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 Part 1: The Core of My Theory

			Introduction

			Throughout history, many theories have been proposed to explain the origin and development of reality, first primarily by philosophers, and later especially by physicists. Yet none of these theories has, to this day, clearly established itself as the strongest. A comprehensive theory of reality indeed faces several requirements. Two central questions that such a theory should answer are: why does reality exist, and how does it develop? Current theories do this, either by assuming something that itself demands new explanations or by basing their explanations on an arbitrary assumption taken as given.

			In this book, I attempt to offer an alternative theory of reality that avoids these problems and strives to be as simple as possible. It approaches reality comprehensively and gives an answer to the question of reality’s nature, its ontology (what exists), epistemology (the limits of knowledge), the development of reality, causality (cause-and-effect relations), the nature of mathematics, determinism, the nature of time, humanity’s place in reality, consciousness and freedom — but also how all of reality can be understood on the basis of a single theory and principle. It can also be argued that a good theory of reality unites the working features of other theories. My theory attempts to do this.

			My theory is fundamentally philosophical but also draws on modern science and physics, and is intended to be compatible with them. The role of philosophy in my theory is to step behind science and ask what precedes scientific knowledge, how scientific theories fit together, and what lies behind them; what is concealed behind knowledge and thinking. For this reason, I believe philosophy still has something to offer in this context.

			My theory can thus also be characterized as a metatheory. I believe that a comprehensive theory of reality is difficult to formulate without such a perspective. An answer to why something exists rather than nothing is difficult to find without stepping outside traditional scientific perspectives. Similarly, questions about how reality develops and what the mutual relationship between fields of knowledge is are difficult to answer entirely by traditional scientific means. For this reason, I believe that philosophy and metaphysics still have something to offer when we reflect on the deepest essence of reality.

			We also know that, as a species, we do not yet understand the full nature of reality or the ultimate reason for its existence. Nor do we know with certainty by what means reality is best understood at its foundation. If reality, for example, cannot ultimately be understood through mathematics or physics — and of this we cannot yet be certain — we can argue that metaphysics still has something to offer as an approach, even if the conclusions drawn from it could not be proven objectively true. This may very well be a well-founded state of affairs, at least at a certain fundamental level. At the same time, such a broad approach makes it possible that by combining metaphysical reflection with everything we know today about reality, we can think we achieve the best possible opportunity to understand it — an opportunity that, in my view, is today greater than ever before. This is also my own approach: I aim to combine metaphysical and logical reflection — both past and present, both others’ and my own — with what we broadly know about reality today through science.

			Even if the reader does not end up believing in or supporting my theory, its approach and way of framing questions can nonetheless benefit every reader’s own thinking and offer new angles, perspectives, insights, and tools for developing it; thus, the reader can still come to understand better how reality works, because my theory strives to be consistent with everything we know about reality today. Furthermore, the reader can better understand what we do not yet know and what answering this requires. Even if my theory ultimately does not provide the right answers regarding the theory of reality, the reader can nonetheless better understand, on its basis, what such answers would require. For this reason, I believe my text has value, regardless of how the future shapes the credibility and truthfulness of the claims I present.

			Presentation of My Theory’s Main Ideas

			I begin by briefly presenting the central starting points of my theory. My theory is called coherent emergentism. Its central basic idea is that in explaining the origin and development of reality, one should assume as few external factors as possible. There is a simple reason for this. Every new assumption forces us to answer two new questions: what is the origin of this assumption, and what causes it to influence reality? The more such assumptions are added, the heavier the theory becomes and the less intuitive it becomes. If external assumptions are minimized, the consistent alternative that remains is that nothing external explains the emergence and development of reality.

			If this is the case, the only remaining possibility is that these causes and factors spring from reality itself. We must then examine how reality operates in relation to itself. From this, it follows that the emergence and development of reality are explained in terms of coherence: the property of being internally non-contradictory and compatible with one’s environment. It is precisely this property that enables structures to multiply, persist, and develop in time. Coherence also contains within itself its own cause by referring only to itself, and for that reason, it terminates the need to seek external causes. Self-referential coherence is the core idea of my theory.

			Before the emergence of reality, based on coherence, one can think that pure potentiality prevailed. Potentiality is to be understood as a logical condition for anything to be able to exist at all. Nothing can exist if there is no potentiality for it. However, potentiality is not caused by any external factor and thus does not require an external explanation. Here also ends the infinite regress of external explanations, in which every cause is preceded by a new cause. At the same time, there is no need to ask what was before potentiality. Potentiality is not a temporal agent. In my theory, time arises only with lasting action and change, and such lasting action becomes possible only on the basis of the beginning of coherence.

			It is also logically possible that nothing would exist. However, we know from our own experience that something exists; for this reason, total non-existence can be assumed false. When we know that something exists, we can also conclude that it can only exist in a way that is not in contradiction with itself or its environment. Only such non-contradictory action can persist, develop, and multiply. If incoherent or contradictory structures cannot persist, what remains are only coherent formations.

			In coherent emergentism, different perspectives on reality are combined on the basis of coherence dynamics, in which the actions of individual parts continually produce various possibilities, but the coherence of the whole selects from these the development trajectories that can persist. The whole can only function if the action of its basic units is sufficiently compatible with one another, for the relations between parts inevitably exclude incoherent alternatives — they simply cannot continue to exist or develop further. This interaction between the whole and its parts takes place in a unified causal continuum, in which influence flows simultaneously upward and downward without contradiction arising between these: both are manifestations of the same coherence principle at different levels. When such development accumulates, increasingly complex cooperation emerges between parts. This leads to a situation in which the whole begins to operate autonomously in a way that can no longer be directly derived from the actions of individual parts. This phenomenon is called emergence. Among the possibilities, coherence, as it were, opens up because it produces something lasting. And when something lasting has arisen, it naturally continues to develop precisely because it persists.

			Coherence, in turn, forms in its development ever more complex wholes, all the way to stars, planets, life, and consciousness.
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			The central strength of my theory is that it explains both the origin of reality and its development on the basis of a single principle: coherence. Coherence also serves simultaneously as reality’s way of referring to itself and thus offers the only genuinely self-sufficient explanation for it. If instead one assumes the existence of some external explanation, one falls again into an endless regress in which every explanation requires a new level of explanation.

			This principle explains not only the necessity or natural outcome of existence but also why stable structures and natural laws endure and why emergence continually produces new levels of order. In my theory, coherence operates simultaneously as both a filter and a generator: it eliminates incoherent possibilities while enabling the birth of new, higher-level wholes.

			From this principle, coherent emergentism seeks to explain all of reality from both a metaphysical and a modern-scientific perspective. In cosmology, it interprets the apparent fine-tuning of natural laws and constants as the result of coherence filtering. In connection with quantum theory, it clarifies the roles of coherence and decoherence in the stabilization of physical states and thus connects to analyses of downward causation as well. In biology, it offers a deeper explanation of why life, adaptation, and evolution are possible: only coherent organisms survive across generations. In consciousness research, the theory explains irreducible emergent properties at the highest levels of complexity without positing consciousness as the foundation of reality.

			As the foundation of the framework of coherent emergentism, I define from the outset its three central concepts:

			•Coherence is a fundamental property that enables a configuration — whether physical, informational, biological, or conceptual — to form, develop, and persist in time. Coherence arises from a system’s internal non-contradiction in relation to itself and its environ­ment: from the mutual compatibility and reciprocal reinforce­ment of its component relationships, forces, and modes of operation. Only coherent structures are ontologically stable, and only they can maintain themselves energetically and informationally, resist dissolution, and serve as foundations for higher levels of organization.

			•Incoherence means the absence or negation of coherence. An incoherent structure contains internal contradictions, inconsistencies, or incompatibilities that prevent it from achieving stable equilibrium. By its nature, incoherence cannot form lasting wholes, develop further, or persist: it either collapses immediately or is eliminated over time, leaving no permanent trace.

			•Emergence is the process by which a coherent whole acquires new properties and causal capacities that cannot be reduced to the separate behavior of the parts and are not fully predictable from it. Crucially, genuine (strong) emergence grants the whole relative freedom or autonomy in its modes of operation: a coherent system as a whole can select, constrain, or reorganize the possible behavioral patterns of its parts in ways not strictly dictated by the laws of lower levels alone. This so-called freedom of choice of the whole — most clearly visible in biological adaptation, conscious deliberation, and higher-level downward causation — is the hallmark of genuine emergence and distinguishes it from a mere ordinary whole or weak supervenience, in which the higher-level whole depends entirely on its lower-level components.

			These three definitions are interdependent: coherence is the necessary and sufficient condition for persistence; incoherence is ontologically self-eliminating; emergence is the creative outcome when coherence reaches new integration thresholds, generating new degrees of ontological and causal freedom for the emergent whole.
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			The first part of my book presents the fundamental models of my theory comprehensively. The second part focuses on how my theory can be evaluated, comparing it with other theories of reality. The third part addresses how my theory could be applied more broadly in reality, particularly insofar as it is significant from a human perspective. In the fourth part, I reflect on the broader applications of my theory in relation to modern physics. In the fifth and final part, I raise the possibility that my theory could serve as a new paradigm.

			A Brief Presentation of Other Theories

			In addition to the question relating to the origin of reality, the other central question concerns why existing reality has a structure that is stable and capable of producing ever more complex forms of order. This is not only a metaphysical question but also a scientific one. One can thus ask: why are natural laws permanent, why do matter and energy operate stably, and why does emergence appear to be inevitable?

			To these questions, numerous established approaches already exist, each offering valuable perspectives on the nature of reality. It could be argued that a working theory of reality should incorporate the functional features and strengths of these approaches — what they explain convincingly — and resolve their problems. This is also the goal of my theory.

			Among current theories, materialism holds that reality can be understood by deriving it from its smallest physical parts, such as atoms and molecules, which form its foundation. In reductive materialism, this perspective is extended to consciousness as well. Materialism offers a powerful explanatory framework in physics. It also clarifies the roles of matter and energy, yet without answering why they exist or remain stable. Thus, it does not answer the most fundamental questions.

			Panpsychism, in turn, proposes that consciousness is fundamental and pervasive proto-consciousness. It thus extends consciousness to all existing things, but at the same time assumes this existence without explaining its origin or mechanism of emergence in any greater depth than taking it as given. It thus answers the materialist challenge by explaining how consciousness arises, though not in detail.

			The premise of process philosophy, for its part, is that the foundation of reality is process rather than substance. It thus highlights being as a dynamic process in understanding reality. It adds value to philosophical discussion by highlighting the significance of becoming, change, and mutual relations, but relies on explanations such as ”process” or ”creativity” without clarifying their origins. It thus gives a dynamic picture of reality but does not explain why the process exists at all.

			In Ontic Structural Realism (OSR), structure is treated as the primary component in understanding reality, but it is often left open how these structures arise and are maintained. The premise of Platonism and mathematical realism is that mathematical forms or structures are the ultimate reality. They do not, however, explain how these influence the physical world.

			Dualism, in turn, proposes that in reality there exist fundamentally different things, in particular, matter and mind. Classical substance dualism, however, faces a significant explanatory challenge: how ontologically different substances can causally interact, and why such a dichotomous ontology would be necessary if a more unified explanatory model is possible. Monism is the doctrine that there exists only one kind of fundamental being. According to philosophical idealism, reality exists only at the level of the mind, but it does not explain how the material world is formed. This seems counterintuitive, especially from the perspective of modern science. Theism is the belief in a personal God as the creator of reality and the determiner of its development, existing separately from reality.

			This religious-philosophical concept also seems counterintuitive and poorly defensible from the standpoint of modern science. Theism merely shifts the question of the ground of being to the being of God without providing an actual solution.

			Questions relating to permanence and emergence are also long-standing challenges in the philosophy of science. Jaegwon Kim has presented a well-known view according to which emergent properties are either subject to reduction (i.e., derivable from their lower-level components) or remain epiphenomenal (i.e., do not influence the material world). More recent defenders of strong emergence, such as Jessica Wilson with her account of fundamental relations, bring new perspectives to this discussion by arguing that there exist causal powers not derivable from the parts of the whole. They leave comparatively little attention, however, to how these powers persist in time.

			Robert W. Batterman has shown how emergent phenomena can arise from asymptotic reasoning and singular limits in physics. He does not, however, address why such phenomena persist in time. George Ellis, in turn, has challenged the problem of causal closure made famous by Jaegwon Kim by arguing that downward effects can occur in hierarchical systems. This research, too, like similar views, underlines the need for a theory capable of explaining both emergence and the permanence of the structures that arise.

			The nature of natural laws is another central, open question to which a comprehensive theory of reality should be able to respond. Nancy Cartwright has argued that natural laws are more context-dependent and idealized representations than universal truths. She emphasizes the multiplicity of laws but leaves open the question of what ultimately explains their stability and durability. In her later work, Cartwright has deepened her view by examining laws as capacities within particular domains, but here, too, the question remains unresolved: what internal principle explains their permanence and durability in changing contexts?

			The problem with all these theories is that they either add unnecessary assumptions or leave essential questions unanswered. If assumptions are added, the theory becomes heavier, because the origin of this assumption and its relation to everything else remain to be explained. If, on the other hand, one cannot answer all questions and instead takes things as given, the theory is not all-encompassing when examined more carefully or in greater depth.

			The Most Fundamental Questions Concerning Reality

			When one sets out to develop a theory of reality, one should begin by considering what assumptions are involved in it, what questions it should answer, what is central in these, and what these answers mean. At the outset, I therefore raise the most fundamental questions concerning reality. I also consider what we think we know about reality and what we can regard as possible. This also makes it easier to evaluate and compare other theories of reality with my own theory, which adopts the following assumptions.

			It is again central to highlight from the outset that we do not yet know how to think about reality at the most fundamental level. We do not know what questions should be asked about it, nor how they should be answered, whether in philosophy, physics, or mathematics. We are thus in a situation in which we cannot even distinguish on the basis of which theory we should ask the right questions. This does not, however, make our endeavor futile, but necessary: precisely for this reason, we must seek a starting point that minimizes assumptions and upon which everything else can coherently be built.

			In connection with this, I present as central the view that, with respect to the assumptions underlying a theory of reality — like the whole theory — unnecessary complexity should be avoided. It should also be based on mutually non-contradictory principles, because otherwise it collapses under its own impossibility. If, on the other hand, the assumptions are unclear or ambiguous, they cannot be tested or clearly evaluated.

			Related to this is the principle known as Occam’s razor, which holds that reality should be explained as simply as possible and that all extraneous factors should be eliminated from explanations. This includes the idea that a theory’s ontological and theoretical assumptions should be minimized. In another formulation of the principle, it is stated more broadly that if two competing principles can explain the same phenomenon equally well, the simpler one should be used, provided it is not less comprehensive. This is a central principle for my theory, and I will return to it later.

			I next set out to answer the following question: what can we with certainty assume or know about reality? In connection with this, it can be argued that we know at least from our own experience that something exists. We know this regardless of the deeper essence of that something’s existence. We also know that we experience a single reality, regardless of whether other realities exist. We thus experience one reality, which is also non-contradictory in the sense that two logically opposite events cannot occur simultaneously: if something happens, its opposite cannot happen at the same time. I will return to this as well.

			

			At least in my view, we can also assume that everything in the reality we experience is connected to everything, at least indirectly, and, in turn, directly to what it is immediately connected to. If this were not the case, we could not argue that everything is part of one and the same reality. Since we know that we experience one coherent reality, we can also assume that the thought I have just presented holds. For two separate things to be able to exist at the same time in the same reality, they must at least indirectly be able to influence each other. And if they can influence each other at least indirectly, they are at least in some way in a coherent, balanced, and consistent relation with each other.

			If all parts of reality are connected to each other at least indirectly, one can also think that everything that is in the present moment is built upon what was before. This applies again if we assume as little as possible — that the existing has no external meta-level that influences it or makes it possible; it refers only to itself and is built only upon that, including its past being. Everything later is therefore always built upon what came before — at the level of structures, action, rules, and logic. Everything existing can thus only be built upon its past form of being. This is again a way of referring to as little as possible, only to oneself, which is the smallest possible reference under conditions of minimal assumptions.

			If, in turn, what has been stated above holds, one can also think that the earlier whole is still the same whole, at least temporally and causally. If this is assumed, it thus applies to the operation of reality as well, so that earlier mechanisms of operation influence later ones and remain at least partly in force, or develop and change gradually.

			According to current physics, our universe originated in the Big Bang. My theory respects science and strives to be consistent with it. In relation to the Big Bang, one can thus argue, with respect to my theory, that if our reality originated from it, all subsequent development has taken place in the same reality — historically and path-dependently — in which later development must be consistent with earlier development. The essence and operating principles of the Big Bang have thus remained in force, even if they may have changed subsequently. This happens, however, always in a coherent relation to the past, if one assumes that everything is indirectly connected to everything and is part of the same whole. The mutual coherence of things is determined on the basis of past coherence: because these ways have been compatible before, they are so now and in the future.

			Coherence, in turn, under conditions of minimal assumptions, does not arise from external guidance but from the fact that only mutually compatible structures can persist and develop. That things fit together does not explain the world — it makes the world possible. In connection with all this, one can also assume, as a necessity, that everything that exists fits together at least locally. Otherwise, it could not exist. This also leads to the thought that everything can be seen only in relation to something else. This recalls the Buddha’s insight into the interdependence of things: everything is connected to everything else, and nothing has an inner essence that is completely independent of everything else.

			In connection with what has been stated above, an important thought can yet be presented, upon which my theory, at least to some degree, is built: if all levels of reality at least indirectly influence each other, reality must at least in some respects be based on its ultimate and smallest level or its operation. The principles of reality are thus those upon which broader wholes at least indirectly are based and from which they are constructed.

			This would mean, emphatically, also that a theory describing reality must be as unified and coherent as possible, because it should mirror reality itself. If reality has no underlying logic or operation, it can be described less coherently. My own view, however, is that this is not the case, because it would again imply the following: we would have to assume that there exist some meta-levels that influence reality in their own way across different contexts. These levels would then cause reality to operate incoherently. Such an assumption, however, is once again much heavier and less intuitive than the minimal-assumption conditions. It would need to explain where these different levels or influences come from, and how and why they influence reality in different ways across different wholes.

			In addition to all this, we also know the following: as humans, we experience consciousness. Even though we cannot say with certainty what its exact status in relation to ourselves and reality is, our experience gives reason to think that consciousness has something genuinely unique. Our experience also gives reason to assume that our consciousness can influence us as a whole and that we experience at least some freedom in connection with this.

			We also know that we experience time and its passage and that this is connected to events and their order. We cannot with certainty be completely sure at an objective or intersubjective level (a level at which we know certainly that other people also experience the same) about the relation of these experiences to other beings, to truth, or to reality, but we know in our own case that we experience reality in this way.

			In this context, it is also central to consider the relation of reality to itself: is it conscious of itself, or does it actively influence its own development? The lightest theory again assumes that reality is not conscious of itself and does not actively influence itself; reality simply is, and things happen in it without anything more needing to be or being able to be said. This is also the central idea of my theory. From this, it follows that traditional concepts such as causality, the relation of the whole and the parts, and change are not self-evident foundations but arise only from how reality coherently builds upon its parts and its past. If no external explanation is assumed for the operation of reality, it must therefore operate on the basis of internal necessity.

			The views I have presented above are the initial assumptions of my theory, and my theory is built upon them. In my view, they are also those minimum assumptions that must be in force under conditions of minimal assumptions. If a theory of reality contravenes these principles, it is, in my view, neither coherent nor built upon durable, non-contradictory initial assumptions.

			Minimizing Assumptions

			The central problem with established theories of reality — particularly those concerning its fundamental nature — is that they either introduce unnecessary assumptions or leave essential questions unresolved. Returning again to Occam’s razor, it can be argued that the strongest theory of reality is one that assumes as little as possible. Such a theory is most naturally achieved when the reason for the existence of reality is taken as sufficient in itself — when the same internal principle that explains why reality exists also determines how it develops, without appealing to meta-level laws, external mechanisms, or agents.

			Coherent emergentism does not stop the regress at a fundamental entity but at a fundamental structural principle: coherence. If a meta-level requires its own explanation and if the regress thus cannot be stopped externally, then the only alternative is an internal explanation, which must be internal coherence — that is, non-contradiction.

			There is, however, one critical assumption in my thought: the inexplicability of the meta-level is a problem. Not all philosophers accept this. Someone may say that the meta-level simply exists — that it does not need an explanation. Natural laws, for example, could thus be seen as fundamental and not requiring explanation. It could also be argued that structure itself is fundamental without regress. The theistic response, on the other hand, would argue that God is a necessary being and requires no cause.

			My theory thus only works if the following principle is accepted: all causal assumptions always require explanation. This is not a logical necessity but a metaphysical choice.

			The argument has consequences even for meta-levels and can be formulated as follows:

			•If a meta-level influences reality, it has a causal role.

			•All causal structure belongs to reality.

			•Therefore, the meta-level cannot be outside reality.

			•If the meta-level belongs to reality, it is not a meta-level but part of the structure.

			•Therefore an external meta-level is unnecessary.

			This transforms the argument from a regress argument into an ontological inclusion argument.

			Could one think differently about this — for example, that a meta-level can exist, but its influence on reality does not add assumptions? It is entirely possible to think that a meta-level exists, but this does not entail any ontological assumptions. It depends on how the meta-level is understood.

			One way to avoid adding an assumption is to argue that the meta-level is not a separate level but the very structure of reality itself. This is close to, for example, Baruch Spinoza’s idea that God is the same as nature, or Alfred North Whitehead’s idea that process is ultimate, or to ontological structuralism, in which structure is fundamental. In these models, the meta-level is not an external cause that operates from outside, but rather the internal basic structure of reality. If the matter is formulated this way, the meta-level does not add ontology — it merely names the fundamental structure. At this point, the so-called meta-level is practically the same as my theory’s coherence principle. My theory also explains reality more elegantly by assuming less, based on the fact that coherence contains its own cause.

			Another alternative is to argue that the meta-level is necessary and does not require explanation. This is a classic solution to the regress. Aristotle’s unmoved mover and the theistic necessary being are examples of this. In this case, the added assumption is qualitative rather than quantitative. One takes, say, one fundamental being and says it requires no explanation. The problem with this from the perspective of my theory, however, is the following: why choose precisely this primitive, what makes it special, and why not choose coherence instead?

			One can also think of the meta-level as emergent rather than external. For example, that natural laws are emergent regularities. They do not, so to speak, influence reality, but describe its behavior. Here, the meta-level is not an ontological addition but a descriptive level. This, however, does not break my theory — it is even compatible with it.

			If, on the other hand, the meta-level is separate, has a causal influence, but does not belong to the causal network of reality, then a problem arises: influence without an interaction structure is explanatorily empty. If, on the other hand, the meta-level belongs to the same causal network, it is no longer, so to speak, meta, but part of reality. Here lies the strength of my theory.

			Perhaps the right question is not ”Is there a meta-level?” But: is the meta-level ontologically separate? If the meta-level is not separate — and does not add substances, nor is it an external adjuster — then my theory and the meta-level can be compatible.

			My theory is strongest if the following principle is accepted: all causal structure belongs to the same ontological network. If this holds, a separate meta-level is unnecessary. If, on the other hand, one accepts that there can be a fundamental primitive not belonging to the set of what needs to be explained, then my theory is not logically necessary but methodologically elegant. One can thus think that there exists a meta-level that does not add assumptions. But then it must not be ontologically separate or causally external, nor must it require a new level of explanation. And formulated in this way, it again resembles the internal coherence principle of my theory very much.

			Coherence, however, is not a completely assumption-free concept. It contains features such as order, structure, continuity, and non-contradiction. At the same time, one can ask whether these are really separate assumptions or rather things that follow already from coherence itself. Without some kind of order, structure, continuity, or internal compatibility, nothing would appear to be possible or even describable, for such a being could neither arise nor continue to exist. In this sense, coherence can probably be regarded as the minimal structure sufficient to explain existence, continuity, emergence, and development without additional entities.

			We can illustrate what has been said above by considering the idea of being incoherent. If something exists but has no coherence whatsoever, what is actually missing from it? This assumes, then, that there exists a being that, due to its internal and external contradictions, would not operate consistently and could therefore never arise or exist for longer than a momentary flash. First, such a being would lack identity: it would not be the same being from moment to moment. Second, it would lack distinctness: without boundaries, there would be no difference between this and that. Third, it would lack relations: it could not influence anything, and nothing could influence it. Fourth, it would lack order: there would be nothing to compare change against. Such being-existing-in-this-way would be practically unobservable, indescribable, and indistinguishable from non-being. The claim ”it is” would then lose its content. Thus, it appears that the idea of being without coherence is either empty or internally contradictory as a proposition. A coherent being that begins to operate incoherently gradually disappears from reality.

			From all this, it follows that for the claim ”it is” to have any meaning at all, a minimum of coherence is needed. This minimum coherence may be very thin, but it must still satisfy certain conditions. The first is distinctness: something is something, and not mere nothing. The second condition is internal compatibility: it does not collapse immediately into conceptual emptiness. This does not mean it must be deterministic, but it must be determined in some way. The third condition is relationality: its being has at least in principle a connection to others, because otherwise being would not affect anything and nothing could affect it. The fourth condition is order or continuity: at least some kind of before–and–after structure, in order to be able to speak of persistence or change. It is important to note that this previous temporal interpretation does not yet assume Newtonian time, any specific natural laws, or any meta-level outside reality. It assumes only that being is not a pure zero.

