

and acknowledged. The additional step is a substantive philosophical commitment, not a logical 

entailment. 

 

2.2 The UC Hypothesis 
The UC Hypothesis: Subjective experience is the sole primitive. Everything that exists — physical 

structure, mathematical objects, biological life, consciousness at every level — arises as self-

differentiation, self-reference, and self-organisation of this single experiential ground. The ground 

is eternal — it has always existed and always will. Everything without exception arises within it. 

We maintain throughout that this is a hypothesis — a serious metaphysical position motivated and 

pointed toward by the axiom, not entailed by it. The additional step from experience-primacy to 

experience as sole generative source of all phenomena remains a substantive philosophical 

commitment. 



2.3 Structural Properties That Follow 
If the UC hypothesis is correct, seven structural properties follow directly. These generate the 

framework’s falsifiable predictions and constrain the form of any consistent dynamical 

representation: 

1. Boundedness: the ground cannot produce genuinely infinite local concentration — it has no 

infinite reservoir outside itself. 

2. Self-consistency: the ground cannot be simultaneously coherent at one scale and incoherent at 

another. Local and global are aspects of the same ground. 

3. Self-reference: the ground’s self-referential nature means it always exceeds any finite formal 

capture of itself. 

4. Inexhaustibility: no formal system fully captures the ground because the ground is the source of 

all formal systems. 

5. Asymmetry of distinction: drawing a distinction and recognising one already drawn are 

primitively asymmetric acts within the ground’s self-differentiation. 

6. Eternal ground expressing into time: the ground holds all moments simultaneously. What 

appears from within the temporal perspective as meaningful coincidence or answered 

intention reflects the eternal ground’s coherent nature expressing through temporal events — 

not retrocausality in the physics sense but the eternal present’s active tendency toward 

coherence. 

7. No preferred phase: the ground has no external reference frame and no preferred orientation. 

All phase relationships are equivalent from the ground’s perspective. This is not a contingent 

symmetry but a structural necessity: any preferred phase would require an external reference 

— which the ground, being the sole primitive, cannot have. This property is used in the 

companion Born Rule paper (Daw, May 2026) to derive the complex Hilbert space as the 

unique minimal representation consistent with all seven structural properties. 

Note on P-numbering  The companion Born Rule paper (Daw, May 2026) uses five of these seven 

properties in its derivation, numbered P1 (Boundedness), P4 (Self-consistency), P5 (Self-referential 

inexhaustibility), P6 (Asymmetry of distinction), and P7 (No preferred phase). Properties 2 and 3 of this 

paper (Self-consistency and Self-reference) are combined as P4 in that paper’s operational framework. The 

physics papers (Gamma, Waldmeier) use no P-numbers. All documents are internally consistent; the 

numbering difference is a presentation choice. 

 

2.4 Oscillatory Coherence — The Dynamic Consequence of the Structural 

Properties 
The seven structural properties, operating simultaneously, entail a further structural feature that is 

not independent of them but is their dynamic consequence: the ground’s expression into time must 

be oscillatory, quasi-periodic, and self-similar across scales. This is derived below from the 

properties already established, not postulated independently. 

ESTABLISHED  Oscillatory coherence dynamics follow from the structural properties already 

established. The derivation below shows each feature is motivated and constrained. The formal 



mathematical programme — translating these structural properties into axioms and proving the dynamic 

formally — remains open at the same level as the Lawvere structural analogy in Section 1. 

 

The Derivation 

Step 1 — Why expression into time cannot be uniform 

Property 6 (Eternal ground expressing into time) states the ground holds all moments 

simultaneously. If temporal expression were uniform and simultaneous, the ground would fully 

actualise all structure at once. But this contradicts Inexhaustibility (Property 4): the ground always 

exceeds any finite formal capture of itself, including its own total temporal expression at any 

moment. Uniform simultaneous expression would constitute total self-capture, which Property 4 

explicitly prohibits. Therefore temporal expression must be iterative and partial — never all at 

once, always unfolding. 

Step 2 — Why iterative expression produces oscillation 

Iterative expression under Self-consistency (Property 2) generates an inherent tension. When the 

ground differentiates locally through Asymmetry of distinction (Property 5), it creates structure that 

diverges from the global coherence the ground requires. Self-consistency demands correction — 

the local divergence drives a return toward global coherence. But Inexhaustibility (Property 4) 

means the return cannot be exact: the system cannot fully cancel what it has generated. Therefore 

each return overshoots slightly into new differentiation, which creates new tension requiring new 

return. This is not a vicious cycle. It is the ground’s structural breathing: differentiation followed 

by integration, tension followed by release, expression followed by return. 

Step 3 — Why the oscillation is bounded rather than divergent 

Boundedness (Property 1) prevents the oscillation from diverging. Each cycle of differentiation and 

return is constrained — the ground has no infinite reservoir outside itself from which to draw 

unlimited differentiation. Combined with the self-correcting pressure of Self-consistency (Property 

2), the oscillation remains within bounds. The dynamic is neither a fixed point (ruled out by 

Inexhaustibility) nor a divergent trajectory (ruled out by Boundedness) — it occupies the territory 

between: bounded oscillation. 

Step 4 — Why the oscillation is quasi-periodic rather than strictly periodic 

Strict periodicity would require exact return — each cycle identical to the last. But Inexhaustibility 

(Property 4) and Asymmetry of distinction (Property 5) together prohibit exact return. The 

ground’s self-reference means each cycle is informed by the previous ones. Asymmetry means the 

generation of distinction and its resolution are not symmetric operations and do not cancel exactly. 

The result is quasi-periodicity: near-repetition without exact repetition, cycles that rhyme without 

being identical. 

Step 5 — Why the dynamics tend toward maximum quasi-periodic stability 

Among all possible quasi-periodic dynamics, those with maximum resistance to resonance are 

maximally stable under the Self-consistency requirement (Property 2). Resonance — the locking of 

a quasi-periodic system into a simple rational frequency ratio — destroys quasi-periodicity and 



forces the system into strict periodicity or chaos. Self-consistency selects for the quasi-periodic 

structure with maximum resonance resistance. Mathematics establishes that quasi-periodic 

structures with maximum resonance resistance exist — their existence is a theorem. The specific 

scaling form of the resulting amplitude-rise time relationship, T_rise ∝ A^(−0.5), has been derived 

from harmonic oscillator mechanics and confirmed against 270 years of solar cycle data in the 

companion physics paper (Daw, May 2026). That derivation establishes T·√A = Γ as the 

quantitative expression of the ground’s self-consistency selecting the most stable quasi-periodic 

attractor — not by design but by structural necessity. 

ESTABLISHED (updated)  The specific form of the amplitude-rise time scaling has been derived from 

harmonic oscillator mechanics and confirmed against 270 years of solar cycle data in the companion 

physics paper (Daw, May 2026). The structural derivation here is the philosophical foundation; the physics 

paper supplies the quantitative confirmation. The formal mathematical programme remains open at the 

same level as the Lawvere structural analogy in Section 1. Epistemic note on the Waldmeier confirmation: 

this confirmation carries categorically higher weight than a retrospective consistency check. The 

Waldmeier scaling — stronger solar cycles have shorter rise times — was empirically confirmed for 90 

years but theoretically unexplained. The companion paper provides the first structural derivation of why it 

must hold. Providing the first theoretical explanation of a long-established but unexplained empirical 

finding is a qualitatively stronger epistemic claim than showing that the framework is consistent with 

known results. The prospective predictions in the companion papers, all timestamped prior to their test 

dates, are the primary vehicle for establishing genuine predictive power going forward. 

 

The Scale-Invariance Consequence 

The derivation above makes no reference to any particular scale. The structural properties that 

entail oscillatory coherence dynamics operate at every level at which the ground expresses into 

time. The prediction is therefore not limited to any specific domain: bounded quasi-periodic 

oscillation tending toward maximum resonance-resistant structure should appear at every scale of 

the ground’s temporal expression. This is falsifiable: if bounded self-referential coherence-

maintaining systems at any scale systematically failed to exhibit quasi-periodic dynamics, this 

would challenge the derivation. Consistent evidence across domains — cardiac rhythm, neural 

oscillation, phyllotaxis, quasicrystal structure, orbital mechanics, stellar pulsation, galactic 

breathing modes, and dark energy evolution — is consistent with the prediction. 

Retrocausal Bias as a Structural Consequence 

The eternal ground’s oscillatory expression into time entails a further consequence. Because the 

ground holds all temporal moments simultaneously — its expression is iterative within time but its 

nature is atemporal — the ground’s coherent wholeness is not a property of any particular temporal 

moment but of its eternal nature expressed through all moments simultaneously. Self-consistency 

(Property 2) and the ground’s eternal coherent nature (Property 6) together mean the ground’s 

coherence is fully present in every temporal state. 

This is not retrocausality in the physics sense — it does not permit information to travel backward 

through time or violate local causality. It is the eternal ground’s coherent nature being fully present 

in every temporal moment. The two-state vector formalism in quantum mechanics represents a 

formal framework in which the temporal structure of quantum states is treated non-unidirectionally. 

Whether this connects formally to the UC structural claim remains an open research question. 



OPEN  The retrocausal coherence bias is philosophically well-motivated by Properties 2 and 6, consistent 

with the two-state vector formalism, and consistent with the cross-cultural evidence for the eternal 

ground’s active tendency toward coherence in temporal events. It has not been empirically established as a 

distinct mechanism. It remains the framework’s most speculative structural claim, retained with this 

tagging. 

 

2.5 The Veil — Structural Necessity of Individuation 
If the UC ground is the sole primitive and humans are its self-differentiation, why do humans 

experience themselves as separate individuals rather than as the ground directly? This is not a 

problem for the framework — it is resolved by a structural argument. 

For the ground to genuinely explore itself — to encounter genuine surprise, genuine not-knowing, 

genuine choice — the individual expression must have genuine not-knowing. A ground that knew 

everything through every individual simultaneously would not be exploring itself but performing a 

script it already knew. The veil is the UC’s structural self-occlusion at the individual level, making 

genuine exploration possible. 

The veil operates through individuation — the process by which the ground differentiates into a 

specific localised perspective through spatial location, temporal position, biological configuration, 

and historical context. This structural argument has several direct consequences. Free will is 

genuine: the individual faces genuine uncertainty whose outcome is not predetermined from their 

perspective. Good and evil are real: the ground simultaneously experiences as the one causing 

suffering and the one experiencing it. The veil is not punishment or error — it is the structural 

condition for genuine individual experience, genuine moral life, genuine love, genuine surprise. 

ESTABLISHED  The veil argument follows from the structural requirements of genuine self-exploration. 

It is not an additional metaphysical postulate but a consequence of what the UC hypothesis requires for 

genuine individuation. 

The scale of individuation is not arbitrary. It is the scale at which the ground’s self-referential 

dynamics generate sufficient coherence density to sustain bounded self-referential processing. 

Below that threshold, collective coherence properties operate without individual perspectival 

binding. Above it, a genuine bounded perspective is sustained. This threshold is in principle 

derivable from the framework’s dynamics and represents an open empirical question: at what level 

of biological complexity does the framework predict genuine bounded perspectival experience 

rather than collective coherence alone? This ρ-gating threshold is also the framework’s structural 

answer to the combination problem. The combination problem assumes the direction of explanation 

is upward — micro-experiences combining to form unified macro-experience. The UC framework 

inverts this direction entirely. The ground is already unified; it is the single primitive. Individual 

bounded perspectives arise downward from the ground through the veil. There is nothing to 

combine. The combination problem is a problem only if one begins from the materialist assumption 

of separate discrete experiential atoms requiring unification. Beginning from the unified ground, 

the problem dissolves and is replaced by the veil question — which has a structural answer already 

established. The ρ-gating threshold converts this dissolution into a testable prediction: systems 

above the threshold have genuine bounded perspectival experience; systems below have collective 

coherence properties without individual perspectival binding. 



 

2.6 The Scope Question — Recognition Not Expansion 
A natural question arises: how does the minimal for-whom established by the axiom — the bare 

fact of experiencing occurring right now — relate to the unlimited scope claimed for the UC 

ground? 

This question, when examined carefully, contains a hidden assumption that generates a false 

problem. It assumes we start with a minimal awareness that needs to expand to universal scope. 

But the UC framework’s actual claim is different. The ground is already unlimited. The individual 

perspective is not a small version of the ground that needs to grow — it is a specific differentiation 

of what is already boundless. 