			From this perspective, coherence is again not another assumption about the world but rather what we already mean by saying that something exists. In coherent emergentism, coherence is not an extra metaphysical principle but the minimum condition of being. The thought of being without coherence turns out to be conceptually empty, because without distinctness, internal compatibility, relations, and at least a minimum of order, there is nothing of which one could meaningfully say: it exists. In this sense, coherence does not explain existence by adding a new principle to reality but by making explicit the structure already contained in the very concept of being. This is once again a way to solve the mystery of being — how being exists and persists in time — under conditions of minimal assumptions, and it is done again by referring to itself, to being itself. At a minimum, it could be argued that the only assumption of my theory is that something exists.

			The actual explanatory power of coherent emergentism, however, emerges when coherence is examined as a dynamic phenomenon. What is not coherent cannot continue. As a consequence, a natural mechanism arises for persistence, delimitation, and emergence: only those structures whose internal operation remains compatible with their environment and their own structure can continue to exist and develop. Thus, coherence forms the foundation for both the continuity of existence and the birth and development of new structures.

			The Emergence of Reality

			To be comprehensive, a theory of reality should also explain the emergence of reality and its underlying reasons. I next present my theory’s answer to this. My theory sets out from the logical incompatibility of existence and absolute nothingness. This problem was recognized already in ancient philosophy, particularly when Parmenides and Aristotle reflected on the nature of being. If absolute nothing cannot generate anything, and we know indisputably that something exists, non-being cannot be the final state of reality.

			Existence must therefore in some way be necessary, even if this necessity cannot be shown in a completely straightforward manner. The philosopher Peter van Inwagen has famously formulated this as an answer to the question of why something exists rather than nothing. And even if existence were not entirely indisputably necessary, it must at least be a natural outcome following from the nature of reality.

			In my theory, I also present that before the material existence of reality, potentiality existed. At first glance, this appears to restore exactly those endless explanations that my theory seeks to avoid: if potentiality is assumed to exist, what caused it and what preceded it?

			In my theory, I answer this critique by arguing that potentiality is then being misinterpreted as a substance, entity, or state of affairs that would need an external cause. My theory rejects this interpretation, for according to it, potentiality is not, so to speak, a thing among things. It is instead the minimal condition from which nothing more fundamental can be derived and which must exist if anything at all is to be possible.

			The thought resembles Aristotle’s distinction between dynamis (potentiality) and energeia (actuality). My theory, however, departs from Aristotle’s interpretation by rejecting potentiality as a latent property of substances. It defines potentiality as the logical precondition of being itself. If nothing real exists, the possibility of something coherent existing must still, so to speak, remain. Potentiality thus requires no causal cause; it simply is. The fundamental question is not what initial state existed, but what condition must necessarily be in order for anything to be possible at all. The answer is potentiality itself: it needs no cause, because it is not a thing among things. This view is supported by metaphysical analyses of possibility and substance, but my theory applies them in its own way. It also resonates with newer conceptions of potentiality, in which potentiality is not understood as a temporal concept. If time is not assumed to be fundamental but to have arisen from change, this way of thinking is valid. If thought in this way, it also means that time is not a fundamental part of reality but arises only with change. If this is assumed, potentiality is the only alternative for what, so to speak, preceded the emergence of time.

			The question ”what was before potentiality?” is thus also misleading. Temporal order arises only when coherence manifests and structures stabilize. Before and after are concepts internal to structural reality, and they thus do not apply to the logic of potentiality. In this framework, potentiality is not a temporal state; time, so to speak, occurs only when coherent entities change. Before the formation of coherent reality, this condition was not fulfilled. Nevertheless, in order for something to be able to form, its potential had to be logically necessary. Martin Heidegger’s remarks on the concept of nothing point in this direction: nothing unsettles the ordinary categories of logic. Time and causality belong to these. My theory develops the insight by treating potentiality as logically necessary but not temporally prior. Potentiality is what remains if one tries to imagine absolute nothing. It represents unactualized forces and possibilities that lack coherent organization to form a lasting reality. From this necessity, only coherence can be actualized, because by definition, incoherent structures collapse. Absolute non-being, like incoherence, cannot persist.

			What has been stated above further clarifies why reality is necessary. If nothing existed, no possibility could ever be realized — and yet we know that something exists. Therefore, pure non-being as a global state is incoherent. Existence does not follow from chance or an external command, but from the impossibility of the alternative. If non-being cannot be the only possible state, our material reality must have been preceded by pure potentiality. If potentiality exists, there are also several ways in which it can, so to speak, open and develop, of which non-being is only one option. If potentiality exists and has sufficient possibilities to develop, something coherent will eventually arise, inevitably.

			The original potential energy of reality was actualized when the potential achieved a coherent form — that is, a structure in which energy was able to manifest and organize itself permanently. This can be understood as a process in which the potentiality of the universe’s initial state cohered symmetrically, enabling the emergence of energy and matter. If the beginning was pure potentiality, it could not be transformed into reality by any external factor. Only internal coherence was able to shape it so to speak into the real, that is, from possibility only that which was non-contradictory with itself and self-referential was actualized.

			Although my theory regards existence as nearly necessary, it also accounts for the possibility that the form of reality may have arisen through a kind of selection among possible coherent states. Perhaps several potential configurations, so to speak, tried to exist, but only those that were sufficiently coherent to avoid collapse persisted — this process being analogous to the stabilization of emergent patterns in physical systems. In my theory, this is called metaphysical coherence selection, which helps explain the impression of fine-tuning without requiring a designer or design. Instead, only coherent possibilities survived.

			If self-reference based on coherence is not chosen as the foundation of the emergence of reality, another possible explanation could be circular. Reality would then contain cause and effect that circle back to each other so that the circle, as it were, closes. This can be a vicious circle, if it is logically deficient or contradictory, in which case something assumes its own existence to explain it. A virtuous circle, on the other hand, forms a closed, self-sustaining structure that requires nothing external. This is precisely the central idea of my theory: a coherent structure explains its own existence because only such can persist. My theory is the most functional circular answer, for it makes the circle’s structure internally justified, when coherence is both its cause and its effect. My theory thus contains a circular feature, but does so in a way that meets all philosophical criteria for an explanation: it does not leave the matter a mystery. It does not regress to an external cause, nor is it a mere tautology. A different kind of circular answer does not contain the same power.

			If, on the other hand, one were to think that circularity consisted of two different parts containing each other’s causes — such as energy as action and mathematics as its form — these two could be united under coherence. My theory could thus also contain two such levels. This would, however, again give rise to new assumptions: where do these two levels come from, or why is neither of them more fundamental? Thus, my theory assumes less. The double circle described above could, however, describe how coherence manifests in reality.

			We can also consider whether we ultimately always arrive at a tautology when we try to understand reality. Similarly, we can consider whether this results from our own perspective — that is, from the fact that we inevitably see reality in some sense from the basis of our own experience. My thought is that some kind of tautology is necessary because, if we want to understand reality with as few assumptions as possible, we cannot assume that there exists an external entity — that is, a being — that is the cause of reality’s existence. And even then, the question would again arise: why does this entity exist, who or what created it, and for what reason? I therefore think we cannot understand the ultimate nature of reality without arriving at either a necessary conclusion or a circular one.

			A legitimate counter-argument to the central claim of my theory — that only coherent, non-contradictory configurations can exist and persist — is precisely that it appears tautological, self-evident. It can be argued that it merely states ”That which exists, exists because it is able to exist,” or that it defines persistence in terms of coherence and then uses coherence to explain persistence.

			The concern is justified, but my theory accepts this circularity, not as a logical error, however, but as a structural necessity when minimal assumptions are made. If the goal is a theory that assumes as little as possible, the explanatory principle must be internal and self-referential. Any principle external to reality — whether a creator, a set of meta-level laws, or a brute fact — immediately adds to the need for explanations: where does that external principle come from and how does it interact with reality?

			The claim ”coherence enables persistence” is thus not an empty tautology but a fundamental, self-grounding axiom. It is the simplest possible starting point, requiring no additional explanation. The alternative — a reality in which incoherent structures could persist — leads to logical impossibility and the collapse of causal and explanatory reasoning. What appears to be a tautology is the only possible ontological foundation if one assumes as little as possible. It is the point at which explanation necessarily returns to itself, because the explanatory principle must be anchored to what exists.

			Only one coherent sequence of events is needed that persists, in order for something to exist and develop; this is much more probable than that no such thing would ever happen and that nothing existed, even if the latter kind of operation occurred much more frequently. The realization of existence also does not require universal coherence. It suffices that some sequence of events achieves and maintains temporal coherence. The amount of incoherence does not prevent the persistence of coherence, because the incoherent does not continue. This is not based on probability but on selection.

			Existence thus requires no justification, if coherence is possible.

			•If no coherence sequence persists, nothing exists.

			•If at least one coherence sequence persists, something exists.

			•Incoherence does not prevent coherence, because the incoherent does not continue.

			•Therefore, the emergence of existence does not require a majority or dominance, but only one persisting structure.

			This is much stronger than a formulation concerning probability. Existence is contingent — that is, it is not inevitable — but it is explained by coherence. We cannot be certain that coherence is necessary, but since we know with certainty from our own experience that something exists, we can assume that only coherence explains it. This is a philosophically considerably more balanced and durable line than a claim of inevitability. My theory thus no longer tries to prove that existence is compulsory — but rather that if something exists (and we know it does), then coherence is its best explanation.

			Being can also be examined only from the inside. And viewed from the inside, coherence is what filters continuity. The question of the cause of being cannot receive an answer that would point outside of being, so the explanation must be sought from the internal structure of being. We cannot step outside being to examine the non-existing. All our knowledge is already inside being. Therefore, a possible explanation for reality cannot be based on a level external to being, but must arise from being’s internal structure and operation. At least, we cannot obtain clarity from such an external explanation. My theory is the most natural explanation if reality is explained internally.

			None of this yet means I have shown that being is logically necessary, but it removes non-being as a meaningful counter-option. My theory does not claim that existence is logically necessary. Existence may be contingent. But since we know from immediate experience that something exists, we must seek an explanation for this existence. Coherence is the minimal structure that is sufficient to explain continuity and development without additional assumptions. Even if we cannot know coherence to be ontologically necessary, it is epistemically the necessary explanation for existence.

			Being and Action

			I next proceed to consider how coherence operates, from its lowest level up to the scale of all reality. This question is central if we assume that reality is built from the operation of its smallest level and multiplies from it, as I present in my theory. At the very outset, however, I will clarify what the most fundamental ontology of coherence is. What is the connection between this most fundamental being, or its principles, and the forms of action of the existing? Is it necessary that action involves rules or laws, and if so, what can be known about them?

			My view is again that we should assume as few external explanations as possible. For this reason, I think the rules of action must be built into the deepest principle of being. If action rules are a separate level, it must be explained where this level comes from and how it influences reality, in which case one must again assume more. If rules, on the other hand, are seen as part of the nature of the existing, it means that the ultimate essence of reality itself contains order and laws or modes of operation that guide the behavior of beings and phenomena.

			In this context, it is still worthwhile to examine this idea as fundamentally as possible, and ontology provides the means to do so. Ontology studies the concepts of being and existence, as well as the ultimate nature of the existing, including what kinds of things exist and what kinds of relations there are between them. In this context, one can thus see that the ways of being of the existing are not separate from the existing itself, but form the structure of being and define how the existing manifests and operates.

			In coherent emergentism, the existing and its way of being are thus inseparable. Nothing can exist in complete separation from everything else but only in relation to something. No part of the existing can be separated from it that would not in some way be in relation to its environment or its own structure. Everything is thus in relation to something, and this is an active being. If something were completely devoid of relations, it would not influence anything, and nothing could influence it. It would then have no boundaries, no influences, and no place in any development whatsoever. Such a so-called being would be practically indistinguishable from non-being. It is therefore justified to think that the existing itself and the relations and actions connected to being are one and the same. This is one of the most central positions of my theory.

			The strongest formulation of my theory is the following:

			1.Being presupposes distinctness and continuity.

			2.Distinctness and continuity are the minimal form of coherence.

			3.Therefore, coherence is the necessary condition of existence.

			4.From this it follows: everything real is coherent (at least in the sense that it can persist and be identified).

			My theory does not yet claim any particular law of physics to be correct or existing. It presents why any kind of persistence is possible at all.

			Nothing can exist that is not in relation to its environment. Thus, reality is fundamentally processual. But if nothing is in the process, there would be nothing either. Mere process is thus not enough; something that is in the process is needed. Thus, it can be interpreted that these two are inseparable if one assumes as little as possible, and this supports my theory.

			The argument related to what has been stated above can be structured as follows:

			•Nothing can be without relation to its environment.

			•Therefore, reality is fundamentally relational and processual.

			•But mere process without anything that is in the process would be nothing.

			•Therefore, being and process are inseparable.

			

			•On the basis of the principle of minimal assumptions, this supports coherent emergentism.

			This prevents sliding into pure process monism, in which becoming would be ontologically primary, with no underlying bearer. Process and what is in the process are thus not two different things, but two perspectives on the same coherence dynamics.

			Mere substance without action could not manifest in any way, and mere process without a bearer would be nothing. Therefore, being and action cannot be separate from each other, but belong together. With minimal assumptions, what remains is thus a self-organizing being in a continuous process.

			If being and action were separable from each other, there could exist being without causal relations. Then it would be possible for there to exist a completely separate being that is in relation to nothing else, but this would violate the relational ontology of the theory.

			In my theory, there is thus no need to choose between matter and process, because coherence serves as the foundation of both. Matter can be understood as the crystallized form of processes, and processes as the dynamic continuation of matter. Both are real and necessary, because only their coherent combination can persist. Physics, chemistry, and biology already build on the assumption that matter and process are intertwined and both necessary. My theory gives this synthesis a strong ontological foundation: coherence explains why precisely coherent matter-processes continue and develop furthest. This is a step further than a mere scientific description because it explains why this is the case.

			A resting state, on the other hand, does not mean the absence of causal relations, but their equilibrium. According to my theory, a being can be in a resting state in the sense that its active interaction with the environment is minimal. Despite this, its operational structure persists, and it remains continuously susceptible to environmental influences. A resting state is thus not an absence of action but a stable form of coherent action.

			Change, on the other hand, reveals that the mode of being is always relational and that no being can exist without continuous connection to its environment. If being is always connected and change always occurs in relation, then a resting state is the only equilibrium. Then a complete non-relation would equal non-being. A being can be in a resting state but still continuously connected to its environment. If, on the other hand, a being changes, it does so always in a causal relation to the environment. Thus, the inseparability of being and action is emphasized in change and in their relation to the environment. Being without relation would not be in action and would not continue in time. A process without anything in it would be nothing. Thus, being and process are not two separate basic principles but two perspectives on the same coherence dynamics.

			Coherence is thus not a contingent additional assumption but a necessity corresponding to the minimum condition of existence: for something to be able to exist (distinctly and continuously), it must be internally compatible. Therefore, the basic structure of reality is coherence, and all lasting action — including invariances like natural laws — can be understood as a manifestation of this necessity.

			Coherence, as a necessary condition, need not imply that everything is perfectly ordered. It must instead mean that only those structures that do not collapse into internal contradiction can stabilize and continue. That is, coherence allows for noise, uncertainty, probabilities, and local disorder, as long as the whole is continuous.

			The way to be in a lasting relation to the environment is coherence, which is thus structural compatibility with something. Only coherent structures dominate because they continue to reinforce one another. The existing is thus from the start a structural node in the relational network of beings. The existing exists because it is in relation to other things and can only do so coherently. This applies differently in different contexts. When, for example, a gas mixes with its environment, it happens coherently but also in an entropy-increasing — that is, disorder-increasing — way. It does not happen emergently, which is characterized by the internal coherence of the whole increasing.

			The identity of the existing is thus determined by its stable operational and interaction patterns. For example, an atom is an atom because of how it interacts, and an organism is an organism because of how it maintains itself, just as a mind is a mind because of how it organizes experience. The action of the existing is thus the manifestation of its existence. Action does not explain being, nor is being action; they are the same process viewed from different conceptual directions. Temporal continuity arises, in turn, from the fact that coherent action persists. Without action, there is no change, continuity, or time. In my theory, action does not happen to being, but being manifests as action.

			It is also natural to assume that a unit operates as part of a whole differently than alone and differently in different wholes. Examples of this include: an atom behaves differently in a molecule than it does alone; a neuron operates differently in a network than in a culture; a person behaves differently alone than in a group; a protein operates differently across cell types. This is the basic starting point of systems biology and complexity theory. But a mere empirical observation does not yet make it an ontological claim.

			The possible modes of operation of a unit are also not fully actualizable without the whole. A unit does not have a complete ontological operational profile in isolation; its way of being is actualized only within a coherent whole. A unit thus operates differently in different wholes, because its operation is determined on the basis of the coherence structure. The way of being is thus not an isolated but a relational property.
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			If the opposite is assumed — that being and its way of being are separable — new questions arise, such as: What connects a being and its action together? Why does precisely this being operate in precisely this way and not otherwise? Why does this connection always hold and everywhere? These questions are usually answered by referring to a law, rule, principle, or essence. At the same time, however, a meta-level is again added to the picture, which requires explaining and generates a regress. If a distinction were made between the being and its action, some third factor would need to be added to the equation that binds these together. This third factor is precisely the meta-law that is avoided in my theory. My theory does not, however, claim that being is the same as motion, that there is no structure, or that everything is continuous change. Instead, it responds to this problem by arguing that the existing does not have being that would be independent of its possible and actualized ways of being in interaction.

			Modern physics already hints in this direction by proposing that a particle’s identity equals its interaction profile, a field equals a dynamic structure, properties manifest in measurement, and without interaction, there is no observable being. My theory formulates this in philosophical and metaphysical terms. If the processuality of modern physics is accepted and one wants to avoid both meta-laws and regressions, and to explain emergence without additional ontology, then this inseparability of the existing and its action is the most reasonable way forward.

			To the question of whether a being has a secret inner essence from which we cannot obtain knowledge, my theory responds as follows: the existing does not have a hidden essence as a substance, but it always has more potential modes of action than any single coherence reveals. The existing thus has an operational potential structure that is never entirely actualized at once. This structure is not, in principle, hidden; rather, it is revealed partially and contextually through coherent interaction.

			Coherence is also relational, not fundamental. We can determine the lowest level of coherence, but not its smallest part, separate from coherent action. The lowest level of coherence is the foundation to which later development can be anchored. This foundational level is not fully determined but potential, and it is precisely from this ontological potentiality that indeterminism and emergence follow.

			If there were a lowest level of beings, this would again raise questions about why precisely that level is stable, why it operates in precisely this way, and why its operation is coherent. In my theory, self-referential persistence instead anchors reality without the need for an endless regress. Stability is thus dynamic, not static. For this reason, reality can be said to be stable because only self-sustaining structures persist, not because it is based on an immutable lowest level.

			Coherence is thus a consequence of certain operational structures persisting repeatedly, not of their being based on an immutable foundation. The comparative uniformity of reality, in turn, is based, according to my theory, not on separate natural laws but on the fact that everything consists of the same basic parts, for which coherence allows only a limited number of lasting modes of operation.

			In my theory, the inseparability of the existing and its action is not a single property but a set of intertwined ways in which separation is not meaningful. These include the ontological (being is not a passive substance), the operational (being manifests only on the basis of action), the relational (action is always in relation to something), the temporal (being requires action in time), and the identity-related (what something is equals how it can operate) dimensions. The coherence of the whole always reveals several such ways.

			In my theory, complete ontological incoherence, in turn, describes a state that is in no relation to its environment or its own essence. Incoherence can, however, be understood more broadly as an action within existing reality that may arise from potentiality but does not develop or persist because of its contradictions or because it does not fit its environment. The incoherent has thus never been dominant, as the coherent has. It has been a constantly present background noise, but because it does not persist, it cannot dominate. It is, so to speak, an invisible mass of events from which no continuum arises.

			In conclusion, this perspective, in which being and its rules are inseparable, emphasizes that existence manifests only through the ways of being built into its structure. If one continues to think this way, the broader reality arises from these principles and their multiplication at its foundation. When one thinks that the way of operating is built into being, one avoids the assumption that rules are externally given, and one understands that rules are an essential part of the nature of being.

			Being and Non-Being

			I next proceed to examine how the principle of coherence operates at its smallest and most fundamental level and what its relation to other fields of knowledge is. At the outset, however, I will examine more carefully what this fundamental level of existence might be like. When reality is reflected upon at the most fundamental level possible, the question arises: can the most fundamental principle of being be precisely the difference between being and non-being? That is, the same cause that underlies the very existence of all reality? And does everything else in turn form from it, when it is added to the picture, that formation takes place on the basis of coherence?

			The question of whether such a difference between existence and non-being is the most fundamental starting point for everything is also one of the deepest questions in metaphysics. Could all of reality and its modes of operation — including coherence, emergence, and the rules of nature — arise solely from this difference? I will examine this question next from physical, mathematical, and metaphysical perspectives, and assess whether the difference between being and non-being can serve as the ultimate starting point for everything else.

			When the existing and the non-existing are considered, the following is presented from a logical perspective about the difference between being and non-being and its logical structure: in mathematical and logical examination, it can be shown that the difference between being and non-being is a necessary concept from which all other rules can be derived. In classical logic (binary logic), reality is based on the principle that all things either are or are not (A ∨ ¬A). Classical logic thus also starts from the distinction — is vs. is not — and cannot justify existence without already assuming it. The first logical act is thus distinction, and difference presupposes something that can be distinguished. Without difference, there is no identity, without identity, there are no propositions, and without propositions, there is no logic. This is consistent with my earlier reflections.

			Reflecting on my theory, the difference in turn again presupposes determination, and determination presupposes non-contradiction and the fact that this part is in interaction with its environment. Non-contradiction is thus the minimal level of coherence, and for this reason, coherence is the logical condition of existence. Coherence is thus not one essence of reality among others. Without non-contradiction, nothing can be determined. Therefore, everything that exists is at minimum logically coherent, and only what is dynamically coherent can persist and develop.

			Following this line of thought, coherence is thus logically necessary. This means that being and coherence are so closely coupled that incoherent being is not a real possibility but a mere combination of words without reference to reality. In this case, it can be stated from the basis of my theory that coherence is not an additional condition for existence that would need to be assumed as externally given. It is instead what existence is at a minimum: a distinct, continuous, and non-contradictory structure. Coherence is thus, so to speak, not a law but the identity condition of being.

			There is no reason, however, to claim that classical logic is a cosmic rule. Instead, in connection with this, the following statement suffices: in order for something to be definable as existing, it must be distinguishable from the non-existing. Distinguishability in turn requires at least some kind of internal consistency, because otherwise one cannot even identify what one is talking about. This necessity is thus conceptual or ontological, not an externally given norm.

			Thus, it can be argued that coherence is also a precondition of logic, at least from a certain perspective. Logic, however, only speaks of the fact that thought is logical, and does not necessarily mean that reality itself is logical. My theory claims, however, that reality itself is structurally coherent, not only our thinking. Nothing incoherent could exist. Logical necessity, however, is not the same as ontological necessity — it could also be that nothing existed — but when we know that something exists, it is natural for us to assume the existence of coherence and the fact that reality must necessarily be coherent.

			Because coherence is thus inevitable and contains its own operating principle, no separate explanation is needed for why precisely this development trajectory of reality came about. It suffices to note that it was one of the possible development paths of coherence. Coherence could have been arranged differently, but unrealized alternatives need not be explained separately. Thus, there is no need to assume, for example, a God who would have chosen one possibility, nor a multiverse in which all alternatives are realized. The realized reality is simply one possible, or possibly the only possible, development trajectory of coherence. Reality thus need not be optimal, purposeful, or chosen. It suffices that it is coherent.
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			What other perspectives are there — in addition to logic — on the question of whether the difference between being and non-being can generate all existing? The metaphysical perspective on whether the difference between being and non-being is the foundation of everything suggests that we can divide it into a few perspectives: Is nothing a possible state? First, philosophers such as Parmenides and Heidegger have reflected on whether complete nothing is even logically possible as a state. Parmenides argued that nothing as a state can exist, because even thinking it makes it some kind of entity. If nothing can exist, then being must be the ultimate state, and existence is a necessary consequence of there being no alternative. This, too, would support the idea that the difference between existence and non-being is the ultimate starting point for everything else.

			From a physical perspective, phenomena observed in the natural sciences suggest that the difference between being and non-being is, at some level, the fundamental starting point of all reality. This applies to the emergence of the universe and to quantum physics as follows: according to current physics, the universe may have arisen from a quantum-level fluctuation — that is, the state in which there was nothing was not completely empty but contained quantum uncertainties. Quantum field theory shows that complete emptiness cannot be a completely stable state, but particles and antiparticles spontaneously arise in quantum fields, coming into existence and disappearing in an instant. This means that the difference between being and non-being is an active and continuously operating process at the quantum level. This could suggest that existence itself is a consequence of the fact that nothing can remain completely nothing — the distinction between being and non-being would thus produce reality. This may also be a way to describe scientifically the potentiality I wrote about earlier, from which our reality arose.

			If, on the other hand, we take non-being as an absolute starting point, it would be a state in which there is no energy, no information, no order — but then nothing could arise from it either. However, since reality exists, this suggests that nothing is a stable state. Thus, the boundary between existence and non-existence generates order, because a completely empty state cannot remain as such. Existence can thus arise, because non-existence cannot be completely lasting. The distinction between being and non-being generates a natural asymmetry.

			If thus only coherent and non-contradictory ways of being can persist and multiply, this can be a direct consequence of the fact that reality must exist. This means that all higher modes of operation that allow persistence and development arise from the fact that the difference between being and non-being produces order.

			In connection with all this, it has also been observed that reality contains many dichotomies, perhaps precisely because the most fundamental questions are resolved in terms of them. Information theory and emergence, for example, suggest that, in this context, information-theoretically, the difference between being and non-being corresponds to binary logic, in which zero (0) and one (1) form the foundation of all information. All systems that contain information are based on the difference between being and non-being. For this reason, every computational process, every measurement of quantum state, and every observation is based on whether something exists or does not exist. This means that distinguishing being from non-being is necessary for reality and consciousness, because without it, nothing systematic can arise.