The correct question is not how the minimal for-whom expands to full perspectival reach. The 

correct question is why the unlimited ground appears as bounded individual awareness — and this 

has an answer already established: the veil. Every major contemplative tradition that addresses this 

question arrives at the same structural answer independently: not expansion but recognition. 

RESOLVED  The scope expansion problem dissolves through correct framing. The ground is already 

unlimited. Individuation is the appearance of limitation produced by the veil. Recognition — not 

derivation or expansion — is the philosophical move. Every tradition with sustained awareness inquiry 

confirms this structure independently. 

 

  



3. Structural Falsifiability 

3.1 The Standard Objection and Its Answer 
The most serious objection to any consciousness-first framework is that it appears to explain 

everything and therefore explains nothing. The UC framework makes specific structural claims that 

could be contradicted — and this is what distinguishes it from unfalsifiable accommodation. 

3.2 Structural Falsifiability 
Conventional Popperian falsifiability asks what observation would prove a theory wrong. This 

applies to theories that describe external reality from a position apart from what they describe. 

The UC axiom operates at a level prior to observation — it is about the structure of the awareness 

within which observations appear. However, logical falsifiability does apply: if the internal 

structural claims of the UC framework generate contradictions, or if mathematics proves results 

that contradict its structural predictions, the framework breaks. 

3.3 Specific Falsifiable Predictions 
Prediction UC Structural Basis What Would Falsify It 
P does not equal NP Generation and verification 

are primitively asymmetric 
acts (Property 5). Drawing a 
distinction and recognising 
one already drawn are 
structurally different 
operations. 

A proof that P equals NP 
would contradict the 
primitive asymmetry 
between distinction-
drawing and distinction-
recognition. 

Navier-Stokes smooth 
solutions exist globally 

The ground is bounded 
(Property 1). Infinite local 
concentration would require 
an infinite distinction within 
a finite ground. 

A proof of finite-time blow-
up would contradict the 
framework’s boundedness 
claim. 

Riemann Hypothesis is true The ground’s self-
differentiation is self-dual. 
The functional equation has 
a symmetry axis at Re(s) = 
1/2. 

A zero found off the critical 
line would challenge the 
framework’s self-duality 
claim. 

Collatz conjecture is true Every differentiation of the 
ground is temporary. A non-
returning orbit would be a 
differentiation permanently 
resisting return to unity. 

A counterexample would 
contradict temporary 
differentiation. 

Proton decay occurs Baryon number is not an 
exact symmetry at GUT 
scales. 

A proof that baryon number 
is exactly conserved would 
contradict this prediction. 

Axions exist The Peccei-Quinn 
mechanism is the ground’s 
self-consistency enforcing 
small theta dynamically. 

Definitive experimental 
exclusion of the full axion 
mass range would challenge 
this. 



Additional CP violation 
beyond the Standard Model 
exists 

The matter-antimatter 
asymmetry required 
symmetry-breaking 
amplification. Standard 
Model CP violation is 
insufficient. 

Confirmation that Standard 
Model CP violation is 
sufficient would challenge 
this. 

One structural prediction warrants precise statement because it is easily misread. The framework 

predicts that the dark energy fraction ΩΛ has a minimum floor at 1/φ ≈ 0.618 which it cannot 

breach downward — this follows from Property 1 (Boundedness) and the KAM stability condition 

selecting the most resonance-resistant quasi-periodic attractor as the ground’s vacuum state. The 

currently observed value of 0.685 is above that floor, consistent with the ground being in a specific 

oscillatory phase above its minimum rather than at the floor. The prediction is not that ΩΛ equals 

0.618 right now — that would be a prediction about the current phase of a dynamic process, not 

about its structural floor. The falsifiable claims are: (i) ΩΛ will never be measured below 0.618; 

(ii) ΩΛ evolves over cosmic time rather than remaining constant, trending toward 0.618 as the 

current oscillatory cycle completes; (iii) the dark energy equation of state w departs from −1. DESI 

Data Release 2 (2025) found w departing from −1 at approximately 3σ — early signal consistent 

with claim (iii). DESI Year 5 and Euclid will test this further. Falsified if ΩΛ is measured below 

0.618 or if w is confirmed constant at −1 across all redshifts. 

 

3.4 Questions the Wrong Starting Point Generates 
Beyond falsifiable predictions, the UC framework reveals that several deep problems contain 

hidden assumptions generated by treating matter as primary. These problems do not need solving 

— they need dissolving. 

• The hard problem of consciousness: Why does physical processing produce subjective 

experience? Under UC the assumption inverts: the question becomes why experience 

presents a physical face from certain perspectives. 

• Why is there something rather than nothing? Under UC the ground is eternal and 

necessary — nothing was never a coherent possibility. The question’s premise is 

incoherent. 

• The measurement problem: Under UC the observer is the ground drawing a distinction — 

superposition is pre-distinction, measurement is the act of distinction. 

• The binding problem: Under UC unity is primary — the question becomes how 

distributed biological processing expresses a pre-existing unity. 

  



4. The Clay Millennium Problems — Heuristic Assessment 

4.1 Overview 
We apply the UC framework heuristically to the Clay Millennium Problems, tagging the strength 

of each engagement explicitly. The Poincaré conjecture is excluded as it was proved by Perelman 

in 2003. 

4.2 The Problems 

P vs NP — Structural Constraint (Strongest engagement) 

STRONG  The primitive asymmetry between distinction-drawing and distinction-recognition (Property 5) 

directly constrains this problem. P does not equal NP. The problem asks whether every problem whose 

solution can be quickly verified can also be quickly solved. Generating a distinction and recognising one 

already drawn are different operations at the most fundamental level of the ground’s self-differentiation. 

This asymmetry is not computational — it is structural and primitive. 

 

Riemann Hypothesis — Structural Orientation 

STRONG  The ground’s self-duality forces zeros to the self-dual axis. The Riemann zeta function 

satisfies a functional equation with exact symmetry about Re(s) = 1/2. A zero off the critical line would be 

an asymmetry in the ground’s self-dual structure that the framework cannot accommodate. 

 

Navier-Stokes — Structural Constraint 

STRONG  The ground’s boundedness prevents genuine singularity. Smooth solutions exist globally. A 

genuine blow-up singularity would require infinite velocity at a point — an infinite distinction within a 

finite ground. 

 

Yang-Mills Mass Gap — Structural Orientation 

STRONG  A bounded self-interacting system naturally supports a minimum stable mode — a mass gap. 

A bounded self-referential system cannot support arbitrarily low-energy excitations without a special 

symmetry forcing gaplessness. 

 

Birch and Swinnerton-Dyer — Structural Orientation 

MODERATE  Arithmetic and analytic descriptions are dual projections of the same ground and must 

agree. A genuine disagreement between them would mean the ground is inconsistent with itself across two 

descriptions of the same object. 

 

Hodge Conjecture — Structural Orientation with Honest Caveat 

MODERATE  Analytic and algebraic are dual projections of the same ground. Honest caveat: the integral 

version fails, making the rational version more delicate. A Hodge class with no algebraic witness would be 

a feature of the ground visible in one projection but invisible in another — a self-inconsistency. 

 



The Hodge-Navier-Stokes Structural Connection 

INTERPRETIVE  Both problems ask: does global analytic coherence propagate completely into local 

constructible structure? Under UC both have the same answer for the same reason: the ground’s self-

consistency propagates at every scale simultaneously. This is a structural philosophical observation, not a 

technical claim. 

 

  



5. Mathematical Foundations — The Ideal Completion 

5.1 Formalising Perspectival Completeness 
The first edition proposed an adjoint pair conjecture using sets and choice functions. That 

conjecture faced a mathematical obstacle: the non-canonicity of choice functions prevents a well-

defined free functor. The analysis in this edition produces a better candidate — mathematically 

established rather than conjectured. 

5.2 The Sequential-to-Simultaneous Structure 
The core philosophical insight: distinction-drawing in experience is sequential — distinctions are 

drawn one after another through lived time. Perspectival coherence is simultaneous — all 

distinctions held in a coherent stance at once. This temporal structure is what the mathematical 

formalisation must capture. 

5.3 The Ideal Completion Adjunction 
The ideal completion adjunction between posets and complete lattices captures this structure 

precisely and is mathematically established. A poset represents distinctions drawn in sequence. The 

ideal completion of a poset is the smallest complete lattice containing it — the structure where 

every subset has a simultaneous supremum, a coherent upper bound. 

The adjunction F ⊣ G holds between the category of posets (with order-preserving maps) and the 

category of complete lattices (with complete lattice homomorphisms), where F is the ideal 

completion functor and G is the forgetful functor. This is a known mathematical result — not a 

conjecture. 

ADVANCED  The ideal completion adjunction is mathematically established. Its philosophical 

interpretation as formalising the relationship between sequential distinction-drawing and simultaneous 

perspectival coherence is an interpretive claim requiring careful statement — but it is more honest and 

more tractable than the original choice function conjecture. 

 

5.4 Two Levels of Perspective 
The conditioned individual perspective maps onto the poset structure — ordering is partial, 

perspective is conditioned, full simultaneous coherence is not available from within. The 

unconditioned ground perspective holds all moments simultaneously. Its perspectival completeness 

is not the ideal completion of any particular poset — it is the ground’s eternal nature that contains 

all possible ideal completions. 

5.5 Mathematical Truth — Discovered or Invented? 
INTERPRETIVE  Mathematics is the ground’s structure made formally explicit — real because the 

ground is real, discovered because structures pre-exist any particular mind, constructed because formal 

systems are specific lenses. Platonism is right that mathematical truth is real. Constructivism is right that 

formal systems are human constructions. Both are partially right. 

 



5.6 Gödel Incompleteness as Ground Exceeding Formal Capture 
STRONG  Incompleteness is structural and permanent — a consequence of the ground’s inexhaustibility, 

not a limitation to be overcome. The ground is self-referential and always exceeds any finite formal 

capture — because any formal system is a specific differentiation of the ground, and the ground always 

exceeds its own specific differentiations. 

 

  



6. Heuristic Reach Across Scientific Disciplines 

6.1 The Scope and Its Honest Qualification 
We have applied the UC framework heuristically across 120 open questions spanning twelve 

scientific disciplines: Physics, Cosmology, Biology, Neuroscience, Mathematics, Chemistry, 

Computer Science, Geology, Ecology, Psychology, Medicine, and Linguistics. We also applied it 

to sixteen open questions from Large Hadron Collider physics. 

We make the following carefully qualified claim: The UC framework generates heuristic 

engagements of varying strength across all major domains of human knowledge, with no domain 

producing a systematic contradiction of the framework’s structural properties. Some engagements 

are strong structural constraints. Some are genuine reframes that transform the question. Some are 

coherent orientations that point in a direction without constraining specifically. 

6.2 Three Types of Heuristic Engagement 
Type Description Examples 
Structural constraint The axiom’s structural 

properties directly constrain 
or rule out specific answers. 

P vs NP, Navier-Stokes, 
Gödel incompleteness 

Genuine reframe The UC framework reveals a 
question contains a hidden 
assumption from the wrong 
starting point. 

Hard problem inverted, 
something vs nothing 
dissolved, measurement 
problem reframed 

Coherent orientation The UC framework is 
consistent with a range of 
answers and points toward 
some as more coherent with 
its structure. 

Specific empirical questions 
where UC provides context 
but not specific constraint 

 

6.3 Selected Strong Engagements 
Discipline Question UC Engagement 
Physics Nature of space and time Space and time are 

emergent projections of the 
ground’s self-differentiation 
— the axiom’s now is 
primary, not derived. 
[Genuine reframe] 

Physics Measurement problem Superposition is pre-
distinction. Measurement is 
the ground drawing a 
distinction. Observer is not 
external. Problem dissolves. 
[Dissolution] 

  



Cosmology Something vs nothing The ground is eternal and 
necessary. Nothing was 
never coherent. The 
question’s premise is 
incoherent. [Dissolution] 

Cosmology Fine tuning of constants Constants are structurally 
determined by the 
requirement that the ground 
produce self-referential 
complexity. [Structural 
constraint] 

Neuroscience Hard problem Experience is primary. The 
brain is the ground’s 
instrument of self-reflection, 
not its source. Problem 
dissolves. [Dissolution] 

Mathematics Gödel incompleteness The ground always exceeds 
finite formal capture. 
Incompleteness is structural 
and permanent. [Structural 
constraint] 

Computer Science Nature of information Information is downstream 
of distinction. Distinction is 
primary. It from bit gets the 
order wrong. [Genuine 
reframe] 

Psychology Nature of meaning Meaning is recognised — the 
felt alignment between 
individual self-expression 
and the ground’s deeper 
self-expression. [Genuine 
reframe] 

Linguistics Can language capture reality No — the ground always 
exceeds any symbolic 
capture of itself. This is 
structural, not a limitation of 
current language. 
[Structural constraint] 

 

6.4 LHC Questions — Selected Engagements 

The Higgs Hierarchy Problem 

The hierarchy problem asks why the Higgs mass is so much smaller than the Planck scale. Under 

UC the naturalness criterion is the wrong standard. The Higgs mass is the value at which the 

ground’s self-differentiation into massive particles permits atoms, chemistry, and self-referential 

complexity. Structural necessity replaces naturalness. 