			In physics, the difference between existence and non-existence is thus visible in many different ways. Mathematically and logically, distinguishing being from non-being is the foundation of all rule systems, because contradictory systems cannot be permanent. Metaphysically, being must also be the primary state, because complete nothing cannot exist.

			Reality, however, need not ultimately be conceived, according to my theory, as a struggle between being and non-being. Non-being is not an ontological alternative and thus cannot influence reality. What is does not compete directly with non-being, because non-being cannot possibly exist in an ontological sense. Instead, reality can be thought of as containing various potential ways of being organized, some of which are actualized and others not.

			Competition is thus not between being and non-being, but between potentiality and its actualization, which, however, can be described as a dialogue between being and non-being. At the lowest level of reality, one can think of there being constantly many possible ways of being organized, in which different potential forms of being, as it were, differentiate and compete for stabilization. These possibilities are not mere abstract alternatives but reality’s own potential forms of organization. Only some of these possibilities stabilize on the basis of coherence. Coherence then operates as a mechanism that separates those possibilities that can continue in time from those that cannot. In this sense, reality is also self-selective: it makes its own selections by continuously separating possible forms of being from those that cannot stabilize. Only coherent development paths can stabilize and become part of reality.

			Those possibilities that do not stabilize thus remain unrealized potentials. They can be conceptually thought of as alternatives, but they never actualize into existence. In this sense, they can be described as a kind of nothing, not in an ontological sense, however, but only as unrealized possibilities. Their relation to realized alternatives is, however, meaningful, and for that reason, it has also been meaningful to describe them.

			[image: ]

			I next proceed to reflect on how being and action and the distinction between the existing and the non-existing manifest more broadly as they multiply in reality. Here, it is central to also raise the perspective of modern science: existence ultimately refers to the fundamental components of reality — quantum fields, particles, spacetime, and energy. Action, in turn, means the rules, constraints, and interactions that shape the behavior of these components and generate emergent phenomena. Although modern science thus distinguishes existence and action, it does not exclude the possibility that they are ontologically one.

			The distinction of science I have presented above is discernible in several fields:

			•In physics: Quantum mechanics shows that all possible states are in superposition, but the function of decoherence and observation determines which states are realized in measurable reality. The wave function contains all possibilities, but as a result of measurement — or the coupling of the environment — classical reality is formed.

			

			•In biology: DNA molecules are stable structures, but their operation depends on the context of the cell, regulatory mechanisms, and environmental inputs. Gene expression follows complex patterns that are not based only on genetic material but also on epigenetic regulation and feedback mechanisms.

			•In consciousness: Neurons and synapses are physical beings, but the operation of consciousness arises from their dynamic interaction at several levels: synaptic impulses, oscillations of neural networks, and the integration of networks together produce the experience of consciousness.

			Thus, coherent emergentism is further strengthened by arguing that mere existence does not determine action — rather, action is a property intertwined with existence. When the existing, in turn, operates under different constraints — in relation to other forces, beings, and as part of emergent wholes — new features and modes of operation can emerge from it. Emergence thus arises from the mutual interaction of parts and from the fact that these interactions occur within a certain cosmic structure.

			On Coherence

			How then does coherence operate more precisely? In my theory, the probability structure at the quantum level opens several possible developmental paths, whose early differences can multiply and, on the basis of coherence dynamics at higher levels, stabilize into different emergent wholes. Quantum-level possibilities operate on the basis of probability distributions, but do not determine which of them persist, nor do they yet form a coherence path as a whole. This path only forms when quantum events couple to structures that stabilize at higher levels.

			Because at the quantum level events are realized on the basis of probabilities and complex systems are sensitive to small differences in initial conditions, it follows that if quantum-level alternatives are ontologically open, macro-level development is also genuinely indeterministic. In my interpretation of the theory, this does not mean chance but rather the existence of several possible coherence paths, only some of which continue over time. If, on the other hand, at the lowest level there are multiple possible coherence paths and these differences multiply emergently in complex systems, the consequence is that macro-level development is not unambiguously predetermined.

			The formation of coherence is also influenced by the environment and by when the existing is connected to it; thus, measurement events also influence it. Coherence not only unites units into a whole but also generates feedback structures on the basis of which its operation is determined not only by the environment but also by its own structural history. Thus, the whole stabilizes and regulates itself by operating as a coherent network of its parts that produces feedback. This does not require a meta-level but is a consequence of the networking of coherence. Internal coherence determines which coherence path the whole chooses. Therefore, different coherence paths exist.

			Because being is relational, no whole is completely identical with another. Therefore, there are several coherence paths, and development cannot be completely deterministic. Different coherence paths also exist because every whole is relationally unique. Because no identical context exists, no identical development can exist either. Completely identical systems can, however, only differentiate when they have an emergent, autonomous coherence level. Non-emergent systems exhibit more unambiguous statistical coherence dynamics, for example, when gases mix. The multi-path nature of coherence is thus only actualized at the emergent level, in which the system is capable of internal self-reference. From this arises the possibility of freedom.

			Coherent emergentism thus proposes that reality develops path-dependently from the coherence-constrained potential: every realized structure delimits future possibilities, so that everything that exists is built upon what already exists, and development cannot return to unconstrained potentiality.

			Coherence thus layers permanence like a filter. When a structure or process succeeds in maintaining coherence, it not only endures but also provides a foundation on which subsequent coherences can be built. Thus, gradually, a so-called accumulation of coherent reality arises, which begins to dominate the observable scale. The determinism of the macro-world is thus not a basic property but a consequence of the fact that coherence constraints have historically accumulated so densely that alternative development trajectories have practically closed off. Determinism is thus an emergent statistical consequence of coherence, even though at the quantum level, randomness occurs.

			From the perspective of my theory, reality is thus not impartial: it favors what is coherent, because only that remains. In the long run, this means that even though incoherence occurs infinitely often, its influence never lasts. Coherence accumulates and stabilizes — and from it the natural constants, natural laws, the stability of matter, and the structures of the macro-world are formed. According to my theory, the natural forces and constants of our universe are operational patterns that have stabilized during the history of reality. They are path-dependent, emergent, and inevitable in the sense that without them, there would be no lasting reality. Coherence has led to these and arises again from these operational patterns in more developed wholes.

			

			The structures of our universe have thus stabilized because only internally compatible and temporally continuous states can persist in reality. The fundamental forces of the universe, in turn, are the whole’s ways of being coherently in existence — the operation of the entire whole thus also operates coherently and became such at the beginning of our universe’s existence.

			Entropy — the increase in disorder — enables, in turn, the spreading of states — when different parts of our universe mix with each other, forming increasing disorder — but coherence excludes from these those that can form lasting structures. This stabilization is not a separate force but a necessary consequence of continuability. The non-coherent, on the other hand, is not another reality but the internal boundary state of reality: it is a possible or momentarily realized state that cannot continue as a coherent structure. True reality is a historically established network of coherence.

			Reality, especially matter, thus consists of what is internally coherent both in structure and in modes of operation. Coherent relations between things prevail, in turn, because they maintain things in relation to each other and their environment. The persisting structure must, however, be non-contradictory — that is, coherent — both in relation to its environment and to itself. Any alternative that lacks internal coherence cannot be actualized: it dissolves into its own impossibility and contradictions.

			The Necessity of Coherent Rules

			Can one think that coherent rules — or more precisely, operational patterns — are also filtered from the requirement of non-contradiction at the most fundamental level? This is a question concerning the ultimate structure of reality, the emergence of natural laws, and the grounding of emergence in logical coherence. I will examine this question from logical, physical, and metaphysical perspectives, and assess whether the requirement of non-contradiction can serve as the ultimate criterion for selecting the persistence of coherent rules.

			In logic and mathematics, the law of non-contradiction is the foundation of all functioning systems. A contradictory system collapses immediately because it allows any claim to be proven (i.e., trivialism). This means that if some rule system is completely contradictory, it cannot be stable, nor can it produce a consistent reality. From this, it follows that only non-contradictory systems can continue to exist and produce an organized structure. At the level of logic, this supports the idea that coherent rules are naturally selected, because only they can form an organized and durable structure. Incoherent rules disintegrate either because of internal contradictions or because they cannot maintain a multiplying reality.

			What then is the metaphysical perspective on the following question: Is non-contradiction the condition of all existence? Philosophically, one can ask whether non-contradiction is a necessary condition of existence. In response to this, one can say that if all possible rules were permissible, contradictory rules would also exist. If contradictory rules could persist, they would create logically impossible states, such as things existing and not existing simultaneously. This would mean there could not be a consistent order in reality, because any rule could apply and not apply at the same time. If we accept that there is order and cause-and-effect relations in the world, this in itself suggests that only non-contradictory modes of operation can occur in reality. From this, it follows that coherent modes of operation not only select themselves, but they are also the only possible operations that can exist in the long term. This could mean that everything we observe exists because it is coherent, and everything that is incoherent either collapses or never appears in reality.

			

			The law of non-contradiction also supports this more broadly: according to Aristotle, the law of non-contradiction means that the same thing cannot simultaneously exist and not exist in the same respect. This principle is an essential part of his metaphysics and ontology. Parmenides, in turn, argued that existence had to be proven and non-being denied, which emphasizes the difference between being and non-being. He stated: ”What is, is; what is not, is not” — meaning that existence is, but non-being is not.

			What then is the physical perspective on this approach that takes into account non-contradiction and the selection of natural laws? In the natural sciences, a natural selection of rules is observable, in which only coherent and non-contradictory structures can persist. The stability of physical laws is then explained as follows: the laws of our universe appear to be fine-tuned — that is, they allow the formation of order (for example, gravity, electromagnetic forces). If natural laws were internally contradictory, they could not produce a stable universe. For example, if the law of conservation of energy did not hold, the universe could disintegrate into chaos. Only coherent natural laws can generate and maintain complex systems such as atoms, planets, and life.

			Spontaneous symmetry breaking and what seems like the selection of natural constants also reveal the following in this context: after the Big Bang, the universe chose certain laws that enabled stable structures (for example, the breaking of the electroweak symmetry and the emergence of quantum chromodynamics). This suggests that, as it were, incoherent rules disappear because they do not lead to an organized world. On the basis of these observations, physics supports the idea that only non-contradictory and coherent rules can naturally select, because contradictory rules would lead to the structural collapse of the universe.

			Is the automatic selection of coherent modes of operation then the foundation of everything? Yes, scientifically, mathematically, and philosophically, it is justified to say that only coherent modes of operation can persist and multiply in reality. This means that nature’s emergence is not chance but the result of a natural selection process, in which only durable, reproducing structures can persist. If a mode of operation is incoherent, it leads either to chaotic collapse or to disappearance from the system. Therefore, we can assume that all emergent phenomena we observe follow a certain order and coherence.

			This could be the ultimate principle of coherent emergentism:

			•All multiplying reality has arisen because only coherent rules can persist and multiply.

			•This means that the universe operates as a self-organizing system in which only coherent structures can develop and persist.

			•Emergence is not random but a consequence of the fact that only coherence creates long-lasting and organized structures.

			This would be a foundational view of reality in which physics, complexity theory, and philosophically coherent emergence are united as a whole.

			What could the answer to the question be: are non-contradictory rules the only possibility? It could be of this kind: mathematically, only non-contradictory systems can be stable and produce a consistent reality. In physics, natural laws appear to select such that only stable and self-sustaining (coherent) rules remain in existence. Metaphysically, a contradictory system would be illogical and could not exist, because it would simultaneously contain opposite truths.

			From this theory, it can thus be generally stated that reality is not a static set of rules but a dynamic network that selects itself from among non-contradictory possibilities. It does not need an external cause or a meta-level, but simply operates as it can, without destroying itself or ceasing to exist. Something thus exists for the reason that this is necessary — among all possibilities, nothing is only one, but is unable to replicate itself coherently, and therefore those alternatives capable of doing so dominate reality. Reality is thus its own cause, because only those principles that do not lead to contradiction can persist and develop.

			The Mutual Operation of Rules

			I have so far dealt with how coherence operates at the level of a unit and multiplies from it. Next, I will more carefully examine how these units and the actions associated with them interact with each other. Can the theory of coherent emergentism be extended beyond what has been mentioned above, even further to the fact that only mutually coherent modes of operation produce multiplying reality, and therefore they automatically select themselves? It can be argued that this is an idea that combines emergence, natural laws, and self-organization. I will examine this question from physical, mathematical, and philosophical perspectives, as well as whether this principle can be the foundation of all reality.

			As an answer to the question of whether this principle of non-contradiction is a natural principle for reality, the following can be presented from a philosophical perspective:

			1.If something is not coherent, it cannot persist in existence in the long term.

			2.If something cannot multiply or replicate, it disappears over time.

			3.The laws and structures we observe in nature are precisely those that are both coherent and multiplying.

			4.Emergence is thus not chance but a consequence of this selection process.

			

			In physics, phenomena are also known in which certain laws and orders, as it were, select themselves, because they are stable and multiplying. If coherent modes of operation enable a multiplying and self-sustaining system, they can naturally select without external guidance. In quantum and particle physics, the phenomenon of spontaneous symmetry breaking is known, in which certain natural laws select themselves on the principle of stability. For example, in the Higgs mechanism, the vacuum is not completely symmetric, and certain fields acquire mass, enabling the stable existence of matter. Correspondingly, in the universe following the Big Bang, certain forces and particle properties were selected because they enabled the formation of stable, continuous structures. This provides grounds for the idea that natural laws and interaction rules are not random but arise because only coherent, multiplying laws can persist.

			In the theory of complex systems, self-organization is the process by which complex systems spontaneously form coherence because only certain states enable continuous and stable development. For example, life has developed from certain molecules because only they enable self-replication (DNA/RNA). In addition, in phase transitions, certain states of matter become established because they are thermodynamically stable under certain conditions. This supports the idea that only coherent rules persist and select themselves, because incoherent structures are not durable or multiplying. This can be connected to my theory once more, so that incoherent rules cannot create anything, and because the rules of being are built into being, being is a continuous selection between being and non-being, or more precisely, between unrealized potential from which the latter is not realized because of its own impossibility.

			Can this be extended to a mathematical perspective as well? Can the selection of coherent rules also be a general mathematical principle? Mathematically, it can be shown that in all systems with self-repeating, multiplying structures, only coherent rules can persist. In chaotic systems, small incoherences multiply rapidly, so only rules that produce stability can persist over the long term. For example, in the climate system, unstable states disappear rapidly, and only certain established weather conditions are possible. This supports the idea that incoherent rules do not persist for long and disappear from the system on their own.

			In computer science, it has also been observed that only certain mathematical rules can produce multiplying information. In algorithmic complexity theory, it has been found that only those rules that can build coherent structures persist in the long term. This is visible, for example, in cellular automata, in which some rules lead to stable structures and others only to chaotic disappearance. These examples suggest that multiplicity and persistence always require coherence. The ideas I have presented are also related to ontological emergence, in which higher-level rules are not separate but are selected because they enable coherent operation at lower levels.

			Are coherent rules then inevitable? Can the question be answered thus: could it be possible that the universe were incoherent and yet existed? If so, it would mean that all phenomena would be chaotic and unstable, and nothing lasting could arise. This means that organized reality cannot be incoherent, because it would not persist over time. Thus, emergence and nature’s order are not arbitrary but arise naturally, because only they can persist. This answer would also suit my approach, in that it would not require an external explanation for the development of reality. If, on the other hand, this were not so, how could different parts of reality be part of the same reality if they were in absolute contradiction with each other?

			

			From all this, it thus follows a broader metaphysical claim: only mutually coherent ways of being can generate a self-replicating and developing reality. They naturally select themselves into existence on the basis of coherence itself. This unites energy, natural law, and self-organization into one explanatory principle. From physical, mathematical, and philosophical perspectives, this principle can serve as the fundamental condition of all reality.

			In my view, nothing coherent or greater than its constituent parts can emerge from internally contradictory principles or from actions based on them. This is the most fundamental position of my theory. The operating principles of reality should therefore be non-contradictory with one another. Likewise, a whole that cannot function, develop, or reproduce cannot persist. In this sense, the requirement of coherence would guide reality — and even inanimate matter — in a broader evolutionary sense as well. The problem, however, is also that a whole can never fully control its parts, nor can the parts fully control themselves in relation to the whole, and from this there inevitably arise problems and incoherence at some level.

			Even Deeper into Rules

			Philosophically, the nature of emergent rules raises yet more questions: are emergent rules — or more precisely, from my theory’s perspective, operational principles — necessary? Or could a system have several possible emergent rules that depend on the initial setup? What does it mean that emergent rules are not reducible — that is, not traceable back to their initial state? Is it a matter of mere computational difficulty, or is there genuinely something new in them? Can emergent rules be contradictory? Can there be rules at different levels that appear to be contradictory with each other but are, in reality, only different perspectives on the same phenomenon? One way to think about this is in terms of supervenience: emergent properties depend on the micro-level but cannot be explained solely on that basis. This means that emergent laws cannot be completely arbitrary but must be compatible with lower-level realities, while still being independent system-level rules.

			Coherence could also apply in the world of rules in such a way that, from the perspective of rules, only coherent formations develop. It is interesting to consider whether these have a determined relation. Must all formations thus necessarily be coherent with respect to rules? Must emergent rules always be non-contradictory? The short answer could be: not necessarily, but they cannot be logically mutually canceling. On contradictions between different levels, the following can be said:

			•Quantum physics vs. classical physics: In the quantum world, particles can be in superposition (in multiple states simultaneously), but at the level of classical physics, this is no longer manifest. The rules of the quantum world and the rules of the macro-world appear contradictory, but they are not logically contradictory — they apply at different levels.

			•Biology and chemistry: in living cells, biological rules occur, such as cellular metabolism and homeostasis, but these rules do not directly reduce to the laws of chemistry. Yet they are not logically contradictory with each other, although there may be counterintuitive connections between them.

			

			•Psychology and neuroscience: human behavior can be explained by neuroscientific mechanisms, but psychology may use a completely different set of explanations, such as personality, motivations, and social environment. These levels may appear contradictory (for example, determinism vs. free will), but they are not necessarily logically contradictory — they may describe the same phenomenon at different levels of precision

			The explanatory power of my theory is therefore further improved by the idea that not everything that exists in reality is necessarily completely coherent in all its properties or sub-areas internally or in its relation to the external. If this were so, one could think that in reality there would be only one kind of thing and structure, or that there would be only a small number of them. From the idea that all possible events must be possible at some level, the following can be derived: because this property, at least in some way, is present later in larger and more developed wholes as well, they can develop differently and, to some extent, also contradictorily. The richness and diversity of reality would thus receive a natural explanation. Coherent emergentism must also, in this connection, acknowledge that not all structure is perfectly consistent.

			Partial inconsistency refers to local inconsistencies that do not disturb the overall structure but instead increase the potential for emergent complexity. This principle manifests in many ways:

			•Quantum decoherence: Although quantum systems are in superposition, their interaction with the environment causes decoherence, leading to classical, well-defined states. This process filters out non-consistent possibilities and ensures that macroscopic reality remains consistent.

			

			•Biological adaptability: The biological world benefits from partial inconsistency. DNA mutations, stochastic gene expression, and unpredictable neural impulses introduce randomness that promotes adaptation and evolution.

			•Cognitive systems: Human brains do not operate as a perfectly synchronized machine. Neural networks operate on the edge of chaos, combining structural order with randomness, enabling flexibility, creativity, and problem-solving.

			Thus, reality does not arise from perfect consistency but from the interaction between stability and dynamic inconsistency.

			My theory thus further strengthens the justification of emergence by emphasizing the role of partial inconsistency. Perfect consistency leads to rigidity, while small inconsistencies in an otherwise coherent system can increase adaptability. Reality, within the framework of minimal assumptions, is not self-conscious; therefore, all possible — including partially inconsistent — outcomes can occur if they are capable of persisting. This is visible in biology, where mutations represent local incoherences that open new paths of adaptation and increase evolutionary durability, and this process is at the core of Darwinian evolution. In neuroscience, stochastic fluctuations in neural activity enable flexibility, creativity, and learning. In social systems, conflict and contradiction often generate reforms and innovations rather than collapse. Thus, local incoherence can strengthen global coherence. Complex systems thrive, so to speak, at the edge of chaos, balancing stability and instability to maximize adaptability — dynamics described by the theory of complex systems.

			Emergent modes of operation, however, require further clarification. They may appear paradoxical or even locally contradictory, but the entire system must remain consistent to stay stable. The nature of emergent modes of operation is dynamic and system-dependent: they may take the form of physical pathways, statistical patterns, or adaptive mechanisms, but they cannot be reduced to micro-level events alone. Functions can be locally contradictory without undermining global coherence. Different levels can have different organizing principles that appear mutually incompatible, but the whole remains logically coherent as long as it continues to function as a unified system. Emergent modes of operation can also be hierarchical. Certain patterns or regularities operate only at specific levels of complexity and cannot be applied to other levels without modification.

			The general conclusion is that emergent modes of operation are not random but follow from the coherence of the system itself. They may appear contradictory between levels, but the whole maintains its unity. This enables complexity without breaking the fundamental unity of nature. The operation of the whole is thus not completely reducible to the operation of its parts, and this view is completely consistent with the ontological framework of my theory.

			The irreducibility of certain structures is due to the fact that they exist only at the level of coherent wholes. The wetness of water is not a property of individual water molecules but arises from their coherent interaction. Hurricanes manifest large-scale dynamics — turbulent stability, energy transfer, and destructive force — that cannot be derived solely from the microphysics of air and water. Flocks of birds form collective trajectories that cannot be reduced to the behavior of individual birds. These are not mystical anomalies but coherence-dependent phenomena: they arise when interaction exceeds threshold values at which the whole acquires new, irreducible properties, as in the classic discussions of strong emergence and complex patterns. These examples can be regarded as strong evidence of genuine emergence.

			On the Mechanism of Coherence

			I next proceed to examine more carefully the mechanism of coherence — that is, what exactly happens in it. In my theory, reality is not based on immutable substances or externally imposed laws, but on the continuous selection and stabilization of structures that are internally consistent, energetically sustainable, and informationally compatible. This mechanism of coherence makes it possible for complexity, order, and meaning to arise from an otherwise chaotic space of possibilities.

			For any structure — whether physical, informational, biological, or conceptual — to be able to persist in reality, it must fulfill two fundamental conditions: energetic equilibrium and informational coherence.

			Energetically, the structure must be sustainable. It must be able to maintain itself or exchange energy with its environment without collapsing. A structure that consumes too much energy or violates local energy balance disintegrates and disappears. Thus, the mechanism of coherence filters out those configurations that are not energetically viable.

			Informationally, the parts of the structure must be non-contradictory and mutually supportive. The parts of a coherent system reinforce each other by forming a mutually consistent and self-supporting pattern. This relative integration makes it possible for the structure to remain meaningful and functional both in time and in interaction. A coherent whole can thus participate in broader reality, because its internal logic does not collapse under examination or load. Informational coherence means that the parts of the structure share, convey, or maintain mutually compatible information — that is, their relations are not contradictory but support the functioning and identity of the system.

			Energetic and informational compatibility together ensure that only structures capable of maintaining their integrity in a changing environment can persist. These two sides are inseparable: energy without informational order leads to chaos, and information without energy remains inoperative. Coherence means the union of these into one functioning principle.

			Coherence does not arise all at once but emerges through iterative, recurring self-confirmation processes. Systems are in continuous interaction, adapting and reorganizing in the search for states in which their parts settle into mutually reinforcing relations. These configurations are not predetermined but are determined by action and feedback.

			When the parts of a system resonate — when their behavior and structures complement rather than contradict each other — they begin to stabilize each other. This self-reinforcement increases coherence, so the system persists longer, withstands disturbances, and can join broader networks. The more coherent a structure is, the more likely it is to serve as a foundation for new levels of organization.

			This process of emergence based on coherence explains how complexity can be built without external design. At every level, coherent structures form the platform upon which new coherence can arise: atoms enable molecules, molecules life, life mind, and all these phases are built through internal compatibility and the feedback that coherence enables — not on the basis of random rules. Coherence is thus both filter and creator: it selects what can persist and enables what can grow.

			I suggest that coherence is best understood as a dynamically stable, relative, and emergent property that arises from the interactions of fundamental entities and regulates the persistence of structures at different scales.

			At the quantum level, coherence arises when particles in superposition maintain consistent phase relations, as in entangled states. Decoherence occurs when environmental interactions disturb this coherence, selecting stable (coherent) states.

			

			At higher levels, coherence manifests as the stability of complex systems — such as cellular metabolic networks or social structures — in which components align to maintain the system’s integrity.

			Physical constraints, such as energy minimization or entropy maximization, regulate the conditions under which coherence can manifest, connecting it to thermodynamic and information-theoretic principles. By defining coherence as an emergent phenomenon from interactions and constrained by physical laws, we tie it to observable processes and avoid tautology.

			Coherence is not the cause of existence but a property that enables persistence, and that is selected on the basis of the dynamics of self-organization. Coherent structures exercise downward causation, in which emergent properties (for example, consciousness, social stability) constrain the components of lower levels. This is ontologically significant, as coherence mediates interactions among different levels of reality.

			By defining coherence as an emergent property rather than a necessary cause, we avoid the circular reasoning of ”reality is coherent because it exists.” Coherence arises from interaction relations, and it is not a pre-given state but is selected on the basis of physical constraints.

			The Three Levels of Coherence: A More Precise Formulation

			Above, I have presented coherence as the necessary condition of existence: as a structure that enables persistence and through which only continuable configurations are filtered. A critical reader may, however, ask when something is sufficiently coherent to persist. If no precise answer is given to this, coherence may operate as an explanation that fits everything — but an explanation that fits everything explains practically nothing.