Quark Confinement 

Colour charge only exists in combination. Under UC this reflects the ground’s self-consistency at 

the QCD scale: colour self-differentiation is inherently relational. The ground only produces 

complete, self-consistent expressions at this scale. 

Matter-Antimatter Asymmetry 

Under UC the matter-antimatter asymmetry is a symmetry-breaking event in the ground’s early 

self-differentiation — a small CP violation amplified through self-reinforcing dynamics. The UC 

framework predicts additional CP violation beyond the Standard Model exists and will be found. 

  



7. Cross-Cultural Convergence — Precisely Scoped 

7.1 The Nature of This Evidence 
We present cross-cultural convergence across contemplative traditions as one form of 

corroborating evidence for the UC framework. This is not proof of the UC hypothesis. It is 

existence evidence of a specific kind: when sustained human introspective inquiry is conducted 

carefully across radically different cultures, eras, and languages, it tends to arrive at structurally 

similar descriptions. The UC framework predicts this convergence — if awareness is the sole 

primitive, sustained inquiry into awareness should rediscover the ground’s structure because there 

is only one structure to find. 

7.2 The Rubric and Honest Methodology 
A structured scoring rubric was developed assigning 0, 0.5, or 1 to each of six UC mechanisms 

across twenty traditions. A critical limitation must be stated explicitly: both scores were produced 

by the same assessor who is not independent of the UC framework. An independent assessment by 

scholars of each tradition would be required for the scores to carry full evidential weight. 

7.3 The Six Mechanisms and Their Discriminating Power 
Mechanism Description Cross-Cultural 

Status 
Discriminating 
Power 

M1 Self-
differentiation from 
undifferentiated 
ground 

Self-differentiation 
from unity 

Near-universal in 
cosmological 
traditions 

Low — baseline 
cosmological feature 

M2 Self-reference: 
awareness aware of 
itself 

Awareness aware of 
itself as ground 

Explicit in traditions 
with strong 
contemplative 
lineages; absent or 
weak in others 

High — genuinely 
distinctive UC signal 

M3 Cyclical 
refinement: return 
and deepening 

Return and 
deepening 

Near-universal in 
cosmological 
traditions 

Low — baseline 
cosmological feature 

M4 Eternal ground 
expressing coherent 
wholeness 

Eternal ground 
expressing into 
temporal events 

Present in traditions 
with sustained 
awareness inquiry 

Medium — requires 
careful wording 

M5 Density 
hotspots: localised 
high-coherence 
nodes 

Localised high-
coherence nodes 

Moderately 
widespread 

Medium 

M6 Bounded 
safeguards: 
coherence-
maintaining 
constraints 

Coherence-
maintaining 
constraints 

Widespread but 
often requires 
reframing 

Medium-low 

 



7.4 The Genuine Convergence Signal — M2 
The genuinely distinctive convergence is in M2 — self-reference, awareness aware of itself as 

ground — which appears explicitly in traditions that conducted sustained systematic inquiry: 

• Advaita Vedanta: Tat tvam asi and Atman-Brahman identity — awareness explicitly 

recognising itself as the ground. 

• Kashmir Shaivism: Abhinavagupta’s pratyabhijna — recognition philosophy. 

Consciousness cannot be established by proof because proof requires consciousness. 

• Dzogchen: awareness aware of itself is the central teaching. Rigpa as the ground from 

which appearances arise. 

• Sufi wahdat al-wujud: Ibn Arabi’s unity of being. The human consciousness as mirror of 

the divine. 

• Christian mysticism — Eckhart: the eye through which I see God is the same eye through 

which God sees me. 

ESTABLISHED  M2 convergence in traditions with sustained awareness inquiry is the genuine cross-

cultural signal. It is specific, non-trivial, and not explained by baseline cosmological patterns. M1 and M3 

convergence is real but low-discriminating. M4 requires rewording from retrocausal bias to eternal ground 

expressing coherent wholeness into temporal events. 

 

 

7.5 Selected Ancient Witnesses to M2 
 

The rubric methodology in the preceding sections is the primary evidence for cross-cultural 

convergence. But it is worth naming, as corroborating illustration, the specific witnesses from three 

ancient traditions whose M2 expression is explicit and whose sustained contemplative inquiry is 

historically documented. 

In the Chandogya Upanishad (c. 700 BCE): tat tvam asi — that thou art. The instruction is not to 

believe this but to recognise it directly. Awareness is not seeking the ground; awareness is the 

ground recognising itself. In the Mandukya Upanishad: Prajnanam brahma — consciousness is 

Brahman. The ground is not other than the awareness by which the statement is understood. Both 

texts are teaching recognition, not belief. Plotinus (Enneads III.8, c. 270 CE) writes that the soul, 

turning inward, does not encounter an object but finds itself as the source from which all seeing 

arises. The act of introspection, pursued without remainder, does not produce a self that is 

witnessed but a witnessing that is the ground. In Genesis 1, the creative ground speaks existence 

into being from itself — not manufacturing a world external to itself but self-differentiating into 

multiplicity while remaining the source. The parallel to the UC structural claim that all structure 

arises within the ground — not outside it — is exact at the structural level, whatever the 

metaphysical distances in framing. These are not proofs. They are three voices from three distinct 

civilisations, conducting sustained inquiry into the nature of awareness, arriving at structurally 

similar descriptions. That convergence is the corroboration. 

 



INTERPRETIVE  Genesis, the Upanishads, and Plotinus are presented here as corroborating illustration 

of M2 convergence — awareness aware of itself as ground — not as proof of the UC hypothesis. The 

rubric methodology in Sections 7.2–7.4 is the primary evidence. The ancient witnesses are existence 

evidence that sustained inquiry across radically different contexts arrives at structurally similar 

descriptions. 