			This is a legitimate concern, and my theory requires answering it. I present below coherence as a three-level structure, each level of which is in principle measurable, and which as a whole gives more precise content to what I mean by coherence.

			Local Coherence: Non-Contradiction of Parts

			The foundational level of coherence is the mutual non-contradiction of parts. A structure is locally coherent when its immediate components are not contradictory with each other — that is, when they can simultaneously exist without the existence of one logically or physically canceling the other. This is the minimum of coherence, and without it, a structure collapses immediately into its own impossibility.

			Local coherence corresponds to Aristotle’s law of non-contradiction in the structure of reality. It does not yet explain why a certain whole persists, but only why it can exist momentarily. Many structures fulfill this condition without continuing in time: a random group of particles is locally coherent without forming anything permanent.

			Global Coherence: Integrated Information

			The second level of coherence concerns the integratedness of the whole. A structure is globally coherent to the extent that its parts share more information with each other than what their separate examination would predict. The parts not only fit together, but they structurally know each other — that is, their states are causally coupled so that a change in one part is reflected in other parts.

			This connects directly to information-theoretic concepts. Mutual information I(A; B) measures how much the state of part A tells about the state of part B. When this value exceeds the level of random noise in relation to the entire system, a globally coherent whole has arisen. Giulio Tononi has developed this idea by integrating the information measure Φ (phi) into consciousness research, but the principle is broader: it applies to any level of structure in which parts form more than the sum of their parts.

			Global coherence explains what local coherence does not: why certain structures continue, and others disintegrate. A structure whose parts are integratively coupled can maintain its own state against disturbances, and it is functionally closed in the sense that its internal dynamics produce stabilizing feedback loops. This is the mechanism by which small local coherence grows into a persistent whole in time.

			Temporal Coherence: Stability in Change

			The third level of coherence concerns the structure’s relation to time. A structure is temporally coherent when small disturbances in its state do not grow without limit but are damped or remain constrained — when the structure is expressed mathematically — Lyapunov-stable. In other words, the whole does not disperse when encountering a disturbance but returns to the region of its stable operation or finds a new stable state.

			Temporal coherence is particularly important because reality is not static. Structures continuously encounter disturbances, changes in energy flows, and new interaction situations. What persists is precisely what can absorb these disturbances without the structure collapsing. This does not mean rigidity, for dynamic stability can include considerable internal variation, but rather that the functional identity of the whole continues.

			These three levels — local non-contradiction, global integratedness, temporal stability — together constitute what my theory calls coherence. They are hierarchical in the sense that each presupposes the previous: temporal stability presupposes global integratedness, which in turn presupposes local non-contradiction. But they are not identical, because a structure can be locally coherent without being globally integrated, and globally integrated without being temporally stable.

			On Degrees of Coherence and Thresholds

			This three-level structure also answers the question of degree. Coherence is not a binary property that either is or is not present, but a continuum. Structures can be more or less coherent at each level. From this, it follows that so-called coherence thresholds are real: there exist points at which the increase of global integratedness exceeds a boundary, after which the structure begins to maintain itself as its own whole. Critical transitions in physics — magnetization, superconductivity, phase transitions — are examples of such threshold crossings.

			In my theory, emergence arises precisely at these thresholds: when global coherence exceeds the level at which the whole begins to function as its own causal unit, a new level of reality emerges. This is not a mystical leap but a measurable, structural transition.

			Connection to Autopoiesis

			A third alternative approach that complements the preceding ones is the concept of autopoiesis, made famous by Maturana and Varela: a system is coherent in the deepest sense when it produces and maintains its own components. An autopoietic system not only maintains its state against disturbances, but it also actively renews its own structure, keeps itself separate from the environment, and regulates its own interface.

			The concept of autopoiesis is particularly suited to the coherence of living structures. A cell is an example of a whole that realizes all three levels of coherence simultaneously: its parts are non-contradictory and densely integrated (high mutual information), they maintain dynamic stability, and the whole produces its own components. Adding autopoiesis to the three-level model thus offers a natural bridge between inanimate coherence and animate coherence without life requiring a separate explanatory principle.

			Resolving the Problem of Tautology

			The three-level formulation of coherence also directly responds to the previously discussed charge of tautology. The charge reads: ”My theory says only that what persists, persists because it is coherent.” When coherence is defined at three levels — local non-contradiction, global integration, and temporal stability — the charge loses its sharpness. Coherence is not a mere synonym for what persists, but a structural property that is, in theory, definable, in practice measurable, and empirically testable independently of whether its structure persists.

			This is an important step: coherence is not the endpoint of explanation, which merely renames what was supposed to be explained. It is a structural property whose presence or absence can be investigated before we know whether its structure persists. Then the claim ”Coherent structures persist” is a genuine, empirical claim, not an empty tautology.

			The three-level structure of coherence also opens a direct path to consciousness, to be discussed later: when global coherence achieves a sufficiently high degree of integratedness, the system begins to incorporate a model of itself into its own coherence dynamics. Thus, it no longer merely operates coherently but also processes information concerning its own state. This development and its consequences are examined in the chapter on Consciousness.

			Natural Laws and Permanence

			After this section on the nature and operation of coherence and its relation to reality, we can proceed to consider how coherence operates more broadly across all of reality. This leads us first to reflect on the relation of coherence to natural laws. One of the central questions in the philosophy of science concerns the nature and origin of natural laws. Are they externally imposed mandates, descriptive regularities, or something entirely different?

			Most theories that assume natural laws have to ask whether they are Platonic, universal regularities, or causally effective. Other questions include why they are precisely these and not others, or why they so to speak compel matter to operate in a certain way. If natural laws are understood as matter’s built-in way of being and operating, as I present in my theory, fewer assumptions are needed. No external organizer is needed, no Platonic world of laws, and no cosmic legislator. Matter itself is what it is because it operates as it operates — this is its essence.

			In my theory, there is nothing that compels, no separate relation between law and world, no causal bridge that needs to be explained. Action, thus, in my theory, does not follow laws, but laws are the coherent forms of action. They multiply from the smallest level of reality upward, as I presented in one of my theory’s prior assumptions.

			If laws are separate from the problem of causal closure, they either influence the physical world, leading to dualism, or they do not, leading to explanatory epiphenomenalism, in which this influence is superfluous. My theory avoids this by arguing that coherence does not influence the existing but is the way in which action is possible and continues.

			In coherent emergentism, laws are thus not arbitrarily given, divine commands, or inexplicable basic facts. Instead, they are emergent constraints — persistence patterns that have survived through the coherence filter at different scales of reality. According to my theory, only coherent and non-contradictory ways of being can persist and replicate. All those modes of operation that enable persistence and development persist, while incoherent ones collapse. From this, it follows that natural laws are not random: they are the only possible configurations that can persist in our reality. In addition, they select themselves naturally in a coherent manner.

			Natural laws thus do not exist independently, but reality operates lawfully because the mechanism of coherence allows only certain structures and interaction relations to persist. Predictability arises from this universal logic of coherence.

			Physics already offers analogies for this principle and its operation. Certain laws and symmetries appear as if they select themselves, as in Philip Anderson’s classic analysis of spontaneous symmetry breaking, in which stable formations arise naturally without external guidance, and in Steven Weinberg’s reflections on fine-tuning. In the theory of complex systems, self-organization describes how systems spontaneously form coherent patterns, because only certain states enable continuous and stable development. If coherent ways of being enable replication and self-maintenance, they naturally prevail without external guidance. The universe thus behaves as a self-organizing system that favors stability, permanence, and internal compatibility.

			From a scientific perspective, the apparent fine-tuning of physical laws (or modes of operation, as I prefer to express it in my theory) may reflect what I call in my theory coherence selection. Only consistent and non-contradictory physical relations can generate a stable universe. If natural laws were internally incoherent, they could not produce durable structures such as atoms, planets, or life. The stability of our universe thus follows from the fact that only coherent laws can persist. This can be interpreted as a naturalized selection principle — analogous to Darwinian evolution, but operating at the ontological and inanimate level: incoherent formations, so to speak, go extinct, while coherent ones persist.

			This offers a unified framework that combines physics, complexity theory, and metaphysics into one coherent whole. The apparent laws, symmetries, and organizational patterns of the universe are not externally imposed but are natural and necessary consequences of the persistence of coherence. This coherence-based conception of law finds a strong analogy in constructor theory, which reformulates physics not in terms of initial states and trajectories, but in terms of possible and impossible transformations. My theory builds on this perspective and proposes that possible transformations are precisely those that are coherent, and that the stable, large-scale patterns we call laws are emergent outcomes of this foundational principle. Monism — the belief that reality consists of only one substance — appears in my theory as not only philosophically elegant but also the simplest possible model of reality — one that assumes the least but explains the most. In my theory, coherence filters from potentiality a reality whose deepest essence is precisely monistic.

			The principle of coherence can be applied to several areas of modern physics. Symmetry principles manifest the approach of my theory particularly clearly. According to Noether’s theorem, conservation laws correspond to symmetries of physical systems. Conservation of energy follows from temporal symmetry, while conservation of momentum follows from spatial symmetry. Coherent emergentism interprets these as stable outcomes of coherence rather than externally imposed truths. Systems with such invariances persist, while those without them cannot remain.

			

			Similarly, spontaneous symmetry breaking shows how new forms of interaction can arise from coherence selection. In the early universe, as the environment cooled and conditions changed, certain symmetric states became unstable. Coherence stabilized new patterns, such as the differentiation of fundamental interactions. Actions are thus not arbitrary or predetermined but outcomes of coherence, shaped by historical dynamics. Even the internal changes of reality can lead to emergent changes in its operation when the structure or balance of coherence develops.

			If reality is one whole, the entire way of this whole can thus also be, and its dynamics change, and this change is maintained on the basis of coherence. In my theory, I argue that precisely this is what has happened at the beginning of our universe’s existence. If the whole is coherent, it does not change later either, at least not very much at once. My theory thus proposes that reality itself, even though it is not conscious, can be seen as if it had explored various potential configurations, of which the one that first achieved the greatest and most stable coherence became dominant. After this, the trajectory of its overall development stabilized.

			The operating principles of reality may differ between scales — quantum mechanics at the micro-level, relativity at the macro-level — but this does not signify contradiction. Instead, they are domain-specific manifestations of coherence. Micro and macro laws operate in different coherence domains but remain globally compatible. For example, quantum and classical laws appear irreconcilable, but my theory interprets them as different manifestations of coherence at different levels of organization; a perspective supported by analyses of emergent phenomena in complex systems.

			The reinterpretation of laws as coherence-based constraints has several consequences. It makes scientific prediction possible because incoherent structures disappear. Patterns persist as coherent patterns, enabling regularity. The apparent universality of modes of operation reflects the coherence filter’s universality. Patterns are stable but not immutable. Under radically new conditions, new patterns can arise, provided they too are coherent. Coherent emergentism thus offers a unified explanation across disciplines: the laws of physics, biology, sociology, or economics are all emergent coherence constraints at different scales.

			Comparison with Competing Theories of Natural Laws

			Several significant main currents in philosophy of science can be compared with the coherence-based interpretation of law in my theory:

			Regularity theory: Following in the Humean tradition, regularity theorists interpret laws as descriptions of observed regularities. My theory goes further by explaining why such regularities exist at all: they are survivors of the coherence filter. Contemporary Humeans, such as David Lewis with his Best System Account, define laws as the most efficient summaries of the cosmic mosaic of events. My theory, however, addresses the prior metaphysical question: why is the mosaic so uniform that it is even possible to give a simple and powerful summary of it? Laws are thus not summaries of basic facts but outcomes of a deeper principle of permanence. Where the Humean describes a pattern, my theory explains its origin and durability.

			Dispositionalism: According to dispositional views, laws are based on the powers or tendencies of things. My theory reformulates this: the powers themselves are constrained by coherence and are part of being and its action, which cannot be separated from one another. A power is stable only because its actualization is compatible with the broader coherence. My theory thus offers a meta-principle that explains why certain dispositions are possible and lasting, while incoherent dispositions are eliminated. My theory’s moderate position is also closely related to newer non-essentialist forms of dispositional realism. According to these, properties necessarily ground dispositional profiles without being identical to them or being essentially dispositional. Instead, necessity arises in my theory from the role of an internal property in a coherent configuration; if the existing is compatible with its environment, it also merges with it, and this essence is, in that sense, fundamental. Coherence thus operates as a deeper selector, determining which grounded dispositional profiles endure and ensuring the stability of laws.

			Nomological realism: Nomological realism — the view that natural laws are fundamental features of reality — faces a persistent explanatory challenge. Although the theory’s classical defenders, such as D. M. Armstrong, have treated laws as primitive, inexplicable facts, more recent versions have sought to refine this foundation. For example, power-based theorists such as Alexander Bird and Stephen Mumford ground laws in the irreducible dispositional essences of properties, while primitivists such as Tim Maudlin posit fundamental ”nomic entities” whose precise content is taken as inexplicable, given. My theory avoids this bloating of ontology, whether it concerns primitive relations, essences, or governing entities. In this view, laws are not primitives but emergent outcomes of coherent reality. Their persistence does not require an inexplicable essence or a nomic fact but follows directly from the impossibility of global incoherence. Thus, my theory addresses the challenge that both classical and contemporary forms of nomological realism leave open: why does reality manifest precisely these specific, stable laws rather than others? The answer is: any alternative set of laws that would lead to a metaphysically incoherent state of affairs is systematically eliminated.

			

			Pluralism (Cartwright and the ”patchwork” view): Pluralistic views challenge the idea of universal, exceptionless laws. Nancy Cartwright has famously argued that laws are context-dependent and domain-specific and often describe the behavior of models rather than the world directly — a view she has developed in several works. This ”dappled world” picture finds a contemporary echo in Stuart Glennan’s mechanistic ”patchwork” model, according to which the regularities of nature are not universal but local, arising from stable, domain-specific mechanistic structures rather than from a unified set of fundamental laws. My theory resonates with this observed pluralism but offers it a unifying metaphysical foundation. Pluralism is not a sign of incoherence but a manifestation of scale-relative and domain-specific coherence. Coherence manifests differently at different scales and domains, producing the observed plurality of domain-specific regularities. These local patterns are not, however, separate — in order to persist, they must be globally compatible in the coherent whole. Thus, my theory incorporates the central insight of pluralistic views — that laws are not universally applicable — while explaining why the scientific picture of the world is not a chaotic patchwork but a stable, nested structure of compatible regularities.

			Ontic Structural Realism (OSR): According to OSR, structures and relations are ontologically primary and objects secondary. My theory is highly compatible with this relational emphasis but offers a dynamic and explanatory foundation that OSR often lacks: coherence. According to my theory, it is not merely that structures exist, but that they endure because they are coherent. Coherent emergentism thus explains the persistence and stability of those same structures that OSR treats as fundamental. This explanatory power becomes particularly valuable when examining more developed forms of OSR. Ladyman and Lorenzetti have developed an ”Effective Ontic Structural Realism” version that combines several scale-relative approaches within a framework of modal structuralism. Their central innovation is to treat modal structure — the actual patterns of possibilities and necessities at each scale — as ontologically fundamental, rather than certain concrete structures. This effectively addresses the challenge posed by several apparently incompatible physical structures at different scales (for example, quantum vs. classical descriptions), treating each as a truthful presentation of scale-relative modal patterns.

			Coherent emergentism resonates strongly with this modal and scale-relative approach but provides what Effective OSR leaves implicit: a principled explanation of why certain modal patterns are physically actualized and persist across scales. From the perspective of my theory, those modal structures that Ladyman and Lorenzetti treat as fundamental are precisely those that have survived coherence-based filtering. Coherence explains why certain patterns of possibility are actualized and stabilized: they represent mutually compatible, non-contradictory configurations that can endure. Thus, my theory provides the missing dynamic principle that explains the origin and persistence of those same modal structures that Effective OSR treats as primitive.

			This coherence-based view of laws as emergent constraints also distinguishes my theory from other self-selection models, such as theories of cosmic natural selection. While these models also explain apparent fine-tuning on the basis of a selection process, they often rely on an external, population-level mechanism (for example, a multiverse producing many universes). My theory, on the other hand, anchors selection to a foundational, internal principle: coherence is the way in which reality and its parts naturally operate from the lowest level upward. Laws are not selected by an external process; they are simply the stable, large-scale patterns that arise when this foundational, coherent operation manifests consistently. This focus on a single universe and internal principles makes my theory a more economical framework than multiverse-based selection models, such as the model presented by Roberto Mangabeira Unger and Lee Smolin.

			From this perspective, the laws we observe are the only, or one of the few possible, ways in which reality can operate in a globally coherent, holistic, and non-contradictory manner. The framework means that reality — which would have fundamentally different, internally incoherent laws — is not merely improbable but impossible, because it could not achieve the stable, integrated existence we observe. Any other imaginable reality would fail by definition either in that it could not stably exist at all, or in that it would be so full of internal contradictions that it could not support the layered, complex coherence that occurs in our universe. This provides a more fundamental ontological explanation for the apparent necessity and universality of physical laws and situates them not as inexplicable basic facts but as the necessary architecture of any lasting existence.

			If coherence is the ultimate principle of persistence, then those regularities we recognize as laws of physics are not predetermined conditions of reality but the result of systems that have passed through the coherence filter. The laws of physics thus arise as constraints that have proven coherent across several scales: only those interaction patterns, symmetries, and conservation laws that enable scalable, feedback-capable, and causally consistent structures can persist over time. Other alternatives disintegrate into incoherence or do not manifest at all.

			In this light, the apparent universality of laws in physics is thus not a given fact but a consequence of coherence-based selection: coherence eliminates what cannot spread or stabilize, leaving only those configurations that naturally maintain themselves and their environment. This also explains why the universe as a whole appears regular: not because it is externally governed, but because coherence structurally favors order over disorder; not statistically, but in form. Because the coherence principle and its filter operate similarly at a minimum everywhere, it has been natural to think of natural laws as universal laws.

			The coherence filter in coherent emergentism is thus not a passive condition but an active and generative principle that continuously shapes reality. It is not externally imposed but is a consequence of the fact that only coherent configurations endure. From this arises a central insight: spacetime, dark matter, and even the laws of physics are not fundamental structures but phenomena arising as a consequence of coherence. They are what remain when incoherent alternatives cannot persist. The higher-level structure arises automatically when the combined effects of lower levels reach the point at which lasting coherence is possible. For example, the so-called fabric of spacetime is not a separate additional entity but the most stable form of coherence in relation to the interactions of the basic units of energy and matter. Thus, coherent emergentism offers, grounded in the dynamic logic of coherence — not in given postulates — both a unified explanation of the emergence of reality and its structure.

			The higher level is thus coherence, not a separate reality. This is the second central idea of my theory, and I will treat it in greater depth starting in the next chapter. When a larger system arises (spacetime, a cell, consciousness), it is not independent of the lower level, but its independence is apparent. Coherence ensures that certain large structures behave consistently as if they were autonomous wholes. This makes them predictable and stable. For example, in Einstein’s general relativity, spacetime influences mass and energy, but according to my theory, this so-called feedback is precisely that coherence is realized at both the smallest and the largest level simultaneously — the higher level is coordinated with the lower level, and the lower level is held together on the basis of the higher level.

			Let us apply this further on the basis of the example concerning spacetime: at the quantum level, only certain energy distributions persist as coherent. This coherence manifests as the higher level: spacetime geometry guides how mass and energy move. When we say that ”spacetime curves” and ”mass follows curvature,” according to my theory, this concerns the same coherence process at two scales. There is thus no separate, downward force, but one unified structure that operates at both the micro and macro levels. When the lower level achieves a certain coherence, it automatically produces the higher-level structure. This structure is not a new substance but the stable form of combined effects. For example, from the coherence of quantum fields, spacetime arises; from the coherence of neurons, consciousness arises. Downward influence is thus the same as contextuality, not a separate force. According to my theory, the higher level influences the lower level through context, so that the lower level cannot act freely but must be compatible with the coherence of the entire structure. This corresponds to Ellis’s idea of constraining conditions, but in my theory, I go further by claiming that the constraining context is the same as coherence, not some additional law.

			Reality also does not require memory of its past states, as this would require some kind of cosmic consciousness, and assuming it. Continuity thus does not arise from storing the past but from the fact that only internally coherent structures are capable of maintaining causal continuity. Coherence is thus not based on remembering but on self-preservation: what operates coherently continues automatically, because nothing prevents it from continuing.

			Coherence and Emergence

			I have now gone through the nature of coherence and its overall influence across the different levels of reality. Next, I will reflect more carefully on how coherence operates within a single whole and how it leads to emergence. In my theory, emergence first arises at the level of interaction structure, not of central control. Thus, emergence can only be understood through the cooperation of top-down and bottom-up action. Central to it is thus the combined effect of different levels, which can also vary in time.

			There are problems with both the top-down and bottom-up approaches if only one of them is followed. Therefore, neither alone is sufficient. It is thus natural to use both and combine them appropriately. A mere top-down explanation cannot provide a foundation for the principles it invokes, because these principles remain unexplained. Because there could be several different guiding principles, the explanation also fragments. In addition, it makes emergence appear autonomous, ontologically burdensome (when it must explain the origin of the top-down level), and leaves coherence and predictability unexplained.

			In contrast to the bottom-up approach, criticism has been presented that complex levels appear to operate autonomously and in a closed manner. It has also been argued that understanding top-down causation on the basis of reductionism is insufficient, and that quantum phenomena disappear at the macro level, as in the brain, which suggests that everything cannot be understood solely by looking at the lowest level.

			Top-down influence can also, in the context of my theory, differ from bottom-up influence. Bottom-up influence could consist of energy and matter determinations — that is, how parts interact with each other. This is localized, deterministic, micro-level motion. Top-down action, on the other hand, consists of delimiting forms, boundaries, information, and possibilities. Bottom-up action is constructive causality, while top-down action is constraining causality. Top-down causation does not introduce a new force but selects a path within the physically permitted space. This is structural, not local, and depends on the state of the system as a whole. This influence can also, on the basis of coherence — that is, non-contradictory action — constrain the possible actions at the micro-level, such that what remains is a limited set of actions coherent with the whole. What is contradictory and thus incoherent does not continue, because it does not produce anything lasting. Thus, the mechanism of non-contradiction of coherence operates again, but this time with respect to the operation of the whole.

			Coherence thus regulates the combined effect of units. When cooperation between units is not coherent with the whole, it cannot be maintained and instead disperses, disappears, or is replaced. This is central in the mechanism of emergence. Such regulation of combined effects could occur in the manner of blockchain technology — not from the top down, but as a rules-based form of mutual interaction.

			Blockchain technology can indeed serve as an analogy for the emergence of my theory and the relationship between top-down and bottom-up operations. Also, in blockchains, everything happens without central control. There is no central management, no so-called top-level process that governs other activity. In blockchains, individual transactions and their blocks are validated locally. Their cooperation — the chain — arises only if the operation follows the rules. Here — as in my theory — the focus is on what the parts of the whole do, not on the need for a meta-level or a centrally controlled whole.

			This is top-down influence without causal top-level compulsion; instead, the structure itself operates as a constraint. My theory operates in the same way: it assumes only local interaction relations, neither an upper nor a meta-level. The whole functions only if the basic units operate coherently.

			In blockchains, this is achieved by constraining which new blocks are accepted based on the chain’s history. The chain does not force an individual node, but an incompatible block simply does not continue. Information is thus the same as structural memory, not a separate agent. In blockchains, chains operate as shared memory that does not act autonomously; from certain future states, they make some possible and others impossible. Coherence in my theory operates the same way as structural memory does. It is not a separate information entity but the persisting structure of action.

			How does this connect to time? In blockchains, there is no global clock. The internal consensus of a block does not arise at one moment, yet the chain is logically unified. In my theory, too, there is no foundational, external time, but temporality arises from the continuity of coherence. Bottom-up and top-down processes are not separable in time but can occur simultaneously. In both, order is also logical before it is temporal.

			Where should the comparison between my theory and blockchains then stop? They differ in that in blockchains, rules are explicitly defined. The consensus mechanism is also designed, and energy, computation, and network resources are provided. In my theory, on the other hand, there are no predetermined rules. Coherence conditions instead arise in themselves. No designer or protocol is needed. Blockchains illustrate these principles, but my theory generalizes them into an ontological principle.

			Understanding reality and emergence thus requires both bottom-up and top-down perspectives, because neither alone can explain why certain structures persist and develop. My theory combines these perspectives on the basis of coherence dynamics, in which the actions of parts produce possibilities and the coherence of the whole selects the persisting developmental trajectories. In my theory, top-down and bottom-up influences indeed resemble a distributed consensus process: local actions produce a coherent structure, which in turn constrains which local operations can continue. This influence is not temporally sequential, nor does it require a separate meta-level; it is based on structural information, which is itself the persistent form of action.

			In my theory, the question is not whether top-down and bottom-up influences are possible together, but to what extent this is problematic. Instead, the question is what the relation of the operation of the unit to the whole is. The answer is that the higher level eliminates non-functioning action on the basis of coherence. Thus, top-down and bottom-up actions can be reconciled in a single, simultaneous operation. The whole does not influence parts mystically, but on the basis of the condition of persistence. This is a way to stop the regress: no separate meta-level is needed, no separate, so-called upper causality, no selecting subject. Only coherence and time are sufficient.

			At this point, the strength of my theory depends on whether coherence is interpreted as mere physical equilibrium or as broader structural compatibility of relations at different levels. Of these interpretations, the latter is more convincing, because coherence then is not restricted to one ontological level but describes a general principle on the basis of which wholes can form and persist. Understood this way, the theory is not confined to physicalism but presents a more general principle that can manifest in both physical and higher, emergent structures.

			In many philosophical presentations, emergence is treated as a mystical anomaly — an unexpected by-product of lower-level interactions or an inexplicable addition linked to material processes. In my theory, I reject this interpretation because, in it, emergence is not random but necessary: it is the structural manifestation of coherence at new levels of organization. Each higher-level whole stabilizes itself on the basis of coherence and generates new properties that cannot be reduced to its parts, even though they depend on them. The whole is thus not added, but arises as a consequence of the mutual interaction of parts, yet is more than the sum of its parts.

			My theory interprets emergence as a continuous process rather than a sudden metaphysical leap. Atoms cohere into molecules, molecules into cells, cells into organisms, and organisms into societies and minds. The novelty we observe — chemical bonding, metabolism, thinking — is the actualization of coherence at new scales. This continuum model explains why macro-level phenomena are not simply reducible to micro-level processes. Macro-properties depend on micro-interactions, but they also bring new relational dynamics and functional capacities. Analyzing only the parts overlooks the coherence of the whole.

			Jaegwon Kim has famously argued that emergent properties are either epiphenomenal or reducible. According to his argument concerning supervenience, there is no room for irreducible higher-level causes if physical causation is closed. On the other hand, if higher-level causes exist, they either overdetermine or duplicate micro-level causes. My theory avoids this dilemma by rejecting the framing of micro and macro levels as separate, closed domains. Instead, they form one coherence continuum.

			Kim’s problem disappears, because my theory does not claim that the higher level is an independent causal force: it is a manifestation of lower-level coherence. Ellis’s model, in which he demonstrates downward effects in hierarchical contexts, is, in turn, strengthened because my theory explains why higher-level constraining is real: only the coherent whole can continue, and all lower-level events are filtered accordingly.

			

			A unit is thus entirely part of the whole because it is a persisting unit, and the whole is what it is because it maintains the coherence of its units. A unit only persists if it is coherently coupled to the whole. The whole persists only if it maintains the coupling among its units. There is thus no separateness between them but mutual continuity. Unit and whole are preconditions of each other in temporally continuous interaction. In this way, the basic principle of reality I mentioned earlier is also fulfilled — that two opposite events cannot happen simultaneously.

			Also central here is, again, the idea that new features or interactions can be revealed by the action of an existing unit in new wholes, and that these can vary by whole and cannot, for this reason, be reduced to the action of a single existing unit. When existence and action are also inseparable in my theory, the operation of the whole is not directly derivable from its individual parts. Emergence thus arises precisely from the irreducible self-reinforcing interaction — or dynamics — of being and action, on the basis of which coherence stabilizes new forms of order and behavior. The whole is thus more than the sum of its parts and influences its parts, sometimes on the basis of the exercise of clear freedom. A living organism, for example, shapes the behavior of its cells, even though it is not something above or outside them. Something free can also be argued to exist in human consciousness.

			The fact that the operation of the whole is not entirely reducible to the operation of its parts is supported from many directions: mathematically and computationally (the behavior of complex systems cannot be predicted solely on the basis of their parts but requires higher levels of explanation); in physics and biology (macro-level phenomena such as climate, life, and consciousness contain regularities that cannot be derived directly from micro-level descriptions); in causal influence (higher-level phenomena can influence lower-level parts on the basis of feedback, demonstrating that the higher level is not merely an effect but also an independent factor); in ontological and logical grounding (the world is not a mere sum of elementary particles but has differentiated functional levels not reducible to their initial state). Reality more broadly could also be understood as the rhythmic undulation of coherence and emergence.

			When the operation of the human brain is considered more carefully in relation to emergence, it can be argued that the side effects of psychiatric medications also demonstrate that the influence of a single neurochemical change spreads across the brain’s entire coherence network. Causality is thus not linear or symmetric, but level-dependent and networked. A single influence of the unit thus does not exist in one context, which supports the view of multi-level coherence causality. Psychiatric medications, for example, influence a unit and the whole differently compared to a situation where a single influence had occurred without the effect of the psychiatric medication.

			[image: ]

			Coherence is thus not a so-called additional property in reality but its basic precondition. When coherence or coupling arises, its parts do not strive away from it, nor are they able to do so or desire it, because this would mean the cessation of the existence of the parts. When units join to form a coherent whole, their mutual constraints also alter the possibility space for individual units. Thus, the whole determines the action of its parts in a way that cannot be derived by examining the unit in isolation. Emergence is also not derivable from units because units are not ontologically primary. When they form a coherent whole, a new constraint structure arises, changing the possibilities for the units. Thus, the whole is not the sum of its parts but a new level of coherence with its own dynamics.

			

			Because reality can manifest all possible forms of being, they are also actualized in it and generate emergence. Emergence is a new level of coherence arising from the interaction of parts and thus belongs to the nature of reality. It is, at its foundation, a change of coherence, not merely an increase in complexity. Reality develops in the direction of strengthening and diversifying coherence, but without teleology — without purposiveness or goal-directedness. Because everything that can happen happens, new levels of coherence and emergence also arise when there is enough time for their development.

			Coherent structures, in turn, are actualized automatically because they persist. Coherence enables emergence and generates new, higher-level coherence. Emergence arises when interactions among units produce a new level of coherence in which the meanings and consequences of action are determined by context. It is the structural actualization of coherence, and it can be understood as temporal variation and undulation between the coherence levels of different wholes and parts. The unit’s action varies with the level of coherence, which also renders consciousness irreducible. Emergence is a process, not a static structure.

			In reality, more broadly, also what is most coherent in relation to the external world develops furthest and occupies the most space, or expressed differently: finds a place in reality where it can develop, because in it the relation to the external is both most advantageous and most fitting, and because thus it can develop the most. This idea aligns with what we know about economics, particularly market economics, as well as with evolutionary biology. My theory could thus also be summarized as Darwinism of inanimate matter.

			When, in turn, several units form a whole, the action between them is no longer mere parallel being but mutually guided responsiveness. This can be called co-coherence: the parts respond to each other’s states in ways that stabilize and maintain the operation of the whole. Thus, units not only influence each other but also reinforce and constrain each other’s possible modes of operation. This is visible, for example, in biological organisms, in which different parts of the body operate in continuous interaction through response thresholds and feedback couplings.

			Weak or Strong Emergence?

			In addition to what has been mentioned above, emergentism involves a central position regarding whether weak or strong emergentism is supported. In weak emergentism, it is thought that emergentism — that is, the operation of the whole — can in principle be traced back to the parts of the whole and explained on the basis of the operation of their mutual interaction, even though this may in practice be very difficult or complex.

			In strong emergentism, on the other hand, it is thought that an emergent phenomenon is not reducible to the properties of its parts or their mutual interaction even in principle, and that properties are causally effective in themselves — that is, they can influence lower levels. Weak emergence is widely accepted in science, while strong emergence is controversial.

			My view of emergence is a kind of combination of the models mentioned above. I think that with emergence nothing completely new or different from everything else arises, and that emergence can in principle be understood at least to some extent on the basis of reduction — that is, by tracing it back to the operation of its parts. I argue, however, that with emergence, some kind of free operation of the whole can arise, which can also, in this way, influence the operation of an individual unit. Human consciousness is an example of this. In my view, it can be assumed that it has some kind of freedom and that by using it, it can influence individual brain cells. This influence is not in any way magical or completely new, but it can be understood at least to some extent. Because it is, however, at least partially free, its autonomous operation is different from that of a unit.

			Emergence is also demonstrably and self-evidently present in reality. The wetness of water is not a property of an individual H₂O molecule. The coordinated movement of a flock of birds or a school of fish is not planned by individuals. Biology is not in practice derivable from chemistry. Chemistry is not in practice derivable from physics. Psychology is not in practice derivable from neurobiology. Social phenomena are not derivable from individual psychology. Although emergence is thus indisputably present in reality, it is not clear whether an emergentist theory of reality is thereby justified. In the vast majority of philosophy and philosophy of science, emergence is considered only a practical description, not an ontological fact. In other words, emergence is accepted as an epistemic phenomenon arising from limited knowledge and computational complexity, but denied as an ontological feature (i.e., that reality itself would be of this kind).

			This is often called weak emergence, methodological reductionism, or the view that everything is in principle physics. In my theory, I oppose this view. The central claim in connection with this is the following: if we had complete knowledge of the elementary level, everything else would be derivable from it. This has never, however, been shown or proven, nor is it empirically justified. It is thus a metaphysical belief, not a scientific fact. The central claim of my theory is: emergence is not merely practical unpredictability but structural non-derivability. At this point, the emergentist theory of reality is no longer self-evident but a radical, yet justified position.

			The examples I have mentioned reveal this tension precisely: biology uses chemistry but does not reduce to it, and chemistry uses physics but does not reduce to it. Every field of science has its own concepts, forms of explanation, and laws. This aligns with my theory, which proposes that new coherent structures lead to new causal regularities without any need to violate lower-level laws. But many philosophers would still say that this is only a difference in levels of description, not an ontological difference. My theory argues that if the differences are permanent, causally effective, and non-eliminable, they are ontological. This is the step that is not self-evident but is well-justified.

			Why then is the emergentist theory of reality not mainstream, even though emergence is self-evident? The short answer is: it challenges the reductionist dream of unification. An emergentist ontology, as I presented earlier, means that reality is not completely predetermined, that novelty is genuine, that time is real, and that causality is not unidirectional. These are large metaphysical consequences, which many approach with caution. What is important and rare in my theory is that I not only argue that emergence is true, but also explain why emergence is inevitable if reality favors coherence and only coherent structures persist in time. Therefore, in my theory, I can justifiably say that emergence is not an exception in reality but is the basic mechanism of reality. Emergence as a phenomenon is self-evident, but the emergentist theory of reality is not — and precisely for this reason, my theory is philosophically significant.

			There are also other references to emergence. Does not the fact that a human individual can suddenly realize something that then influences them as a whole for a long time provide evidence of emergence — that a single indeterministic thing shapes the whole in an unpredictable way? Intuitively, this is one of the best everyday examples of emergence. When a person, so to speak, suddenly realizes something (for example, a moral principle, a life direction, a view of oneself), the matter is not a single thought among others but a complete reorganization of the meaning structure. In the language of my theory, a single event leads to a new coherent way of organizing. This new coherence begins to guide attention, constrain possible choices, and change the system’s entire operation. This is a classic emergent turn. If the world and the person were genuinely deterministic, the realization would be merely an inevitable consequence of prior brain states, its influence would in principle be predictable, and it would be traceable to a chain of microstates.

			In reality, however, we cannot predict which realization arises, when it arises, or how deeply it changes one’s entire life. The influence of the realization is also not proportional to its so-called size at the microstate level. A small moment leads to long-lasting, broad change. This is the hallmark of emergence. A realization is thus a non-deterministic selection from among prior possibilities that generates a new coherent whole. The fact that a single realization can reshape a person’s entire life in an unpredictable and lasting way is thus one of the strongest pieces of evidence drawn from the everyday experience of genuine emergence and a non-deterministic, temporally constructed reality.

			In my theory, strong emergence could prove that reality is indeterministic. This is because emergence cannot be deterministically derived from what came before. Coherence thus undermines determinism but not causality. The future does not exist already in the same way as the past, because future states are not predetermined but are selected on the basis of coherence. The passage of time is thus also a genuine event. Because emergent structures are not predetermined, the development of reality is not timeless but takes place genuinely in time. The direction of time is determined by the fact that what has coherently formed does not return to what came before. Emergence does not in itself prove time, but it requires a genuinely occurring passage of time. This also means that humans have at least partial free will. A person does not choose in a vacuum, but choices are not predetermined either.

			

			How does emergence arise as a consequence of the combined effect of parts? Philip W. Anderson’s thesis ”More is different” relates to the following observation: the more parts there are in a whole, the more actions and interactions there are as well. The multiplication of action is central to this. Anderson’s famous thesis mentioned above does not mean only that there are more parts, but that action multiplies non-linearly. My theory provides a precise structural explanation for this. Anderson’s central idea is not quantitative but structural: as the number of parts grows, the number of interactions grows much faster, and new, independent operational patterns arise that cannot be reduced to parts. Expressed in the language of my theory, the growth in the number of parts opens a new functional possibility space. This is not merely complexity, but new ways of being coherent. My theory makes explicit what in Anderson remains partly implicit: emergence does not arise from having more parts, but from the multiplication of actions and mutual events. Anderson’s observation ”More is different” means that as the number of parts grows, action and interaction relations multiply, giving rise to new coherence paths and constraints. According to my theory, emergence does not follow from the number of parts per se, but from the multiplication of action and the fact that coherence begins to select persisting operational patterns at the level of the whole.

			As a summary of this section, it can thus be argued that the greater the number of parts operating in mutual interaction, the more the exchange and formation of information between them grows. As the number of parts increases, the number of possible relations between them grows rapidly, and as a consequence, the internal interaction of the system becomes denser. Then the operation of individual parts is no longer determined solely from their own properties but increasingly also from the state of the entire system. The mutual interaction of parts begins to constrain their operation: not all possible modes of operation are anymore compatible with the whole of the system. In this sense the growth of interaction increases the internal coherence of the system, because only those modes of operation can continue that are compatible with the other parts.

			When such a network of mutual dependencies grows sufficiently complex, the system begins to operate more and more as a whole. Then an emergent level arises, in which the state of the whole influences the parts while the parts influence the whole. Emergence can thus be understood as a situation in which the exchange of information between parts and their mutual constraining form a new level of order. If there is truly cooperation in a system, it is also natural that the operation of the whole reflects at least at some level the influences of all its parts. In this sense, emergence is not an exceptional phenomenon but rather a natural consequence of sufficiently complex interaction.

			When such a system becomes even more complex, the flow of information can also include a description of the system’s own state. In other words, the system not only responds to its environment but also to its own operation and internal state. Then a kind of internal model of itself can arise in the system. From this perspective, consciousness can be understood as a continuation of this development: it is an especially high level of coherence, in which the system continuously processes information concerning its own state. Then the system not only operates, but it also, as it were, knows it is operating. Thus, consciousness does not appear as a separate metaphysical addition to reality, but as an extremely complex coherence structure that can arise from a sufficiently broad and dense network of interaction.

			From this also follows a broader conclusion: if reality develops on the basis of coherence and if the growth of interaction networks naturally increases the exchange of information and structural complexity, it is also understandable that the universe can generate systems in which such high-level coherence manifests as consciousness. Consciousness is then not a separate exception in nature but one possible consequence of the highly developed form of coherence and emergence. Emergence is thus not an exception in nature — it is an inevitable consequence of sufficient interaction.

			Consciousness

			Human consciousness represents the most developed and complex form of coherent emergence that we know. It illustrates most impressively my theory’s concept of emergence. Billions of neurons interact, producing an energetically sustainable and informationally integrated whole. This whole maintains itself and recursively influences its own foundations through attention, memory, and reflection. Unlike reductive physicalism, my theory holds that consciousness cannot be derived solely from micro-level descriptions. Consciousness shows how coherence generates genuinely new levels of causality, thereby providing a pathway to explaining subjective experience without the ontological inflation of panpsychism — a solution some have advocated. Federico Faggin has argued that such an expansion of consciousness may be necessary if reductive physicalism fails, but my theory offers an alternative route based on the principle of reflective coherence.

			The comparison with wetness is illustrative: wetness is not present in individual water molecules but arises from their collective interaction. Similarly, consciousness emerges from the complex coherence of neural systems without being present in their smallest parts. By grounding consciousness in emergent coherence, my theory explains both why consciousness is rare in the universe and why it depends on biological and systemic threshold values. The defining feature of consciousness is its capacity for self-reference. Conscious systems not only process information but also model their own operation. This recursive loop manifests downward causation: the coherent whole constrains the operation of its parts.

			Neuroplasticity provides empirical evidence for this process. Experiences such as learning, meditation, or trauma reshape neural networks. Here, the emergent whole (conscious experience) serves as feedback, reorganizing the micro-level (neuronal structure). Consciousness is thus not an inert by-product but an active agent that reshapes its own physical foundation. This view is completely consistent with my theory: macro-level coherence selects from among micro-level possibilities. Consciousness illustrates how coherence combines micro- and macro-causality into a single continuum, thereby addressing the challenges concerning the causality of mind presented in Kim’s work.

			The question of free will is also one of philosophy’s most contested. If every physical event is determined, how can human choice be free? My theory reformulates the problem: free will is not complete independence from causality, but the capacity of coherent wholes to create new operational paths and reflect possibilities with at least sufficient freedom. As a concept, absolute freedom is considerably more complex and unclear — what would it even mean to be completely free from all constraints? It could mean a being that is in no relation to the external world; such a being is thus empty, and nothing meaningful can be said about it.

			From the perspective of my theory, freedom does not require detachment from causality, but arises internally on the basis of coherence. A coherent system — such as the human mind — can integrate influences, anticipate consequences, and reorganize its internal dynamics to create new lines of action. Freedom is thus emergent: it grows with the coherence, flexibility, and self-reflective capacity of the system, and is not a causeless or metaphysical, absolute property.

			

			At the neural level, processes may follow probabilistic or deterministic patterns. At the systemic level, however, the brain integrates these into new choices. Free will thus arises as contextual freedom: as the capacity of a coherent whole to influence its parts and reorganize operational paths. This explanation is in harmony with neuroscientific evidence, which holds that decision-making is based on distributed, dynamic brain processes rather than a single deterministic chain.

			Quantum indeterminism can enhance this flexibility by introducing stochastic variations that coherent networks can exploit. My theory does not rely on quantum mysticism, but it recognizes that randomness filtered on the basis of coherence can expand the space of possibilities that opens to conscious actors.

			The irreducibility of qualia — the experienced qualitative features of experience, such as the redness of red or the pang of sorrow — is still one of the central dilemmas in philosophy of mind. My theory offers a strong framework for the status of qualia in nature and serves as a metatheory that unites them. It interprets qualia as coherence-dependent properties of integrated systems, rather than as inexplicable additions to the physical world, and this view is consistent with the principles of the significant integration theory of consciousness. Qualia have arisen in the course of evolution, and they are partially observable in some animals, suggesting that they are not mystical or inexplicable entities but rather experiential correlates of coherent systems. Daniel Dennett has criticized the concept of qualia as inherently private, indescribable phenomena, but even in naturalistic frameworks, the structural unity of conscious experience is a fact that requires explanation — and precisely this my theory provides on the basis of coherence.

			It could indeed be argued that the central status of qualia in philosophy is a misunderstanding: the problem built around it may stem from our expecting more transparency from nature than it offers. One could argue that the central role of qualia in philosophy is a misunderstanding: it is nothing special or extra, but merely the brain’s and evolution’s way of protecting the human being by telling them that their experience matters and that it is important for their survival. Qualia are nothing extra, but simply the way in which a complex neural network operates and presents information to itself. It may be an illusion produced by evolution, something like a user interface: experiences feel important because otherwise we would not respond to them with sufficient weight. If pain did not feel bad, humans would not avoid danger. If pleasure did not feel good, humans would not seek out food, reproduction, or cooperation. Thus, the status of qualia may be nothing more than a functional explanation: the brain encodes information as what might be called a sense of meaningfulness, because this is an efficient way to ensure survival. The problem in philosophy may therefore be that it takes this evolutionary user interface too literally and begins to search for something ontologically extra. This line of thinking is defended by, among others, illusionists — for example, Keith Frankish — who hold that the deepest mystery associated with consciousness is merely an illusion created by the cognitive system.

			On the other hand, many regard such an explanation as insufficient, because even if one can say that experiences function like a user interface, the question remains: why do they need to feel like something in order to be useful from an evolutionary standpoint? Could not mere computational processing suffice, without any subjective experience?

			With respect to my theory, however, one can nonetheless say that the central role of qualia, in a certain sense, may be partly a misunderstanding: the problem constructed around it may stem from our expecting more transparency from nature than it offers.

			It is also possible to think that qualia as such would be nothing if they were not experienced consciously. Only the mechanism of consciousness — the fact that the brain creates a self and a continuous experiential horizon — makes an individual sensory or emotional stimulus something that feels like something. Then qualia are not a separate phenomenon but part of the whole of consciousness.

			From an evolutionary perspective, consciousness and qualia together create a system in which experiences are not mere data but carry an immediate sense of meaning. For example, pain: consciousness brings forth the feeling that ”I am experiencing pain” and the qualia associated with pain make it immediate, to be taken seriously, and to be avoided. This combination makes experience a more efficient tool for learning and regulating behavior than mere computation.

			If this is the case, the mysteriousness of qualia may stem from the fact that we try to separate them from consciousness, even though it is only the way in which consciousness manifests. Thus, qualia are not something extra, but they are the form that consciousness inevitably takes when the system evaluates meaning and responds. In other words, it can be thought that qualia feel like something precisely because consciousness forms the experience, and without this framework of consciousness, qualia would be mere signal processing without a sense.

			Subjective experience thus arises when information organizes itself into a coherent whole capable of recursive reflection. The feeling of experience is what coherence looks like from the inside: the unity of multiple processes that has stabilized into one perspective. This perspective is irreducible precisely because it is a property of the whole rather than a solution of its parts, thereby preserving the successes of physicalist neuroscience while explaining why subjective experience feels irreducible.

			My theory thus grounds subjectivity in the same principle that explains the persistence of atoms, molecules, and ecosystems: coherence. At the level of consciousness, coherence becomes, however, reflective — it not only maintains itself but also produces a model of itself. The uniqueness of consciousness is in this reflective capacity. A hurricane or a flock of birds exhibits coherence, but neither models its own operation. Consciousness differs from these in that it folds coherence back upon itself. The brain not only integrates information but also represents its own integration, enabling self-awareness, symbolic language, morality, and deliberate action.

			This reflective coherence makes it possible for humans to imagine counterfactuals — events contrary to the facts — to project the future and to construct meanings. In doing so, consciousness becomes both an evolutionary advantage and a philosophical puzzle: it enables adaptation and creativity, but also raises questions about its own status. In my theory, I interpret this not as a paradox, but as the inevitable culmination of coherence.

			Consciousness provides the strongest ground for irreducible emergence. If consciousness exists and our lived experience confirms it, reductionism cannot be the whole truth. Coherent emergentism explains consciousness without placing it at the foundational level of reality while avoiding epiphenomenalism. In this framework, consciousness is reflective coherence: a whole that sustains itself, models itself, and exerts influence on its own constituent parts.

			The Hard Problem of Consciousness

			Above, I have described consciousness as reflective coherence — that is, as a structure that not only functions but also models its own functioning. This explanation is comprehensive in many respects: it explains why structures of the kind consciousness represents come into being, why they are rare in the universe, and why they cannot be reduced to their parts. There is, however, one question that my theory must address directly and cannot evade. David Chalmers has formulated this question as follows: Why do physical processes have subjective experience at all? Why is there not simply a functioning system without any inner feel — a so-called philosophical zombie that behaves exactly like a conscious being, yet has no experience of it from the inside?

			This is known as the hard problem of consciousness, in contrast to the so-called easy problems, which include the mechanisms of attention, memory, learning, and the regulation of behavior. The easy problems are scientifically difficult, but they are, in principle, explicable functionally: we find the mechanism that does the relevant thing. The hard problem is of a different order. Even if we were to find a complete neuroscientific description of what happens in the brain when a person sees the color red, something would seem to be missing from the explanation: why does that process feel like something, and why is there anything at all for which it feels like something?

			Is the Problem Wrongly Formulated?

			The first strategy is to ask whether the hard problem is a philosophical illusion — a question that arises from the misuse of concepts rather than from the structure of reality. This line is represented by eliminativists such as Daniel Dennett and illusionists such as Keith Frankish.

			My theory offers its own version of this strategy, one that is nonetheless more nuanced than Dennett’s straightforward elimination. In my theory, being and functioning are inseparable: nothing can exist in a manner that is entirely detached from its functioning and its relations. It follows from this that the question ”why does functioning additionally involve experience?” may be categorically irrelevant — much like the question ”why does water additionally involve wetness?” Rather than experience being added on top of certain physical processes, experience is simply what sufficiently high reflective coherence looks like from the inside. There is no separate process and experience; there is one event that can be described from two different perspectives.

			

			This does not mean, however, that experience is an illusion or unreal. It means that the division — objective process and subjective experience — is conceptual, not ontological. The hard problem arises because this conceptual distinction is first introduced, and one then wonders how the two sides relate. If the distinction is not made at the outset, and if it is accepted that a high-level coherent structure is, in itself, perspectival, then this so-called bridge problem disappears. What remains is a single structure that can be described both from the outside and from the inside.

			Coherence Produces Perspective

			The second strategy does not eliminate the hard problem but places it in a new light through the theory’s own resources. It is the most natural continuation from the standpoint of my theory.

			Recall what the three-level formulation of coherence says about global coherence: a structure is globally coherent to the degree that its parts share information in an integrated manner such that the whole is more than the sum of its separate parts. When this integration exceeds a sufficient threshold and, in addition, includes a description of the system’s own state — when the coherence dynamics begin to model themselves recursively — something qualitatively new comes into being: a perspective.

			Perspective is not a mysterious addition. It is the structural consequence of a system having become sufficiently integrated into a self-referential whole. The system no longer merely processes information about the world; it processes information about the world in relation to its own state. This is the structural change through which a perspective arises: a point from which reality presents itself.

			Experience — the fact that something feels like something — is, within this framework, what high reflective coherence feels like from that perspective. We cannot examine this experience from the outside, because all examination conducted from the outside already takes place from within a perspective. This is not a weakness, but a consistent consequence of the theory’s own ontology: reality can only be examined from the inside.