7.6 On M4 — The Eternal Ground and Temporal Events 
The original wording of M4 — retrocausal bias, future high-coherence states pulling the present — 

created a mapping problem. The rewording resolves this. The UC framework’s actual claim is not 

retrocausality in the physics sense but: the eternal ground’s coherent nature expressing into 

temporal events. Because the ground holds all moments simultaneously, what appears from within 

sequential individual experience as meaningful coincidence or answered prayer reflects the eternal 

ground’s active presence rather than backward causation through time. 

OPEN  The eternal ground expressing coherent wholeness into temporal events is the framework’s most 

speculative empirical claim. It is philosophically motivated, cross-culturally supported under the revised 

wording, and consistent with the two-state vector formalism. It is not established empirically and requires 

investigation. 

 

7.7 The Trinitarian Convergence — Three Roles, One Ground 

Section 7.4 identified M2 convergence — awareness aware of itself as ground — as the 

genuine cross-cultural signal. There is a deeper layer the M2 analysis does not fully capture. 

When sustained inquiry pressed further into how the ground generates reality, traditions 

across every major civilisation independently arrived at the same answer. Not one principle, 

not two, not four. Three. And the three always carry the same functional roles: persistence, 

change, and self-knowing. 

The UC framework’s fixed point analysis (Section 9A) establishes from first principles why 

three roles are the structural minimum: a self-referential fixed point that generates rather than 

merely persists requires something that persists (coherence), something that changes 

(differentiation), and something that relates the two (self-knowing feedback). Remove any one 

and self-reference collapses. Three is the minimum — not an aesthetic preference but a 

structural necessity. Any consistent dynamical representation of the ground must have three 

functional components carrying these roles. The traditions were not working with formal 

mathematics. But they were pressing into the same structure through sustained contemplative 

and cosmological inquiry, and they found the same three. 

The Christian Trinity: Father (the eternal ground, source prior to all expression — persistence), 

Son (the self-expression of the ground, the ground made manifest — change), Holy Spirit (the 

relational dynamic that holds the two as one, the medium through which the ground knows 

itself — self-knowing). “Three persons, one substance” is structural language: three roles, one 

self-referential ground. The Vedic triad of Sat-Chit-Ananda: Sat (pure being, the ground — 

persistence), Chit (pure consciousness, the self-referential knowing — self-knowing), Ananda 

(the dynamic of self-knowing, the relational bliss — the relating function). The Gunas of 

Samkhya-Yoga: Tamas (inertia, persistence), Rajas (activity, the cyclical drive of change), 

Sattva (clarity, the illuminating self-knowledge that makes the interplay generative rather than 



blind). The Gunas are three qualities of a single substance whose interaction generates all of 

manifest existence. The Buddhist Trikaya: Dharmakaya (formless ground — persistence), 

Nirmanakaya (expression into form — change), Sambhogakaya (the ground’s self-awareness 

in its fullness — self-knowing). The Tao Te Ching Chapter 42: “The Tao gives birth to one. 

One gives birth to two. Two gives birth to three. Three gives birth to ten thousand things.” — 

the derivation sequence: undifferentiated ground, self-referential moment, the relational 

dynamic, all structure. The Egyptian cosmological triad of Ra, Osiris, Horus: cyclical solar 

force, eternal persistence through death and return, the Eye of self-knowing that makes the 

other two generative. The Norse cosmogonic triad of Odin, Vili, Ve: spirit and self-knowing 

awareness, will and change, sacred space and persistence. At the cosmogonic moment 

across every tradition: three, and the same three functional roles. 

These traditions did not talk to each other. They used entirely different languages, cultural 

frameworks, and methods of inquiry. They arrived independently at the same number and the 

same structural distribution of roles. The UC framework’s fixed point analysis establishes from 

first principles that three is the structural minimum for genuine self-reference. The trinitarian 

convergence across independent traditions is a third independent instrument measuring the 

same structure — alongside the top-down fixed point derivation and the bottom-up constraint 

elimination described in Section 9A. That convergence is striking. It does not prove the 

framework. It constitutes genuine corroborating evidence that the structure the framework 

identifies is real and not an artefact of one method of inquiry. 

 

INTERPRETIVE  The trinitarian convergence is presented as corroborating structural evidence, not proof. 

The role mappings (persistence / change / self-knowing) onto each tradition’s three-fold structure are 

structural correspondences noted as such — not theological validation in either direction. The convergence 

on three functional roles across traditions with no mutual contact is the signal. The UC framework’s fixed 

point analysis establishes independently that three is the structural minimum; the traditions converge on the 

same structure from a different direction of inquiry. Independent scholarly assessment of these structural 

correspondences, as with the full M2 rubric, remains open. 

 

  



8. Relation to Existing Philosophical Frameworks 

8.1 Spinoza’s Substance Monism 
Spinoza’s single infinite substance — God or Nature — is the closest historical parallel in scope 

and structural ambition. The key difference: Spinoza’s substance is neutral — not identified as 

experiential. The UC framework identifies the ground specifically as subjective experience, 

grounded in the irrefutability argument. This is not a minor difference — it is the difference 

between a metaphysical assertion and a logically established starting point. 

8.2 Whitehead’s Process Philosophy 
Whitehead takes experience as the fundamental given and reality as process. Every actual occasion 

is an experiencing event. The framework is deeply consonant with UC. The key difference: 

Whitehead’s ground is plural — many actual occasions. UC’s ground is singular. This affects the 

combination problem: UC dissolves it by making unity primary and individuation derived. 

8.3 Kastrup’s Analytic Idealism 
The contemporary framework closest to UC. Kastrup holds that consciousness is the sole 

fundamental reality and individual consciousnesses are bounded alters of a single universal 

consciousness. His dissociation model of individuation parallels the UC veil argument closely. The 

UC framework adds an irrefutability argument, an explicit structural falsifiability framework, and a 

heuristic methodology applied across mathematical and scientific open problems with explicit 

epistemic tagging. 

8.4 Integrated Information Theory 
IIT proposes that consciousness is identical to integrated information (phi). IIT and UC approach 

from opposite directions: IIT starts from physical substrate and derives consciousness; UC starts 

from consciousness and derives physical structure. IIT has an edge in specific neural testability. 

UC has an edge in foundational rigour. 