			This connects to Thomas Metzinger’s self-model theory: consciousness arises when a system constructs a coherent, continuously updated model of itself. In the language of my theory, when the coherence dynamics cross the threshold at which the system begins to model its own coherence as part of maintaining that coherence, a self-model comes into being, and with it, a perspective. Experience is not the content of the self-model but its structure: the manner in which an integrated system stands in relation to itself.

			Epistemological Delimitation

			The third strategy is an honest acknowledgment of where the theory’s explanatory power ends. This is not a retreat, but epistemological precision — the same attitude that has been a strength throughout the theory.

			My theory explains why structures of the kind that consciousness represents come into being: the highest level of coherence inevitably produces reflexivity, and reflexivity, in turn, produces perspective. It also explains why consciousness is emergent and non-reducible: perspective is a property of the whole, not of its parts. But what it is to be precisely this perspective — why red looks exactly as it does and not like green, why the perspective attached to this particular human being feels like this and not like something else — to this, my theory neither gives nor can give an exhaustive answer.

			This is not a particular weakness of my theory. It is the common limit of all theories of reality. The hard problem is distinctive because every explanation that reaches it must itself be given from within some perspective, and that very perspective always remains outside the explanation. An explanation can describe the structure, but the structure never fully encompasses what it is to be inside it.

			The matter can also be put this way: the hard problem of consciousness may not be an empirical problem at all. It is a problem of the limits of knowledge — a reminder that all our knowledge already lies within consciousness. We cannot step outside our perspective to examine it from the outside, just as, according to the theory’s foundational assumption, we cannot step outside reality to examine it from some meta-level position. In this sense, the hard problem of consciousness is a special case of the theory’s own epistemology: explanation must always arise from the inside.

			Summary

			The three strategies I have presented are not mutually inconsistent. Together, they form a coherent emergentist response to the hard problem.

			The first strategy — the critique of the problem’s formulation — shows that the binary division between process and experience may not be ontologically warranted. My theory does not accept dualism between the objective and the subjective as a starting point.

			The second strategy, coherence as perspective, offers a positive explanation: experience is what sufficiently high, self-referential coherence looks like when viewed from the inside. This is my theory’s substantive answer.

			The third strategy, the epistemological delimitation, honestly acknowledges that the explanation cannot be exhaustive, nor does it need to be. The task of the theory is to explain why and how, not to eliminate the very fact of experiencing.

			Coherent emergentism thus does not resolve the hard problem in the sense of making experience fully intelligible from the outside. It does something more modest, but philosophically more important: it shows why the hard problem is inevitable and where it arises — namely, precisely from the structure in which coherence begins to refer to itself — and what its existence tells us about the nature of reality. The hard problem is not evidence against the theory, but a consequence that the theory predicts.

			The hard problem of consciousness arises, at its root, from the fact that subjective experience and external physical description are examining the same coherent process from different perspectives. When a system reaches a sufficiently high level of reflective coherence based on emergence, its functioning presents itself from the inside as experience.

			


Part 2: Evaluation of My Theory

			Critique from Physics

			The main features of my theory have now been covered. I next proceed to evaluate my theory from various perspectives. I will first raise how my theory could be criticized and how it might respond to this criticism.

			Physicists could immediately criticize my theory by pointing out that coherence has not been experimentally observed and that physics does not currently require it to describe reality. Today, physics also does not recognize coherence as a foundational quantity. My counter-argument to this, however, is the following: Coherence is not a single physical quantity, but a structural condition of physical laws — one that is visible in their permanence, symmetries, and emergence. It is the structural way of being itself to persist and continue. Physics seeks to explain what happens, while in my theory, I examine which events persist. These are different questions. Coherence thus does not compete with physics but serves as a meta-level explanation of why the laws of physics describe precisely persistent structures. Coherence is not a natural law but the inevitable course of events. If coherence were not real, physics could never produce functional, effective theories.

			Coherence has thus not been found in physics because it is not a local, measurable quantity but rather a criterion for a posteriori recognition of persistence. This can be compared to what is currently called stability in physics — which is not a force; to an attractor, which is not a particle; to an invariant, which is not a field. Yet all of these are necessary for understanding the dynamics of reality. Coherence is of the same kind when it is not a new term for equations but a way of understanding why certain solutions are physically meaningful.

			My theory thus does not change equations nor predict new fundamental interactions. Instead, it proposes that current theories describe coherent structures. That is why they work. My theory explains why this is possible in the first place. My theory, however, openly admits that there is not yet a single universal measure of coherence that would manifest differently across contexts. My theory is thus a research program, not a finished calculator or doctrine.

			Chemistry can illustrate the broader nature of my theory. Chemical reactions show us that the behavior of substances does not arise from a natural law external to them, as if it were a separate instruction, but from the way their structure and properties enable certain kinds of interaction. Electronic structures, bond potentials, and energy states do not, so to speak, follow a law in the sense of being something external, but are themselves the way in which matter operates and organizes itself. Thus, coherence is not a natural law as a separate rule, but would be the fundamental mechanism of being — that is, the way in which existing components relate to each other so that consistent, persisting, and developing structures arise.

			Testability, Falsification, and the Prediction of Coherence Dynamics

			Metaphysical frameworks are often criticized for remaining outside empirical testing. If a theory is not even in principle capable of producing testable consequences, it risks remaining speculation rather than science. Coherent emergentism responds directly to this challenge. Although its foundation is ontological, it is not merely a worldview; it also makes claims about how reality should behave, and these claims can be investigated in physics, biology, neuroscience, artificial intelligence, and even social systems.

			The central empirical prediction of coherent emergentism is that nearly identical systems diverge over time due to coherence dynamics. Classical determinism assumes that if two systems have the same initial conditions and the same laws, their development is in principle identical. My theory predicts otherwise: because being and its action are inseparable, the initial state is never merely a configuration but is already operational, in relation to its environment and its internal constraints. For this reason, coherence does not merely so to speak allow development, but selects it by stabilizing some possibilities and eliminating others. Small functional differences do not remain background noise; they can lock into distinct structural wholes and multiply at larger scales.

			There is an important clarification here: differentiation in my theory is not arbitrary randomness but is structured by coherence. Incoherent states dissolve or remain insignificant; coherent development paths persist. Therefore, in my theory, I do not claim that everything is chaotic, but that reality is coherence-based open: there is not one coherence path, but several possible coherence paths, all of which can be locally stable and yet lead to different outcomes. Coherence does not determine the direction of development but delimits it by indicating which development trajectories can persist.

			This prediction is directly related to the tension between reductionism and emergentism. Reductive materialism is the strongest competitor to my theory because it offers an elegant assumption: everything can be traced back to the dynamics of fundamental particles and to initial conditions. Then, indeterminism, free will, and even the experiential passage of time are at most apparent. Reductionism works excellently in many contexts, but it must answer to phenomena in which the behavior of the whole does not appear to return to the parts without explanatory loss: phase transitions, superconductivity, superfluidity, the self-organization of complex systems, the neuroplasticity of the brain, the self-regulation of ecosystems, and the normative feedback loops of societies. In addition, modern hints at the emergence of spacetime suggest that even what is assumed to be fundamental — the so-called background — is not necessarily foundational.

			Coherent emergentism does not reject the achievements of reductionism but claims that reduction is not the whole picture. Reality consists of levels in which higher levels arise from lower ones but can influence lower levels, based on constraints, feedback loops, and coherence structures. When such top-down influence based on coherence is real, predictability also has an internal limit: not because we merely cannot calculate, but because the system’s own coherence dynamics produces new, historically locked structures.

			Biological Testing: Differentiation in Controlled Evolution Experiments

			Biological evolution offers a clear test area for my theory. Empirical studies have already shown that genetically identical populations can differentiate under similar conditions. One of the best-known examples is Richard Lenski’s long-term E. coli evolution experiment, in which parallel populations have evolved along different adaptive paths. In coherent emergentism, this differentiation is interpreted as more than mere stochastic drift: it is an example of coherence dynamics that filters among multiple viable yet mutually distinct strategies. My theory predicts that such structured differentiation is not an exception but an inevitable feature of complex, open systems.

			The most interesting empirical extension from the perspective of my theory would be to place parallel populations under even more controlled conditions, in which the environment is kept as identical as possible, and differentiation is monitored at the level of the genome, gene expression, and systemic properties. The prediction of coherent emergentism is not perfect repeatability but recurrent divergence: from one and the same basic setup, multiple coherently stable solutions arise.

			Neuroscience and Cognition: The Coherence Basis of Individuality

			In neuroscience, my theory predicts differentiation in both biological and artificial neural networks. Even genetically similar individuals growing in similar conditions develop different thinking patterns, personalities, and modes of operation. Thanks to neuroplasticity, the brain is a historical system: small differences in experiences, attention, emotional regulation, and social interaction can lock into coherent, self-reinforcing network structures. My theory interprets this individuality and creativity as arising from coherence selection, not as disturbance toward one ideal deterministic solution.

			

			At the same time, AI systems offer an increasingly fertile test ground. Two models with identical architecture trained on the same data often end up with different internal representations or strategies — sometimes even a different so-called behavioral style due to small stochastic differences. From the perspective of my theory, this is not merely a lack of repeatability but a visible manifestation of the coherence filter: from the same basic setup, multiple functionally coherent solutions stabilize.

			One should also consider that AI models enable precise parallel world experiments: one can create two nearly identical learning processes and change only one minimal variable (for example, a random seed or the order of one input) and observe when divergence begins, in what structures it occurs, and what kind of coherent operational mechanisms ultimately stabilize. In this way, the threshold points in coherence dynamics can be empirically measured.

			Quantum Level, Macro-Emergence, and the Origin of Differentiation

			According to coherent emergentism, differentiation can also originate from the quantum level. If quantum indeterminacy produces minimal fluctuations, complex systems can amplify these into macro-level differences, especially when the system has strong feedback loops and multiple alternative stabilization paths. This does not mean that all macro-level differences are, so to speak, explained by the quantum level, but the openness of the quantum level can serve as a source of selection situations in coherence dynamics.

			This can, in principle, be connected to experimental setups in which two nearly identical systems are exposed over a long time, and it is monitored whether a statistically significant divergence arises in macro-level structures. Such experiments are challenging but, in principle, conceivable. The essential point is that my theory is not mystical but offers a mechanistic direction: divergence occurs where coherence must select among several continuable alternatives.

			Social Systems and Technological Emergence

			The same principle is also visible in social systems. Two nearly identical communities can develop in different directions because norms, trust, institutions, and cultural feedback loops stabilize in different ways. Here, differentiation is not mere historical chance but a form of emergent coherence: small choices lock into structures that begin to guide subsequent development.

			In technological emergence — especially in machine learning — one can even design experiments in which identical models receive nearly identical inputs, yet small differences yield divergent heuristics. My theory interprets this precisely as coherence filtering: from the same basic setup, different, stable strategies arise.

			Falsification: Where Could Coherent Emergentism Be Wrong?

			A central question for a metaphysical theory is whether it can be falsified. Coherent emergentism sets clear conditions for this. My theory would be undermined if the following could be shown:

			•Identical systems always develop identically under the same conditions without differentiation — not only in practice but in principle also in complex systems containing feedback loops.

			•Emergent properties such as consciousness, systemic behavior, or top-down constraints could be completely reduced to micro-level descriptions without explanatory loss in such a way that nothing real causal or structural value would remain at the level of the whole.

			

			•Incoherent structures could persist for an indefinitely long time without collapsing or disintegrating. Thus, contradictory, unstable, or environmentally incompatible structures could continue without coherence.

			If any of the points I have mentioned above were shown to be true, the claim belonging to my theory about coherence as the necessary filter and generator of reality would be decisively weakened.

			What Would Evidence for Coherent Emergentism Mean?

			I next consider how my theory could be proven correct. Coherent emergentism is first of all not so to speak proven by one experiment, but its evidential force grows if we find phenomena in which:

			•nearly identical wholes stabilize into different emergent mechanisms.

			•Top-down constraints are measurably visible as the shaping of the action of parts.

			•divergence is structural (organized), not mere noise.

			Such evidence would strengthen several core points of my theory: existence and action cannot be reduced to one another, coherence constrains possibilities, partial inconsistency can generate new complexity, and quantum-level openness can serve as a starting point for divergent macro-level paths.

			Toward Practical Tests

			From the central principles mentioned above, a set of concrete test directions follows:

			•In biology: experiments with parallel populations, systematically monitoring the structure and threshold points of differentiation.

			

			•In neuroscience: longitudinal studies combining the structural change of neural networks, experiential history, and the differentiation of functional strategies.

			•In AI: parallel training sessions in which differentiation is measured at the level of representations, strategies, and behavior.

			•In social systems: simulations and historical comparisons examining when small differences lock into institutions and norms.

			Thus, coherent emergentism draws its own empirical boundary. It does not require acceptance as a metaphysical narrative but instead positions itself as a hypothesis about the structure of reality. If coherence truly is the principle that stabilizes, filters, and generates levels, it should be visible precisely where reality is complex, feedback-coupled, and historical. And if this is not the case, the theory must fall. If my theory turns out to be correct, it leads to the conclusion that emergence is ontologically real, the future is not predetermined, possibilities are genuinely multiple, and the passage of time is necessary because actualization is not logically ready in advance.

			Falsifiable Predictions of Coherent Emergentism

			Above, I have outlined the general conditions of falsification. It is, however, worth formulating them also explicitly, as precise claims whose refutation would be a serious blow to the theory. The following four predictions are testable either with currently available methods or with methods that are expected to be possible in the near future.

			Prediction 1: Emergence is Discontinuous

			My theory predicts that emergence does not arise as a consequence of linearly increasing complexity but on the basis of threshold points: there exist points at which coherence exceeds a level after which the whole begins to function as its own causal unit. Critical transitions in physics — magnetization, superconductivity, phase transitions — are examples of such discontinuities.

			The theory is wrong if systematic empirical research showed that consciousness, life, or other phenomena interpreted as emergence arise completely gradually without any observable threshold — that is, in such a way that no transition point has a qualitative difference from the state preceding or following it. Such a finding would mean that the concept of so-called coherence thresholds is empty and that emergence is not a structurally different phenomenon from gradual change.

			Prediction 2: The Degree of Coherence Integration is an Empirically Significant Predictor

			My theory, based on the three-level formulation of coherence, is committed to the claim that the global integratedness of a system is a measurable property with predictive power. Giulio Tononi’s integrated information Φ (phi) is a practically oriented operationalization of this. If Φ measures a real structural property and not merely a computational artifact, it should correlate with the system’s ability to maintain coherent operation against disturbances at all levels, not only as a measure of consciousness.

			The theory is wrong if Φ or corresponding integration measures turned out to be empirically insignificant — that is, if they did not predict the stability properties and durability of a system, and there was no measurable difference between high and low coherence structures. This would not mean that IIT, as a theory of consciousness, falls, but that the operationalization of coherence in my theory has failed.

			Prediction 3: Incoherent Structures Do Not Persist

			This is the simplest and most foundational prediction of my theory, but it is worth making explicit: internally contradictory structures — those in which the parts cancel each other’s operation or whose dynamics are self-destructive — cannot persist in time without external maintenance. This applies in theory at all levels of organization: from physical structures to biological systems, cognitive models, and social institutions.

			The theory is wrong if a repeatable, long-lived physical or biological structure were found that can be shown to be both internally contradictory and stable without external energy input or a correction mechanism. It should be noted that dissipative structures, such as a volcano or cellular metabolism, do not refute this — they maintain their coherence through continuous energy input, which is precisely the mechanism predicted by the theory.

			Prediction 4: Downward Causation is Measurable

			In my theory, I claim that emergent levels are not merely superstructures that passively follow from lower levels, but that they constrain and shape the operation of lower levels. Consciousness shapes the structure of neural networks, and neuroplasticity is already a strong empirical indication of this. The whole constrains its parts, and this is a foundational finding of the theory of complex systems. My theory, however, makes this an explicit ontological claim, not merely an empirical observation.

			The theory is wrong if systematic neuroscience or complex systems research showed that all higher-level changes are completely explicable as arising from the lower level, leaving no explanatory gap — so that top-down influence would always and everywhere be reducible to a combination of bottom-up processes, with no added value. This does not mean the reduction of individual cases, but a general principle: if the whole never has autonomous causal force, the central ontological claim of the theory falls.

			Summary: The Empirical Boundary of the Theory

			The four predictions mentioned above do not make coherent emergentism a natural scientific theory in the sense that the equations of physics are testable. The theory is philosophical, and its empirical connection is indirect. But indirect does not mean non-existent: if emergence is always gradual, if the degree of integration is an empirically empty concept, if incoherent structures can persist, and if downward causation is always a reductive illusion — then coherent emergentism is wrong in a way that is visible. The theory thus invites experimentation. That is sufficient grounds for taking it seriously.

			Mathematical Evidence Supporting My Theory

			Coherent emergentism also receives significant support from mathematics, for several mathematical phenomena and theories reflect the same structural principles upon which my theory is based. Particularly in mathematics, perspectives are found concerning the internal constraints of systems, partial inconsistency, emergence, and the relation between existence and action. These are not isolated analogies but form a whole that supports the ontological core of my theory.

			First, Gödel’s incompleteness theorems show that no logically consistent and sufficiently powerful formal system can be simultaneously both complete and consistent. This means that every system has an internal constraint: it cannot close itself in its own completeness. This supports my theory that no system can be completely autonomous and internally perfect without reference to a broader context. At the same time, it suggests that perfect consistency is not a universally achievable state. Partial inconsistency is thus not an anomaly but a structural feature. Emergence thus cannot be a completely closed and autonomous process but requires an environment and interaction in which the system’s constraints become visible.

			Second, chaos theory and sensitivity to initial conditions show that even deterministic systems can be practically unpredictable. Small differences in the initial situation can grow into large differences in outcomes over time — a phenomenon known as the butterfly effect. This supports my theory’s claim that two nearly identical wholes can develop differently because small initial-state differences can be amplified through nonlinear dynamics, producing different emergent operational patterns. For example, two nearly identical atmospheric models can predict completely different weather a week in advance, even if their initial setups are nearly the same. This strengthens the understanding that emergence is not unambiguously predetermined, even if the system follows rules.

			Third, fractals and self-organization show that simple, repeated rules can generate complex, emergent structures. In fractal structures, small changes in microstructure can cause significant differences at the macro level. This supports my theory’s view that small inconsistencies do not necessarily break a system but can be a source of complexity and adaptive structure. From similar initial conditions, structures of different shapes and operating at different scales can thus develop. Emergence is thus not mere linear accumulation but includes the possibility of qualitative structural change.

			

			Fourth, category theory examines relations between mathematical structures at an abstract level and shows that individual beings are not isolated but are determined by their relations. This is deeply compatible with the ontology of my theory, in which reality is not a collection of separate substances but a network of relations and functions. Two nearly identical structures can behave differently if their relations change. Existence is thus not merely a static state but a relational structure that generates emergence.

			Fifth, topological spaces show that certain structural properties are preserved in continuous transformations, but that different topological connections can generate different functional wholes. The same basic structure can have different emergent mechanisms if the structure of its connections changes. For example, two nearly identical neural networks can behave differently over time because their topological structures evolve in different directions, even if their original structures were the same. This supports the idea that emergence depends not only on the parts but on their organization.

			Sixth, network theory shows that complex networks follow the principles of self-organization and emergence. Local rules can generate macro-level phenomena, and nearly identical initial networks can develop in different directions depending on random choices and local interaction. The structures of the internet, neural networks, and social networks develop differently depending on small differences among nodes. This strengthens my theory’s view that emergence is a dynamic and path-dependent process.

			Seventh, quantum algebras and the indeterministic nature of quantum mechanics show that at the foundational level, reality is not completely deterministic. Quantum fluctuations and probability structures influence how systems can develop. This supports coherent emergentism’s idea that there are multiple possibilities, but only those development paths that maintain structural consistency can rise to observable reality. Simulations of two identical quantum processors can produce different outcomes if quantum fluctuations guide the system in different directions. Thus, indeterminism is not an external disturbance but part of the structure of reality.

			As a whole, mathematics shows that perfect consistency is not possible; the same initial conditions can lead to different outcomes; structures can develop emergently in different directions; beings are determined by their relations; at the quantum level, indeterminism is a real and effective factor. Mathematics creates a formal foundation for the idea that not everything is predetermined and that partial inconsistency can be a constructive property for emergence.

			Mathematical theories thus not only support coherent emergentism but also show that completely deterministic and completely consistent emergence is not possible. Inconsistency and indeterminism are not errors of reality but its structural features. In this sense, mathematics is not merely an analogical support for my theory, but reflects the same deep principles upon which the theory is built.

			Relation to Other Philosophical Traditions

			Coherent emergentism is easiest to understand in dialogue with those traditions of metaphysics and philosophy of mind that have shaped contemporary philosophy. My theory does not seek to position itself against them but rather to build upon their insights, integrate compatible elements, and offer a complementary perspective on the open questions these traditions often leave unresolved — particularly regarding the origin of reality, permanence, and creative development. The basic strategy of my theory is ontological parsimony: it seeks to explain as much as possible with as few assumptions as possible, and precisely for this reason, its relations to other schools are often both critical and synthesizing.

			Raw materialism (in its various forms) has been the necessary engine of modern science’s development. It has taken the existence and stability of matter and energy as its starting point and achieved enormous empirical success. Coherent emergentism fully accepts this success and sees the materialist research program as still central. But it adds a question that materialism often bypasses: why do matter and energy exist at all, and why do they persist? The answer to my theory is not a new substance or additional force, but structural necessity: absolute nothing would be incoherent, and nothing could, so to speak, remain in it. Therefore, only self-sustaining, internally compatible configurations can stabilize and persist, which appears to us as the persistence of matter and energy. In this sense, materialism is right in its description but insufficient as a foundation: it takes persistence as given, whereas coherent emergentism seeks to explain it. Coherent emergentism supports materialism but redefines it non-reductively. It sees reality as material but does not believe it can be explained solely from the operation of matter’s smallest parts.

			Process philosophy, particularly in the developed form presented by Whitehead, highlights becoming, relationality, and creativity as central features of reality. Coherent emergentism shares many of these emphases. Reality is dynamic, and novelty is a genuine part of the world: emergence is not merely a feature of language or modeling, but a structural phenomenon. The difference is that my theory seeks to ground this process nature in a single minimally assumed principle — coherence — rather than adopting additional metaphysical categories, such as creativity or Whitehead’s own technical basic concepts. The result is a process-oriented ontology that preserves the explanatory power of process philosophy while being ontologically lighter. This also connects to the dual perspective that many find natural: reality can be understood as both matter and processes. Coherent emergentism provides a clear foundation for this, and coherence binds together the permanence of matter and the continuity of processes. Only coherent processes bear fruit and deepen, and therefore, the development of reality can be understood as a necessity without teleology.

			Ontic Structural Realism (OSR) is closely aligned with my theory in that it elevates relations and structures over separate objects. This resonates with my theory’s relational conception of coherence: the core of reality is not the so-called inner essence of separate things, but rather how they are coupled and the invariances and symmetries these couplings stabilize. At the same time, my theory presents a precise requirement for supplementation to OSR. In many formulations of OSR, the persistence of structures is taken as given: symmetries, laws, and invariances in a certain way, as if they simply exist. Questions arise, however: why precisely these structures, why precisely these symmetries? If objects are removed and structures are left in place without a foundation, ontological parsimony may become a new assumption.

			Coherent emergentism offers a background principle for this: structures persist precisely because — and only because — they are coherent. Then OSR’s central insight receives an ontological foundation that explains why certain structures are actualized and continue across scales while others do not. This also touches on modal language: OSR’s scale-relative and modal emphases — the idea that at each level there is its own pattern of real possibilities and necessities — naturally fit my theory’s claim that reality is structured on the basis of coherent possibility structures. Coherent emergentism adds to this a dynamic principle: it explains why certain modal structures do not merely remain as possibilities but stabilize into physical ones. At the same time, my theory also clarifies OSR’s object question: it is natural to think that objects exist, even if they appear to us only in terms of structures and relations. The primacy of structures does not exclude objects but explains why objects are as they are: coherently stabilized nodes in a relational network.

			One of the popular contemporary interpretive frameworks is simulation theory. Its central challenge, however, is the same as in many meta-level explanations: it does not explain the origin of the simulator or the meta-laws that enable the simulation. It shifts the question of the foundation of reality to a level above it, rather than resolving it. From the perspective of my theory, this is methodologically unsatisfying, because if the goal is to minimize assumptions and cut off the regress, simulation theory adds a new layer to the picture that requires an explanation just as much.

			In the discussion about consciousness, reductive physicalism and panpsychism are two seriously considered answers to a challenging problem. Physicalism has achieved considerable success in mapping the neural correlates of consciousness, and it rightly emphasizes the dependence of mind on the brain. Panpsychism, in turn, takes seriously the fact that subjective experience does not appear to be reducible to mere external description. Coherent emergentism positions itself between these: consciousness is not merely an epiphenomenal by-product of microphysical states, but neither is it a primitive property of all material structures.

			Supporting the basic intuition of my theory is also the scientific historical picture: in science, mechanisms have repeatedly been found for phenomena thought to be, so to speak, fundamental, and rarely has it been necessary to add new ontological basic properties to reality. Life did not require a so-called vital force, heat did not require a heat substance, and magnetism did not require a conscious field. For the same reason, the fact that we do not yet understand the origin of consciousness does not justify making consciousness a fundamental property of reality. The ontologically less assuming — more parsimonious — and scientifically more consistent assumption is that consciousness is an emergent phenomenon whose mechanisms we do not yet fully understand.

			Coherent emergentism defines consciousness as arising precisely where coherence reaches a recursive, self-modeling integration threshold: when the system not only processes information coherently but is also capable of forming a functionally unified model of its own state, its relation to the environment, and the consequences of its own operation. This preserves the achievements of physicalist neuroscience while explaining why subjective experience feels as if it cannot be reduced to its smallest parts: it is not a matter of additional substance but of the emergence of a new level at which coherence is self-referential and thereby experientially present.