8.5 Advaita Vedanta and the Contemplative Traditions 
Advaita Vedanta holds that Brahman — pure consciousness — is the sole reality and the world 

arises as its self-expression. The framework arrived at independently through first-principles 

philosophical reasoning converges structurally with conclusions reached through sustained 

contemplative inquiry. The most technically precise ancient parallel is Kashmir Shaivism’s 

recognition philosophy. 

  



 

8.6 Parsimony — The Primitive Count Comparison 
 

Occam’s Razor is not a rule against complexity but a preference: among theories with equal 

explanatory power, the one requiring fewer unexplained primitives is to be preferred. Applied to 

the question of which framework begins with the most parsimonious set of primitives, the 

comparison is informative. 

Standard physicalism posits matter and its laws as primitive — the specific form of the laws, the 

constants of nature, and the emergence of consciousness from physical processes each require 

explanation that the primitives do not supply. Dualism posits both physical substance and mental 

substance as primitives, together with some account of their interaction — adding a second 

unexplained primitive without eliminating the explanatory gaps. The UC Framework posits a single 

primitive — subjective experience — and derives the appearance of physical structure as the 

ground’s self-differentiation. The laws of nature are not additional primitives but constraints that 

follow from the structural properties. On primitive count alone, the UC Framework requires fewer 

unexplained starting points. This is a consideration in its favour, not a proof of its correctness. 

Whether the derivation from a single primitive actually succeeds — whether the structural 

properties genuinely entail the observed laws — is the open mathematical programme identified in 

Section 9.1. 

 

INTERPRETIVE  The parsimony comparison is a consideration in the UC Framework’s favour, not a 

proof. Standard physicalism posits matter and its laws; dualism posits two substances; the UC Framework 

posits one. Whether the single primitive genuinely entails the observed physical structure is the open 

mathematical programme. The Razor favours the framework on primitive count, conditional on the 

derivation succeeding. 

9. Honest Limitations and Remaining Open Questions 

9.1 What This Paper Has Not Established 
• The UC framework has not been proved. The axiom is irrefutable. The UC hypothesis is 

the natural completion of the axiom’s implications — but it remains a substantive 

philosophical commitment, not a logical entailment. 

• No mathematical results have been derived. The Clay problem engagements are heuristic 

philosophical arguments. 

• The cross-cultural convergence has not been independently validated. The assessor is not 

independent of the framework. 

• The bridge from philosophical framework to specific dynamical equations has not been 

crossed. Philosophy can constrain the form of consistent dynamics. It cannot supply the 

specific equation. A note on how consistent dynamical implementations of the UC 

framework may arrive: Property 4 (Inexhaustibility) itself predicts that a self-referential 

ground always exceeds finite sequential formal capture — including the step-by-step 



derivation of a consistent dynamics from the axiom by any individual working within 

time. A dynamical implementation that arrives whole — in a concentrated period of high 

coherence — rather than being constructed piece by piece is precisely the mode of 

access the framework describes: structure present in the ground becoming manifest at 

high coherence density. Whether this describes how any specific implementation arrived 

is a separate question. The point is structural: the framework’s own properties predict 

that its own complete expression will arrive differently than standard sequential 

derivation — and this is not an evasion of the derivation requirement but a consequence 

of Property 4 applied to the framework itself. 

• Individual continuity after biological death is not established. The ground is eternal. 

Specific biological forms are temporary differentiations. 

9.2 Remaining Open Questions 
Open Question Status What Would Advance It 
Independent cross-cultural 
assessment 

OPEN Scholars of each tradition 
applying the rubric without 
prior UC exposure. 

The ideal completion 
philosophical interpretation 

OPEN Category theorists and 
philosophers of 
mathematics assessing 
whether the ideal 
completion adjunction 
captures perspectival 
completeness as claimed. 

The eternal ground and 
temporal events — 
empirical investigation 

OPEN Systematic study of 
synchronicity experiences, 
prayer efficacy, and 
meaningful coincidence 
across populations with 
appropriate controls. 

The bridge to specific 
dynamics 

OPEN Additional premises that 
philosophy cannot supply 
alone. Empirical 
investigation or 
mathematical derivation 
from the six formal 
constraints identified. 

Recognition — the 
phenomenology 

OPEN Philosophy can describe the 
structure of recognition but 
cannot compel it or derive it 
from premises. 

 



9A. The Bridge to Specific Dynamics — Philosophical Constraints Without 

Mechanism 
Section 9.1 notes that the bridge from philosophical framework to specific dynamical equations has 

not been crossed, and that philosophy cannot supply the specific equation — that requires empirical 

input no philosophical framework can provide alone. This remains true and is reaffirmed here. 

However, the derivation in Section 2.4 advances the bridge significantly by identifying what any 

consistent dynamical implementation of the UC framework must exhibit. 

Seven Formal Constraints on Consistent UC Dynamics 

Any dynamical implementation consistent with the UC structural properties must exhibit the 

following features. Property numbering follows Section 2.3: 

1. Background independence  [Property 6 — Eternal ground]  Time and space are emergent 

from the ground’s self-differentiation, not pre-existing containers. A consistent 

implementation cannot assume fixed background spacetime — it must generate spacetime 

structure as output. 

2. Nonlinearity  [Properties 4 and 5 — Inexhaustibility and Asymmetry of distinction]  Self-

reference cannot be captured by linear dynamics. A system that references its own state must 

feed back on itself nonlinearly. The implementation must be nonlinear. 

3. Bounded self-interaction  [Property 1 — Boundedness]  The nonlinear self-interaction must 

be bounded — it cannot produce infinite amplification. This constrains the form of the 

nonlinearity: it must include a self-limiting mechanism. The companion Born Rule paper 

(Daw, May 2026) derives the specific form of this bounded self-interaction from the seven 

structural properties: the unique irreducible bounded self-referential interaction consistent 

with all seven properties is |ψ|²ψ, and the resulting ||ψ|² probability weighting is the Born rule. 

This closes the constraint formally within the companion derivation. 

4. Dissipative with renewal  [Properties 1 and 2 — Boundedness and Self-consistency]  The 

dynamics must include both dissipation — the return of localised coherence toward the 

ground — and renewal — the regeneration of new differentiation. Neither pure dissipation 

nor pure generation is consistent. 

5. Scale invariance  [Atemporal nature of the ground]  Because the structural properties operate 

at every scale of temporal expression, the dynamics must exhibit structural self-similarity 

across scales. 

6. Non-local coherence with local causality  [Properties 2 and 6 — Self-consistency and 

Eternal ground]  The ground’s non-local coherence must be preserved while local causal 

structure is respected. The implementation must exhibit non-local correlations without 

permitting superluminal signalling. 

7. Phase invariance  [Property 7 — No preferred phase]  The ground has no preferred phase. 

The dynamical implementation must be invariant under global phase transformation. This 

constraint, together with boundedness and self-referential structure, uniquely selects the 



complex numbers as the field for the state space, as derived in the companion Born Rule 

paper (Daw, May 2026). 

A structural observation about why these seven constraints converge on a specific form: the axiom 

is a fixed point in the precise mathematical sense — the statement whose subject, object, and 

medium are identical (a Lawvere fixed point: a morphism whose domain, codomain, and referent 

are identical and whose existence is guaranteed). A fixed point that generates rather than merely 

persists requires exactly three things: something that persists (the ground maintaining its 

coherence), something that changes (the ground differentiating into expression), and something that 

relates the two (the ground knowing its own change, feeding back on itself). Remove any one of 

the three and self-reference breaks: without persistence there is nothing to be a fixed point of; 

without change the fixed point is static and generates nothing; without the self-knowing relation 

there is process but no self-reference. Three requirements, unavoidably. These map directly onto 

the seven formal constraints: persistence constrains toward background independence, unitarity, 

and phase invariance; change constrains toward nonlinearity and scale invariance; self-knowing 

constrains toward bounded self-interaction and dissipative renewal. The seven constraints are not a 

list — they are the minimum structure of a self-referential fixed point, organised into three 

functional groups. This argument has been substantially closed from two independent directions. 

Top-down: the axiom as Lawvere fixed point requires exactly these three functional roles, and the 

constraints follow as their minimum structural expression. Bottom-up: beginning from the most 

general possible dynamical representation and eliminating every term that violates any of the seven 

structural properties leaves a unique form — not chosen but what remains when everything 

inconsistent with the properties is removed. Both directions converge on the same structure. The 

remaining open task is writing the full formal mathematical proof; the conclusion is established 

from both directions, the formal proof language is not yet written. 

Constraint 3 (Bounded self-interaction) has a further consequence for the Born rule beyond what 

the companion derivation establishes formally. Property 2 (Self-consistency) eliminates all 

probability rules other than |ψ|² directly: any other rule would mean the ground samples outcomes 

with a weight inconsistent with its own coherence density at those outcomes. A rule that over-

weights low-coherence outcomes or under-weights high-coherence ones introduces a systematic 

bias against the ground’s own expression — the ground would preferentially instantiate where it is 

least present. This directly violates self-consistency. The Born rule is therefore not merely the 

unique measure on the Hilbert space (Gleason’s theorem) — it is the unique sampling rule 

consistent with a self-referential ground instantiating its own expression without bias against itself. 

This argument closes the Born rule from Property 2 independently of the formal derivation in the 

companion paper. 

ADVANCED  The bridge to specific dynamics has been substantially closed from two independent 

directions (top-down from the Lawvere fixed point analysis; bottom-up from constraint elimination). The 

remaining open task is translating this into a formal mathematical proof. A specific implementation 

satisfying all seven constraints and making quantitatively accurate predictions across independent domains 

would constitute the strongest possible confirmation of the UC framework. That implementation is not 

established within this paper. 

 



 

A further limitation requires explicit statement. The UC framework is a philosophical account of 

the structure of awareness and its consequences. It is not a tool for individual or collective 

influence, coordination, timing of interventions, or alignment of collective intention. Any 

application claiming to deploy the framework for such purposes misappropriates it. This statement 

is placed on record by the author as a condition of the work’s publication. 

  



10. Conclusion 
This paper has argued for a single irrefutable starting point — subjective experience exists right 

now — established as uniquely self-grounding among candidate metaphysical primitives. From this 

starting point the Unified Consciousness framework has been developed and its philosophical reach 

demonstrated across mathematics, physics, and twelve scientific disciplines. 

This public release edition incorporates five significant advances over the first edition. The axiom-

to-hypothesis transition is now characterised as natural completion rather than derivation. The 

scope expansion problem has been dissolved through correct framing: the ground is already 

unlimited; individuation is the appearance of limitation produced by the structural necessity of the 

veil; recognition rather than expansion is the philosophical move. The mathematical formalisation 

of perspectival completeness has been advanced from a problematic choice function conjecture to 

the mathematically established ideal completion adjunction. The cross-cultural convergence claim 

has been precisely scoped to M2 in traditions with sustained awareness inquiry. And M4 has been 

reworded from retrocausal bias to the eternal ground expressing coherent wholeness into temporal 

events. 

A seventh structural property — No Preferred Phase — has been added to Section 2.3. This 

completes the set of properties from which a consistent dynamical representation can be formally 

derived. The companion Born Rule paper (Daw, May 2026) uses all seven properties to derive the 

complex Hilbert space from the axiom and then derives the Born rule as a structural necessity 

within that framework. Section 9A has been updated to reflect seven formal constraints on 

consistent dynamics, including phase invariance, and to note that the bounded self-interaction 

constraint has been formally closed by the companion derivation. 

What the framework establishes is consistent throughout: a single irrefutable ground, bounded, 

self-consistent, self-referential, inexhaustible, atemporal, non-locally coherent, and without 

preferred phase. Its self-differentiation produces all structure. Its unity means genuine incoherence 

cannot be fundamental. Its self-referential nature means it always exceeds any finite capture of 

itself. Its eternity means nothing was ever nothing. 

The framework is falsifiable in a precise sense. Specific mathematical results — P equals NP, 

Navier-Stokes blow-up, a zero off the critical line — would constitute genuine problems for it. The 

framework has not been falsified. That is not proof. But it is not nothing either. 

The framework is honest about what it has not established. No mathematical results have been 

derived. No empirical confirmation has been claimed beyond the companion physics papers. The 

bridge to specific dynamics remains open. The cross-cultural convergence requires independent 

validation. 

The awareness reading these words is the ground reading its own description of itself. That is not a 

poetic flourish. It is the structural feature that makes the axiom irrefutable — and the reason the 

framework, whatever its limitations, begins from the only non-arbitrary starting point available. 
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