			Thus, my theory seeks to build bridges rather than frontlines. It preserves the empirical realism and ontological parsimony of materialism, the relational dynamics and seriousness of novelty of process thought, the structural emphasis of OSR, and the precision of physicalist neuroscience — while also taking seriously the intuitive concern underlying panpsychism about the bypassing of subjectivity. The distinguishing addition to my theory is a single principle that makes this synthesis possible: coherence as the condition of persistence and continuity.

			This integrative attitude is also visible in how my theory relates to what we do not observe. According to my theory, reality may continuously harbor coherent processes and structures that are not directly observable but can form broad wholes and influence our observations indirectly, sometimes in surprising ways. Similarly, it is in principle possible that there exist multiple separate realities to which we have no direct epistemic access. I do not, however, claim to be able to say anything about their content in relation to coherent emergentism, but can present only the one general condition: whatever reality must be coherent to be able to stabilize and develop. This coherence does not require the same basic units, laws, or structures as in our reality; it can manifest differently depending on the early constraints and how that reality stabilizes.

			Ultimately, coherent emergentism positions itself in the center of philosophical traditions as an open and expanding framework. It acknowledges the profound contributions of other theories, but suggests that their strongest insights can be anchored to one ontologically parsimonious principle. Reality can be seen simultaneously as material and processual, both structural and experiential — and behind all of these is the same condition: only the coherent can persist. This makes coherent emergentism less a new school theory and more a new integration point — a way of combining and explaining the unexplained questions of other theories, a proposal for how traditional disputes can be understood as different perspectives on one and the same, deeper structure.

			The Advantages of Coherent Emergentism over Other Theories

			When examining attempts to explain reality comprehensively — that is, to build some kind of theory of everything — it appears that almost all known approaches must at some point make a philosophical leap: adopting a foundational principle that can no longer be traced back to anything simpler. This can be regarded as a necessity, because an endless chain of justifications cannot be relied upon; at some point, the explanation must either reach its endpoint, turn inward upon itself, or provide some foundation that no longer requires additional justification. Different traditions make this leap at different points. Materialism and physicalism rise upon the foundation of matter and natural laws: it is assumed that matter and its regularities, so to speak, simply exist. Dualism takes a large jump to two fundamental forms of reality, such as matter and mind, whose relation easily remains dependent on new assumptions. Panpsychism and idealism make the leap to the primacy of consciousness: experience is the foundational element from which everything else is built. Mathematical or logical theories rely on the idea that mathematical structure exists in itself and is the foundation of reality. Emergentism makes the leap when it accepts that a complex whole generates new properties that cannot be derived from the level of its parts (consciousness, life, society), often without a precise principle that would explain why precisely these properties are delimited and established. Common to all is thus that at some point, a starting point must be accepted that cannot, in that moment, be explained more simply with the concepts available. Therefore, the question is not whether this leap can be avoided, but rather where it is made — and how small, consistent, and less arbitrary it is.

			Coherent emergentism seeks to make this leap as small as possible. It does not assume separate substances, does not take the beginning of consciousness as a fundamental ontological fact, nor does it take natural laws as given, without foundation. Its leap is the following: reality exists as a consequence of coherence, and only coherent, self-sustaining structures can persist in existence and continue their development. This is a smaller leap compared to other theories because it does not add new ontological basic entities to reality but operates as an ontological minimum: if coherence is the necessary condition of existence and not an optional additional principle, it is not just one more explanation, but what makes explanation, persistence, and continuability possible in the first place. What in other theories is taken as foundationless and given — the continuity of being, the stabilization of laws, the regularity of processes, or the fact that something persists at all — can in coherent emergentism be understood as the necessary consequence of coherence. From this also follows the peculiar reflexivity of the theory: the principle refers to itself and contains itself in the sense that, if reality rests on nothing external, it must be internally coherent. Otherwise, it could not continue. Coherence is thus not an externally imposed rule, but expresses why something can exist at all without a meta-level explainer.

			What I have presented above makes emergentism both coherent and simultaneously parsimonious and explanatory. It assumes fewer alternatives but seeks to explain reality more broadly: stabilized patterns like natural laws, the delimitation of emergence, and even the possible origin of consciousness can be interpreted as consequences of coherence dynamics. It does not deny that the mechanisms of emergence can perhaps be explained increasingly precisely in the future — on the contrary, my theory assumes that emergence is in principle explicable, but that the explanation will be found in the future in the stabilization of coherence constraints, not in new external entities. If reality truly requires some leap, coherent emergentism proposes that the most credible leap is the one that does the least violence to both reason and science: one minimal principle that not only stops the regress but also shows why the regress ends precisely there.

			


Part 3: Wider Applications of My Theory

			Ontology

			In the third part of my book, I examine how my theory can be applied to the rest of reality. I begin with ontology, epistemology, and philosophy — with what can exist and what we can know about it.

			In connection with ontology, my theory distinguishes three levels. First, something can be logically possible, but not everything logically possible is realized. Something can also be coherently possible but cannot be realized in reality. Third, I recognize realized coherence, which takes a coherent form in reality.

			In connection with this, the following can also be presented: everything that is coherent is true, even if it does not occur in reality. If a coherent model can, in turn, be implemented in a material way, it can also later exist in reality. All structurally possible coherence structures are thus also potentially real. However, not all possible forms are realized; only coherence that manifests in reality and persists over time is.

			Something resembling biological evolution is the fact that not everything that can form is formed. If this is the case, we can also argue that reality cannot be deterministic. If some other possibility could equally probably have been realized, why would the realized one then be the only possible outcome?

			My theory thus distinguishes coherent truth and ontological truth. Coherent truth means the internal consistency of a model: it can be true at the level of thought and concepts, even if it has not been realized in reality. Ontological truth, on the other hand, means what has been realized and continues in time on the basis of coherence dynamics. Between these lies realizability: a coherent model can be in principle realizable materialistically, in which case it can later be realized and become ontologically true.

			Coherent emergentism thus distinguishes truthfulness and truth: truthfulness concerns what is in reality and what can only exist coherently, while truth concerns structures and claims possible from the standpoint of coherence, regardless of whether they have been actualized in reality. Reality is thus not the set of all truths. My theory avoids Platonism, in which the world of ideas serves as the higher level of reality, because truths do not exist in some higher reality. My theory also avoids instrumentalism, according to which scientific theories are merely tools for predicting and explaining, by proposing that we can truly understand reality on the basis of coherence. My theory also avoids relativism, which holds that we cannot obtain objective knowledge of reality. In my theory, thought does not attain existence as such but maps what can coherently exist. Because only the coherent can persist in time, these possibility structures are not arbitrary but reflect their ontological structure — how reality really operates.

			The epistemological position of my theory is, in turn, the following: because only the coherent can ontologically exist, it is also possible to obtain knowledge about it and to model it. Coherence, however, continuously generates new emergence that can be studied after the fact. We can thus never know everything about reality.

			Philosophy

			What then is the philosophical significance and nature of my theory? My theory is, first of all, a metaphysical theory. At the same time, however, it minimizes metaphysics and removes the need for other kinds of it. This happens when it refers to itself on the basis of coherence; all metaphysics added to this is based on external assumptions whose need my theory removes. With coherence, metaphysics transforms into an analysis of internal coherence. My theory thus does not kill or end metaphysics but tries to monopolize it.

			With my theory, many metaphysical questions and answers also turn out to be meaningless or excessive. These include questions of causality, the relation between the unit and the whole, and time. Metaphysics requires specifically a meta-level. If this is not assumed, the importance of metaphysics is much smaller. This happens if it is thought that, in reality, things simply happen without any need for a meta-level. Coherence is this mechanism, and it can, for example, be seen as analogous to Aristotle’s unmoved mover.

			In my theory, I also argue that many philosophical problems arise when the human mind thinks about reality as too complex and different from how it actually operates. Related to these are, for example, the Ship of Theseus problem (replacing the planks of a ship one by one, and then asking whether it is still the same ship) and Zeno’s paradoxes. Coherence can be seen as the solution to the Ship of Theseus problem. According to my theory, a being remains the same as long as its functional structure and causal continuity are preserved above a certain coherence threshold. The change of material is secondary; instead, what is decisive is the continuous, self-sustaining whole. The Ship of Theseus, so to speak, remains the same when its coherent causal whole continues — not because it has the same planks, but because it has the same, continuous way of staying together and functioning. A thought experiment, such as the ancient Ship of Theseus, thus shows how the human mind is unable to handle all phenomena without contradiction. Reality, however, so to speak, does not care when the ship ceases to be the original, but this ambiguity arises from human thinking, not from the event itself.

			Coherence also replaces Plato’s theory of ideas by arguing that there are no eternal ideas or models, but what exists is the coherence between and within things. This follows the requirement of non-contradiction, which leads to the whole operating and forming a functional outcome. This has understandably been thought to correspond to some eternal ideal world model. This, however, can be avoided by understanding the relationship between built-in coherence and matter, and their operation without an external ideal idea. In reality, it is not a matter of the existence of an ideal world, but of the fact that coherence inevitably leads to forms that appear regular, permanent, and even ideal.

			Although my theory repositions metaphysics on the basis of minimal principles, it nonetheless makes the practice of practical philosophy valuable in its own framework; it can be true even if it is not real from the perspective of reality. For example, moral or social principles can be true in their own framework, even if morality cannot be found in the physical sense in reality.

			Philosophy operates largely in this form, based on language. According to my theory, language cannot attain reality itself, but it can attain its internal logic and operations, at least convincingly. Language does not have absolute, direct access to what exists as such (in the spirit of Kant’s ”das Ding an sich”), but it can sketch and describe that logic, the structures of consistency, and the principles of operation on the basis of which reality manifests.

			My theory thus rejects Kant’s concept of das Ding an sich as an ontological assumption. If something were completely devoid of interaction and coherence, it would not exist in any meaningful way. Reality is, in principle, understandable insofar as it is coherent and part of a causal whole, even if it is not directly observable.

			Language and other human methods thus never constitute a perfect mirror, but they can be a sufficiently precise map: through them, we can approach coherent models of reality that are practically convincing, functional, and predictive. Through language, however, relations among things, logic, and the meta-level, as well as origin, can be reflected differently from mathematics and physics, and for that reason it is also useful in this sense.

			We cannot, however, ultimately know whether our worldview is bound to human subjectivity or reflects something objective, even though understanding and modeling coherence practically remove this doubt. Even if the human conception of reality is always ultimately subjective, this does not mean that our understanding could not be justifiably truthful. Truth could indeed be a human-created concept that helps understand events, while reality is what is; indifferent with respect to concepts and meanings. Something could indeed be true even if it did not manifest in reality, if it nonetheless follows coherent and truthful paths of reality. In all contexts, such as morality, it is not sufficient that only what is coherently constructed is true, but the initial assumptions must also be evaluated. This, however, cannot always be evaluated objectively, as in the case of moral principles.

			Determinism

			What then is my theory’s perspective on determinism? Classical determinism requires that the entire history and future of reality are ontologically anchored already in the initial conditions. This means that all possible states are already structurally contained in reality. Such a model makes time a mere perspectival phenomenon and excludes ontological openness. My theory does not assume a pre-fixed future but coherence dynamics, in which several possible paths compete and only the coherent persists. If reality had only one possible development trajectory, the entire history would be logically already so to speak ready, and temporal unfolding would not be ontologically necessary. My theory rejects this, because there are several coherently possible alternatives and coherence actualizes one of them without an external meta-level.

			If, on the other hand, reality is a self-fulfilling coherence process without a separate level of laws, determinism and indeterminism are not fundamental properties but emergent descriptions of coherence dynamics. Then deterministic structures can emerge, as can indeterministic branches. Neither, however, is a metaphysical, so-called basic property, but they are manifestations of coherence. Determinism and indeterminism are thus not fundamental features of reality but ways of describing the structure of coherence dynamics at different levels.

			In my theory, indeterminism does not result from chance but from the fact that coherence has multiple ontologically possible solutions. Reality develops within the framework of these alternative coherence structures without a predetermined, single path. Indeterminism is ontological at the lowest level of reality. In large non-autonomous systems, micro-level indeterminism averages out, appearing as stability. In autonomous emergent wholes, however, it does not disappear but manifests as alternative coherence paths.

			Mathematics

			In the framework of coherent emergentism, mathematics can be understood as a phenomenon arising from the internal consistency of the foundational structures of reality. Mathematics models reality so well because, at its foundation, it describes relations between things, and the simplest interaction relations are the same in both mathematics and reality. Precisely these relations make reality possible and stable. The power of mathematics is thus not based on mysticism but on the fact that it reflects those relations that truly persist in existence. The effectiveness of mathematics is a consequence of the fact that reality has already been selected as coherent.

			Thus, mathematics is, from the perspective of my theory, an emergent language that arises from those relations that are most coherent and stable in reality. These are pure relations and invariants, and precisely such relations are those that persist in nature on the basis of coherence dynamics. Therefore, mathematics applies particularly well to describing those structures that persist and recur — but it does not necessarily describe all aspects of complex and dynamic reality.

			The nature of mathematics, however, also raises a different question: Is mathematics a human invention or the discovery of an already existing structure? Mathematics can often appear as if it exists ready, waiting to be discovered. When certain axioms are set, and their logical consequences are followed, the results are no longer arbitrary but follow inevitably from these starting points. In this sense, a mathematician does not so much invent results as discover them: the results are implicitly present already in the axioms, before they are observed. This can also explain why mathematics is experienced as insightful, harmonious, and pure. Its structures seem inevitable, because they follow directly from the principles set.

			At the same time, mathematics differs from reality in a decisive way. Mathematics begins from axioms, but reality does not appear to do so. If reality were based on axioms, one would have to ask where these axioms come from and what makes them influence reality. This would again lead to the assumption of a new level of explanation. In coherent emergentism, reality is therefore not described as a system of axioms. In reality, what can happen happens, and only those structures persist that are coherent. What does not form a lasting whole ceases to operate and does not continue in time.

			This connects to the central ontological claim of my theory: being and its way of being are inseparable. Nothing exists completely separate from its interaction relations, but every being exists only in relation to other beings and their influences. Reality is thus not a collection of separate objects guided by external rules, but a network of mutually interacting structures. The continuity of these structures depends on whether their internal and external relations are coherent. Coherence is thus not an external law or meta-level rule but a consequence of the fact that existing structures can only continue when their relations form a functional whole.

			In this sense, mathematics can be understood as an atlas of possible relations. When axioms are set, their implicit consequences are already logically present before they are discovered. A mathematician can thus invent the axioms but discover their consequences. Mathematics does not, however, determine reality but studies possible systems of interaction-based relations in abstract form. Reality, in turn, realizes only some of these possibilities; those that are coherent.

			From this perspective, the effectiveness of mathematics in the natural sciences is not a mystery. Mathematics works well because reality itself is built from interaction relations and structures that mathematics can describe in pure form. Much of mathematics, however, never materializes in nature, because not all logically possible structures are stable in actual interaction situations. Mathematics studies the consequences of axioms, while reality can be thought of as studying the consequences of coherence.

			This also leads to a new way of understanding natural laws. They are not necessarily the original rules of reality that would guide it from outside. Rather, they are descriptions of what kinds of structures have proved sufficiently coherent to persist and recur in the development of reality. Natural laws can thus be seen as a kind of mathematical shadow of coherence: mathematical descriptions of structures that have stabilized in the operation of reality.

			Thus, mathematics is not an independently existing object but a system of rules that models and reflects reality as consistently as possible. Mathematics operates as a way of organizing our observations of the world — not as an independent part of reality, but as an emergent model that arises from our need to understand and explain.

			Mathematics is thus a set of rules whose purpose is to organize observations, not to present a final picture of what reality, so to speak, is. This perspective is consistent with Gödel’s incompleteness theorems, which show that no mathematical system can contain all its own truths; it is necessarily incomplete. Thus, no single mathematical theory can fully describe reality. This suggests that, to understand reality, a combination of several different axiomatic systems and frameworks is needed, each illuminating different aspects of reality.

			One of the deepest questions in the relation between mathematics and coherent emergentism is the following: could mathematics be developed so that its axioms would not be absolute and immutable, but would vary, adapt, or even develop according to the situation? And above all, could such mathematics truly work?

			The answer is surprisingly clear: yes, this is possible — and in certain areas of mathematics, it is already partially a reality. There are approaches in which the axiomatic system is not one closed and final whole but a context-dependent, flexible, or structure-dependent whole. This means a transition away from the idea that mathematics is a single, immutable system, and toward a conception of mathematics as an emergent, situation-based, constructing structure.

			One can also argue that reality is not based on axioms in the same way that mathematics is. In it, principles are not first set as the basis from which everything else follows, but simply what can happen. Mathematics in its axiomatic form is thus a tool for describing the structures of reality, but cannot be the final foundation of reality.

			From the perspective of coherent emergentism, such a new kind of mathematics would be particularly natural. It would not be a ready and static system of truths, but an arising and developing whole that follows the internal coherence of the respective structure. Axioms would then not be absolute and timeless truths but temporary principles that arise together with the whole to which they are applied. They would serve as a kind of coherence anchor within a specific structural context.

			This is consistent with the central idea of my theory: the basic nature of reality is not static but processual. If reality itself is built on coherence dynamics, it would be natural that the language used to describe it — mathematics — would also not be completely external and immutable, but, at some level, adaptive and structurally living.

			Such a dynamic, situation-adaptive mathematics would not be merely a passive picture of reality but an active language of structures that lives together with reality. It would not abandon formality or precision but would shift the focus from absolute axioms to the examination of coherence conditions: which principles make this structure internally functional and compatible?

			If this thinking were taken further, it could form a new kind of philosophical-mathematical paradigm. Mathematics and metaphysics would no longer be separate — one describing a ready world and the other speculating about its nature — but both would examine the same phenomenon at different levels: the structure generated and maintained by coherence.

			Such an approach could be the next significant step in the unification of mathematics and metaphysics. It would respond to the basic view of coherent emergentism: no system is final and closed, but everything is built in interaction, in process, and on the basis of coherence.

			The relation of mathematics to reality can also be compared to algorithmic rules: no single theory covers everything, but there are logical connections between them. The parallel development of several mathematical frameworks and their optimal interaction could thus offer a more comprehensive way to model reality. In this sense, the simplest version of an algorithmic system could also contain a description of the relation of applied mathematics to other mathematical systems.

			The most efficient mathematical models are, in turn, those that produce the fewest contradictions. This makes them useful but not absolutely true. Mathematics operates as a system of rules, just like the rules of a game, enabling the description of reality and operation within its framework. For example, the rules of chess are not themselves true or false, but they define a structured way to play the game. Similarly, mathematics is a structured way of understanding and describing the world, not an independent or objective part of it.

			Ultimately, mathematics can be understood as an emergent phenomenon arising from the human need to organize the world. Its most sophisticated forms are those that are capable of describing reality with the fewest contradictions. Mathematics is not, however, reality itself, but a model that helps us approach it. Even if we could not ultimately determine the ontological relation between mathematics and reality, we can say with certainty that mathematics is an indispensable tool for understanding and interacting with reality.

			Finally, it can be argued that, since we do not yet know with certainty the ultimate nature of mathematics and its relation to reality, we should not assume that it is the only possible way to describe reality and its ultimate nature. As long as we cannot prove that reality is fundamentally mathematical — as Max Tegmark has proposed — we cannot know what the ultimate role of mathematics finally is. Similar caution concerns logic as well.

			Life

			I next proceed to consider how coherent emergentism relates to life, and then I will consider its relation to both the human being and humanity.

			Could the definition of life firstly be thought of as follows: it consists of an internal system and order in which different parts react with each other and form a unit with autonomy. Life would thus be a spiral of internal interdependence that develops toward subtler mastery, and human consciousness is its culmination. The definition of life would thus be the opposite of entropy: the growth of internal order. This would not, however, violate the second law of thermodynamics, because life increases the entropy of its environment. Life is thus not the opposite of entropy, but the growth of local coherence at the cost of global entropy. Autonomy in my theory does not mean detachment from the environment but rather the sufficient strengthening of internal coherence in relation to it. Coherence operates simultaneously as a kind of background cause of evolution, enabling it. The theory of evolution also resembles my own theory (when it operates without a meta-level influencing it) and instead refers only to itself.

			One can also consider that the smallest unit of life is a cell, and that its operation is regulated by genes. Genes alone, however, do not explain the organism but are one coherence level that operates in relation to other levels. An organism is not merely a stage for genes, but an emergent whole that simultaneously constrains and guides the operation of genes. The behavior of living organisms, in turn, would be shaped by the operation of these wholes’ units in relation to each other. For example, in diseases, as in everything else, the issue is that the cells and their genes that cause them gain a dominant position in which they serve their own interests. Richard Dawkins’s idea of the selfish gene would be applicable in this context. Connected to his reflection, one can also think in relation to my theory that the existing consists of a unit and, on the other hand, a memory trace of its operation. Memory is not only a biological phenomenon but a more general coherence mechanism: past action leaves a structural trace that constrains future possibilities. This path dependence makes development cumulative without the need for external guidance. This could thus also be the more general basic mechanism of reality. Memory, in turn, would lead to ever more complex action and would enable it, at least in living beings.

			

			More broadly, it could indeed be thought that the human being and the living operate as a stage for genes, and the result is the coordination of their combined effect, which, taken to its furthest extent, could produce consciousness. The coordination would, in any case, always be constrained to some degree and would operate on the basis of its own imperfect principles. This same analogy can, of course, be applied more broadly within the framework of my theory to the world, reality, and the entire cosmos. In this way, central control or a separate meta-level is unnecessary, and coherence arises from the mutual interaction among units. In some situations, a structure stabilizes in a relatively guiding position, but this position is a consequence of coherence, not of external power.

			In the operation of living organisms and of nature, there are also deep structural similarities. In both, information is coupled: individual changes do not operate separately from the whole but affect the entire system in a network-like manner. In such a system, there are threshold values — points at which a sufficient amount of compatible change enables the launching of a new process without centralized guidance.

			For example, a tree does not, so to speak, consciously notice the arrival of spring, but responds to changes in its environment: the rise in temperature, the lengthening of the day, and chemical signals. When these factors achieve sufficient combined effect, the system shifts to a new state — buds open and growth begins. The change is not guided by an external agent but is a consequence of internal coherence dynamics.

			A similar principle operates in humans as well. In neural networks, hormonal systems, and the genesis of motivation, certain threshold values determine when a new action begins. Sufficient accumulation of activation leads to a state change, and the process does not require a centralized controller but instead relies on distributed interaction.

			

			In coherent emergentism, such threshold points can be interpreted as degrees of coherence: when a system’s internal compatibility reaches a sufficient level, a new mode of operation stabilizes. The threshold is thus not an external trigger but a transition enabled by the internal structure. Thus, both the operation of nature and of a living organism can be understood on the basis of coherence without any need to assume a separate meta-level or centralized guiding principle.

			From the perspective of my theory, life is not a random exception but a consequence of the fact that, under certain conditions, internal coherence can become self-sustaining. When a structure reaches a level at which its internal interdependence produces relative stability, a living system arises.

			All of this also leads to the conclusion that the emergent nature of the human being as a creature makes him valuable and that he cannot be reduced, for example, to a machine. Human experience thus has intrinsic value and yields insights of its own.

			Consciousness and Free Will

			Within the framework of coherent emergentism, consciousness can be understood as a phenomenon not reducible to individual brain processes but arising from the interaction of higher-level systems. It is possible that both the origin of consciousness and the origin of reality involve similar events — small, rare coincidences that generate unexpected yet structurally significant wholes. Consciousness is then not a by-product of reality, but its organizing reflection, even if this does not mean that reality itself is conscious.

			

			Consciousness thus need not be the purpose or goal of the universe. On the contrary, it would be an enormous metaphysical assumption to claim that reality has been constructed specifically for consciousness. Despite this, consciousness appears to be a genuine, experiential phenomenon that cannot be completely reduced to matter. Particularly relevant here is the thought I reflected on earlier, that the action of the existing cannot be directly reduced to its being. One can continue to think that consciousness, perhaps, does not have, so to speak, significance on the scale of the universe, but its existence is still philosophically significant. Consciousness would also seem to point to emergence — that is, that from something simpler new, autonomous, and functional wholes arise. If there is no free will, but consciousness still exists, is this itself evidence of emergence? If not, do we fall into panpsychism or complete reductionism? Both alternatives struggle to explain the experiential core of consciousness.

			We can also at least assume that we are conscious. Consciousness, which we are capable of observing in our own experience, is itself a sign that some higher level exists: it is something that does not reduce to individual parts. In this sense, consciousness is a kind of energetic, emergent whole that guides action, models the world, and can even reshape the body’s physiology, such as improving sleep quality as a consequence of reading.

			The existence of free will is, in turn, one of the most difficult philosophical questions. If a person is capable of, for example, creating the theory of relativity or making a self-destructive decision, one can ask: Was there something genuinely free in these situations? Were they mere outcomes of cause-and-effect chains, or examples of subtle free will that is no longer traceable to the lower level? As a comparison, one can think of God, who builds a mountain that he cannot himself move — in the same way, a person can do something whose origin can no longer be fully determined reductively.

			The indeterminism of quantum physics also offers a possible mechanistic foundation for free will. Even if the brain is perhaps not a favorable environment for quantum physics, one can still ask: could the cooperation of neurons — the complex dynamics of billions of neurons — enable momentary freedom, or at some level at least autonomy? In at least certain situations, this may be true, at a minimum, in that the whole can influence the unit’s operation. From this, a conception of limited or contextual free will could, in turn, be derived.

			One can also consider what happens when the quantum world meets a genuinely emergent whole, such as a living being. Can genuine indeterminism result from this encounter? If this is the case, then genuinely emergent action could also manifest — action that is not predictable or reducible to the behavior of its parts.

			The relation between freedom and emergence is central to coherent emergentism. If it can be shown that freedom genuinely manifests, then there must also be emergence. At the same time, one can also ask: why would there be consciousness if we were not free to use it? Evolutionary biology suggests that traits that have evolved within it exist for reasons connected to their function. If consciousness is merely an illusion, why does it exist, and why do we experience it as we do? If consciousness is merely a passive consequence, its significance disappears. But if it is capable of influencing action either at the individual or collective level, it operates as an active element in organizing reality.

			Can one further think in connection with this that coherent emergentism — at the level of the brain, but also in social and cultural systems — enables the whole to influence units? This can happen especially when the actions of groups shape the possibilities and behavior of the individual. Such interaction is one of the hallmarks of emergence.

			

			Consciousness, as we experience it, is, in my view, perhaps the best evidence that emergence is a genuine phenomenon. It is not only a cognitive tool, but an experience that exceeds a purely material explanation. The possibility of freedom and emergence, perhaps even the inevitability, opens a new perspective on the relation between the human mind and reality. And even if consciousness is not the purpose of the universe, it may be its significant by-product — or even an inevitable consequence of its structural coherence.

			Thus, my theory advocates the view that the human being, at least partially and momentarily, as a conscious being, also has the capacity for, and the use of, free will. This manifests, for example, when the alternatives associated with a decision are considered. From the perspective of my theory, however, complete freedom would be a being that is not under any influence and does not influence anything. Such a being would be devoid of action and thus devoid of being. Therefore, complete freedom is ontologically impossible. True freedom is always relative: the ability to operate within coherent constraints.

			The question of human freedom is, however, such that no certain answer can be found for it, because a person cannot step outside their own experience. From the perspective of my theory, this means the following: freedom cannot be examined from outside the coherence system, because there is no outside, nor can an outsider certainly assess how free another person is. The question of human freedom may not be solvable as an absolute yes-or-no question, because consciousness is part of the coherence structure it tries to evaluate. Perhaps freedom according to my theory should not be asked in the form ”is the human free?” but in the form ”how broad is the space of coherent possibilities at a certain emergence level?”

			The freedom experienced by a person is indeed also not absolute freedom from all rules, but the ability to build and maintain one’s own, coherent form. Every individual is a unique, coherently formed whole arising from emergence, with intrinsic value and freedom. Freedom must respect others’ coherence and not damage it. And relate similarly with regard to emergence.

			After this fundamental reflection related to the human being, I begin to address my theory’s relation to the human being and to the action of humanity in a broader sense.

			Morality

			My theory is next extended to morality. According to my theory, moral principles are not an objective part of reality in an objectively verifiable sense either. They can, however, be true and valuable in their own framework. They can also be true in the sense that they guide people toward consistent and functional collective existence and interaction. In addition, they can be regarded as true in the sense that, from the perspective of reality, life and consciousness are also valuable and rare phenomena that should be cherished and protected, and moral principles make this possible, just as life and consciousness make moral reflection possible.

			The connection of my theory to past moral theory could be as follows: it combines all into the most functional whole and thinks that all are needed. According to my theory, in the operation of reality, both the operation of the smallest unit and that of the whole are important, and they influence each other; their operating mechanisms cannot be directly compared or derived from one another. How does this apply more specifically to moral theories? First, in such a way that no moral principle in itself is true, false, or absolute, at least from the perspective of reality. Instead, it can be thought that something valuable can be found in all of them and that, in practical thinking and action, some kind of golden mean should be found between them, in which the thinking and perspectives of all are utilized.

			Perhaps, with respect to morality, the golden mean could look like this: utilitarianism and Kant’s ethics of duty could be raised as the two most central ideas. One takes as its goal the best overall welfare, the other the best or duty-required individual act. It is also clear that by slavishly following either, difficult-to-accept situations arise.

			How could these then be combined under my theory? One could think, for example, that the goal would be well-functioning collective welfare, which, however, could not be built on just any principles. We should thus build a whole that is functional without violating principles that include the human dignity of every individual. Thus, both the observation of individual acts and the overall situation are important, and considerations related to both must be taken into account.

			My theory also highlights the mechanisms of action and their meanings. Perhaps this could be applied to morality, so that we should also identify mechanisms in the world that effectively promote welfare without contravening basic values or principles. With respect to morality, these could best be found through shared discussion, in which all are heard and in which discussion is based on facts. Deliberative democracy could be an existing means of achieving this goal.

			In addition, normativity is also interesting from the perspective of my theory. Can it be thought that what something should morally be can be set as its own truth that is independent of external observation or perspective? In a precise, objective sense, my theory holds that this is not the case, at least if reality is examined in terms of its material being and the properties associated with it. Moral normative concepts can, however, be true in their own framework, perhaps even in an objective way, but the question of whether they are part of the truth of reality is meaningless and senseless.

			Humanity

			According to coherent emergentism, the universe has no inherent purpose or external meaning, but it exists without a predetermined goal or direction. Meaning can, however, emerge from within it on the basis of coherence: as a consequence of the self-sustaining organization of the processes of reality. Human consciousness and civilization are examples of this, for they generate purpose and meaningfulness on the basis of coherent structures of thought, relations, and action.

			According to coherent emergentism, the fundamental components of reality that are internally consistent and non-contradictory with the rest of reality can develop and form increasingly complex structures. Life and consciousness, too, have developed on this basis when development has reached a sufficiently complex level. In addition, this means that consciousness cannot be reduced to mere materialism; it exists as a complex, emergent system in which the whole is more than the sum of its parts. In fact, this is also possible at all levels of reality. For example, in biology, this is already taken as given, but this thought can be applied to molecules (for example, a mere group of water molecules can together form the state of wetness, and this wetness cannot be derived from the operational principles of a single molecule) as well as to the operation of society and economics.

			Also, human experience — suffering, morality, and the search for meaning — is the result of this emergence, originating in the brain. The uniqueness of humanity lies in the achievements of this emergence: the ability to understand reality at a meta-level. It is a rare property that the universe itself does not appear to have. Language, culture, and thought, in turn, are tools of this developed state, through which the human navigates in reality, but they do not describe reality directly, at least not in a way that would give us certainty that they always offer an objectively truthful description of reality. Instead, we can state that they shape and constrain the human experience of reality.

			The perspective I have presented above can also be applied more broadly to how and what people think about reality and how they understand it. For example, the concept of God is not necessarily justified by how reality operates. Coherent emergentism explains the origin, cause, and development of reality without any need for God. On the other hand, it can be argued as follows: coherent emergentism leaves open the possibility that God could exist. One can suggest, for example, that God is the ultimate cause of reality’s organization according to the principles of coherent emergentism. This, however, can never be ultimately proven right or wrong.

			Although we cannot be certain whether God objectively exists, we know that belief in God affects people’s thinking and behavior. Occam’s razor, on the basis of my theory, suggests that it is more reasonable to assume that God does not exist, but the question remains open because reality itself does not take a position on such matters.

			Spirituality

			What would my theory then mean for an individual’s values and the spirituality connected to them? My theory could, in my view, extend into new-age spirituality. It would elevate all sentient beings to a special position in the universe, especially because of human-developed consciousness, without any religiously traditional elements involved. People could thus experience that the human individual is genuinely and authentically valuable and meaningful, and that human existence would involve a certain mystique that is, however, explicable.

			

			Perhaps in this way, new kinds of experiences related to a new kind of spirituality could also be found: people could more strongly experience connection to the universe and to their own special position. New age spirituality could indeed be a kind of sensing of a cosmic connection and respect for the unique experience and consciousness of the human. This could also leave open the possibility for more traditional religious experience, even if the doctrines of religions would not receive direct support from my theory. According to my theory, the future human should instead rest on cosmic spirituality. Transcendental goodness could, in addition to this, be connected to cosmic experience: as an experience that shows goodness is, in some way, universal and worth pursuing.

			My theory is also connected to seeing the earth as a whole: the significance of cooperation would be emphasized, and therefore, every unit would be significant. One would think that the earth is valuable as a whole, that the human is part of it, and that his actions have significance, as do all other parts of the whole. This could also lead to stronger actions for environmental protection and in the fight against climate change. Similarly, all parts of the earth in this way should be cherished more carefully, as they are all significant for the operation and condition of the whole.

			The spirituality of my theory would also highlight the concept of truth in my theory. According to it, truth is transcendental, true in its own framework and in its own coherence, and what is in existence alone does not determine it.

			Philosophy of Life

			The philosophy of life of coherent emergentism could, in turn, be as follows:

			

			Reality is true for us, for humans. We do not live in an illusion, a dream, or a multiverse, but are part of one reality that needs no external explanation, origin, or goal. Everything that exists is internally coherent, self-constructed, and continuously developing. This also applies to your life: you are part of reality and the meaning of your life arises from within — not as a consequence of external influences.

			Because there is no predetermined purpose and no afterlife, the meaning and values of your life are built entirely through you. You are free to create your own philosophy of life. You can determine your own values, principles, and modes of operation, or draw inspiration for them from other people, cultures, and philosophies. Freedom, however, does not mean isolation: it is worth building your worldview in interaction with others, testing ideas, and reflecting them against shared experience and history.

			Even though there are no objectively verifiable, permanent truths about morality in the physical sense, you can still adopt timeless principles that are internally coherent and meaningful in their own framework. They can guide your action like stars in the night — not because they are given, but because you have chosen them yourself.

			You are valuable simply because you exist. You are conscious and capable of experiencing, including suffering. It is precisely this experience of suffering, but above all your consciousness, that makes you special: reality has developed through you to the point at which it is capable of examining itself. Your consciousness creates unique meaning, and your experience carries weight. You bring a new layer to reality: understanding and purpose.

			Understanding, however, is never complete. Reality and you yourself are in continuous development. For this reason, a philosophy of life is not a ready formula but a process shaped by your observations, choices, and relation to the world. You are made of the same material as stars, planets, and plants, and you can feel a deep connection to everything existing, because you are its continuation, not an external observer.

			In addition, you are part of a society and of this planet. Your responsibility extends beyond yourself. A coherent philosophy of life takes the whole into account — the fact that individual freedom and meaning are built in relation to other people, society, and the biosphere.

			Coherent emergentism offers a foundation for a worldview in which external causes or religious dogmas are unnecessary, yet religious and spiritual experiences can still be understood as part of human subjective reality. They can be true for humans, even if they are not objectively verifiable.

			Ultimately, everyone must build their own worldview: a freedom-based philosophy of life that acknowledges the value of subjective experience, the continuous development of reality, and the power and responsibility to influence all of this.

			Society and Environment

			My theory can also be applied to society. According to it, society, the entire world, and the environment function best when they are in coherent equilibrium. The units — individuals — have significance, and together they create a whole greater than the sum of its parts. This can also be applied to nature conservation. Such ideals also point toward an equal and just society, because the ill-being of the disadvantaged is reflected in everyone else.

			Economics

			How does my theory then apply to social and economic thinking more broadly? About my theory, one could above all say the following: as approaches, both bottom-up (directed from below upward) and top-down (directed from above downward) are important at the level of society, and the best features of both, as well as their utilization, create the best whole, nor can the whole be understood or managed without such a comprehensive understanding.

			The same applies to groups of people and to the experience of an individual. Democracy, as an idea and an operational model, would, according to this view, be valuable because the needs, operational mechanisms, thoughts, and wishes of every individual should be taken into account. In connection with democracy, it could also be proposed that citizens’ needs should be listened to more at the local level, but at the same time, the world should also be coordinated at an upper level in a way that is not directly derivable from this, but in which the rights of all are respected, including universal human rights. However, even at this level, all bottom-up groups and their ideas should also be heard from the top.

			In connection with the economic influence of my theory, the following can be said: a rationally operating individual would create a rational whole, but the whole is simultaneously more than the sum of its parts. The mechanisms that function in both respects should be utilized, but they should not be accepted blindly. The economy should thus also be managed as a whole in a way that produces the greatest collective and individual welfare. On this basis, my theory thus fits well with the idea of regulating market forces and creating a welfare state. In connection with emergence, it can still be noted that the operation of the stock exchange also serves as an example of this, because its movements are not directly attributable to individual actions.

			Regarding the mechanisms of welfare, it could be thought that they employ the most efficient means for increasing welfare. With respect to the world, it could be argued that politics and economics, at the local, national, and global levels, should be organized to support this, both in terms of the whole and its operation. For this, one must also take a position on the welfare of the individual and the community. In line with my theory, it can also be proposed that these global mechanisms differ from those at other levels. Global Keynesianism could be this kind of global mechanism system.

			Technological Development

			How does my theory regard technological development? In particular, the operational mechanisms of artificial intelligence are an interesting topic in this context. When one knows that artificial intelligence operates on the basis of simple operational principles that are multiplied enormously, this gives reason to assume that reality and consciousness, too, arise from the simple operation of the smallest unit, which could at its foundation be formed from the dialogue between being and non-being.

			The relation of technology and consciousness also raises the question of what constitutes the core of humanity and consciousness. If consciousness were transferred to a machine, would something essential be lost? Coherent emergentism could suggest that consciousness, as it manifests in human brains, is a unique phenomenon that cannot be directly transferred elsewhere. This could be due to the emergent processes of the historical development and operating principles of consciousness, which influence the operation of human brains in ways that cannot be reduced, especially when examining how consciousness will operate in the future in relation to its past. This would also support the philosophical idea about qualia, according to which consciousness has some special property related to experientiality that makes it unique and causes a conscious being to feel things at an additional level. This is connected to the fact that we genuinely experience things internally in a way that cannot be understood by mere reductionism alone.

			It can, however, also be argued that such an experience of consciousness could ultimately be replicated through technology and that such consciousness would still be valuable in itself, especially if it could be shown to be capable of experiencing suffering. And this experience could not, in turn, be transferred to another object that differs from the current one. This is due to the emergent nature of consciousness.

			If, for example, human brains can also be modified so that an individual’s welfare improves, the question arises whether this is true. If not, does it matter, and was the original experience true or close to it or valuable in itself in some way? And what remains if such changes are made? In my view, this new situation is true, but not in a way that imitates the natural internal experience of the human, the world, and truth. It can, however, be changed, and it is thought that with the change, a new kind of emergent whole arises, which is also true in its own operation and being.

			As a summary of this section, it can also be stated that ultimately coherent emergentism offers a model in which human consciousness, suffering (and the suffering of all sentient beings), thought, and morality are results of complex interaction relations that cannot be reduced to mere material parts. The human being and the reality he creates are not merely data; his history and experiences continuously shape him. This makes the human being more than the sum of his parts and distinguishes him from the rest of reality in a way that cannot be trivially bypassed.

			



Part 4: Applications to Modern Physics

			I will now apply my theory and its principles to modern physics. It is important to state at the outset that I am not a physicist, and I am therefore unable to present in technical detail how the theories of physics ought to function, whether past, present, or future theories. I do think, however, that it is fruitful to extend the principles of my theory, at least in a preliminary way, to what modern physics has yet to explain. This may turn out to be surprisingly straightforward.

			I will proceed as follows: I draw primarily on the same principle as at the beginning of the book, namely that all parts of reality are connected to one another, at least indirectly, and that reality is built up in layers, beginning with its lowest level. I therefore examine what the coherence of reality’s lowest level yields as it compounds across ever-larger wholes.

			Natural Constants

			Let us begin by examining my theory’s account of natural constants and fundamental interactions. According to my theory, the natural constants did not arise through selection over time, nor are they arbitrary values; rather, they express the structural conditions under which a coherent continuum can form and be sustained over the long term. Coherence thus functions as the original condition of stability.

			The natural constants and fundamental interactions were not, so to speak, chosen after the Big Bang, nor were they sifted from a pool of failed alternatives. Other possible values would not have been failed versions of reality — they would simply not have corresponded to any lasting whole. In this sense, the constants are not a temporal choice but a structural necessity of coherence.

			One may, however, think that before the Big Bang, there existed a broader space of possibilities for different coherence structures. Symmetry-breaking stabilized one structural whole, which became the permanent mode of operation of reality. Only those structures capable of forming a self-sustaining coherence dynamics could continue; others never formed a lasting whole. The Big Bang was therefore not the moment at which values were selected, but the moment at which coherence began to manifest as concrete reality. Reality and its constants and forces appear in the same process — or not at all. Reality is as it can be; otherwise, it would not exist.

			In this sense, the universe does not obey external laws but has stabilized into a particular coherence dynamics. At the foundational level, there are several possible coherence structures, but in the early universe, only certain of them stabilized. The stabilized structure determined the forms of interaction that we call the fundamental forces of nature. They are not external rules but basic ways of being-in-relation-to-oneself.

			

			The fundamental forces of nature are therefore not laws preceding reality, nor rules that arose at a later stage, but modes of being that stabilized within the early coherence dynamics. They are not necessarily the only logical possibility, but the first coherent structure that continued to develop.

			The fundamental forces — which are interactions governing the behavior of particles and bodies — and the constants, which are numerical values that do not change, define the basic framework of coherence: they do not dictate what happens, but within what limits anything can happen at all. They delimit which kinds of interaction can stabilize, which kinds of structure can persist, and which modes of action are possible. The same entity encounters the same fundamental forces, but at different scales and in different environments; different forces and constants dominate in different ways, so that distinct coherence regimes arise in which the same part can function differently.

			At the quantum level, for instance, Planck’s constant delimits when action is wave-like and probability-based. At the chemical level, electromagnetic interactions enable bonding. At the biological level, temperature and energy limits define metabolism. At the macroscopic level, gravity enables the accumulation of structures. These are not separate laws but modes of being coherent with one another in one and the same reality, manifesting at different scales.

			Coherence does not arise from the constants, nor do the constants select action; they only delimit the values within which coherence can be sustained. The natural constants are like the physical dimensions of an instrument: coherence determines which tones can resonate, and action is what is actually played. The constants are the values within which coherence has stabilized and continued its development.

			Energy, for its part, is not matter or substance. It is instead a conserved quantity, a consequence of symmetry, the capacity to do work, or the state of a system. In particular, Noether’s theorem shows that time translation invariance leads to the conservation of energy. Energy is thus directly connected to temporal structure. In my theory, coherence means structural compatibility, non-contradiction, the capacity to stabilize, and continuity in time — in other words: a coherent structure is one that can remain in existence.

			Can energy, therefore, be a manifestation of coherence? There is an interesting connection here. When energy is conserved, structure is conserved too. Incoherent structures dissolve; coherent states stabilize. Energy is not a separate substance but a measure of the capacity of coherent structures to persist and transform over time. Information arises when coherence constraints stabilize historically. Emergence thus requires no meta-level; it follows from the scalar networking of coherence.

			The conservation of energy follows from the fact that a coherent reality cannot contain temporal discontinuity without structural collapse. If reality is coherent in time, its basic structure cannot change arbitrarily, and from this follows a symmetry of the kind expressed in the conservation of energy. My theory thus offers an ontological explanation for why Noether’s symmetry exists. If this holds, then in my theory, time equals the ordering relation of coherence; energy equals the measure of temporal coherence; the conservation of energy equals the continuity of coherence. The conservation of information is, in turn, the trace of historical coherence, and emergence equals the networking of coherence. In this way, everything falls under a single principle. The conservation of energy is not an isolated natural law but rather a consequence of reality’s temporal coherence. If coherence were not sustained in time, no structure could continue, and there would be no persistence. The conservation of energy is the physical manifestation of this temporal coherence.

			Information

			Something can be said or known about reality only by examining the relations between things. Knowledge rises from this network of relations. While there may be other truths, we can never know them with certainty. Things can affect reality only insofar as they stand in relations. Truth and knowledge are always relational, and information emerges from these relations.

			Information is the distinctness that the structure of coherence makes possible and sustains, and it must be capable of acting within the system. Coherence is more fundamental than information: it is not a substance but a structure in which the coherent persistence of differences appears. Information is always connected to time, order, and persistence. Without coherence, there can be no lasting order in which information could appear, be transmitted, or have an effect. Information, therefore, cannot exist without coherence.

			Coherence dynamics accordingly also produce information, not because information has been added as such, but because the space of possibilities becomes structured. Within my theory, information might be defined as follows: information is a historically stabilized coherence constraint. This, however, does not give rise to an external meta-level. Such a level would only arise if a new explanatory principle were needed, which it is not. The coherence of events does not form a separate meta-level but an expanding network of constraints. When coherent events stabilize historically, they form information and emergent structures without adding a new level to the ontology. Emergence is thus a scalar consequence of coherence, not the genesis of a meta-level.

			The Anthropic Principle

			The thoughts I have presented above also relate to the anthropic principle. Its basic form can be stated as follows: we observe the laws of nature and the constants as they are because only such a reality can make possible complexity, life, and the existence of observers. In a certain sense, the nature of reality can be seen within this framework as circular reasoning: the observer notes that the universe is suitable for observers precisely because otherwise the observer would not exist. I have referred to this structure earlier, but I want to emphasize one limit here: this circular reasoning must not be used to justify the existence of reality or, so to speak, its purpose. Reality does not exist so that consciousness can experience it.

			The fruitful part of the anthropic principle lies in the fact that it highlights a constraint: observers cannot contradict the structure of the universe. Observing life, as it develops, can only make use of those structures and laws that exist in this particular universe. What remains open is the question of what possibilities life might exploit in a different universe governed by different laws and conditions. We cannot know what kind of life would then be possible, or even in what sense it would be comparable to our own.

			Coherent emergentism extends the constraint of the anthropic principle into a general ontological principle. The point is not merely that observers are compatible with the universe, but that nothing in reality can contradict the overall coherence structure of reality. In other words, reality cannot contain anything that is not the product of its own coherence structure. From this, it follows that all levels of reality are manifestations of the same coherence principle, even if they cannot be derivatively reduced to one another. Coherence is the common condition, but its modes of manifestation can be emergent at the level of each tier.

			

			In the light of my theory, the anthropic principle can thus be understood as an observational limit that reflects a deeper structure — not as a teleological explanation: only coherent wholes can stabilize, continue, and develop to the point where complexity and observership can arise in them at all. The observer, therefore, does not explain the universe; rather, the coherence structure of the universe explains why the observer can have a world to experience.

			Quantum Mechanics

			In coherent emergentism, being is not a substance separate from action but the same thing as coherent persistence: what exists does so only insofar as its action stabilizes and continues. For this reason, at the quantum level, an open structure of possibilities — a set of probable forms of action — can, at the macroscopic level, stabilize into structural being. Stabilization is not a linear continuum from one scale to another but an emergent structural transition: action binds itself so strongly that a new whole arises which cannot be described as mere scaling.

			If being were a substance separate from action, reality would in principle proceed linearly and predictably from level to level without structural ruptures. According to my theory, this does not happen because the fundamental nature of being is itself coherent action. As scale increases, situations arise in which interaction couples action to itself and to its environment in a way that locks certain modes of action into permanence. Emergence is precisely this: a new level arises from the ground level but is not reducible to it, even though it retains a coherent connection with it. This emergence may also be the reason why quantum mechanics and relativity theory have not been successfully unified, and why this may not be achieved in the future either.

			

			In the quantum world, interaction triggers coherence dynamics. Measurement is here only one particular form of interaction, not an ontologically exceptional act. In my theory, measurement does not, so to speak, force the system to choose an outcome but, together with the environment, produces a lasting coherence structure in which one developmental path becomes stable relative to the environment. This is consistent with the general idea of decoherence, but in my theory it is interpreted more structurally: decoherence is not merely the loss of information but a selection of what can remain coherent and what cannot.

			From this, a way of understanding the probabilistic nature of quantum physics emerges that is compatible with my theory. At the quantum level, reality has not yet been selected onto a single definite developmental path but consists of several coherence-possible alternatives. An important clarification is that this is not an unlimited idea — anything is possible — but rather that everything coherently possible is open before selection. Reality is then underdetermined before coherence selection: alternatives are multiple, but not arbitrary.

			In coherent emergentism, probabilities are neither mere ignorance nor pure ontological chance. They describe how strongly different possible developmental paths support the overall coherence of reality. Probability can thus be interpreted as a coherence-weighted space of possibility: not as a drawing of lots but as a selection. The quantum alternative realized is the one that can continue and stabilize reality’s internal coherence at the next level. ”Coherence selects” therefore does not mean an intentional decision but a structural constraint and stabilization: an alternative that cannot coherently attach itself to the whole simply does not form a lasting reality.

			This interpretation is also significant because it can make the explanation of reality more comprehensive without requiring an ontologically heavy multiverse. One can think that at the quantum level, there is a vast structure of parallel possibilities within a single universe: coherence keeps the possibilities internally connected, interference shows that they can influence one another, and decoherence makes one developmental line emergently our observational reality. Wave-function collapse would then not be a separate, inexplicable basic mechanism but rather a reorganization of the coherence structure during interaction, in which one path stabilizes, and others are eliminated in context. In my theory, the wave function therefore does not strictly speaking collapse; rather, coherence narrows.

			When my theory is compared with common interpretations, coherent emergentism finds its place among them in its own way. In the Copenhagen interpretation, collapse is fundamental but is left unexplained, since in my theory, no unexplained basic mechanism is accepted. The many-worlds interpretation carries all alternatives into separate realities, and my theory seeks to avoid such ontological inflation by interpreting the alternatives as a coherent structure of possibilities within a unified universe. Hidden-variable theories emphasize prior determination, whereas my theory emphasizes genuinely open path dependence, in which the outcome is not uniquely determined before interaction.

			From this also follows coherent emergentism’s way of handling determinism and indeterminism. My theory does not accept classical determinism, in which the same initial conditions always produce the same outcome, but neither does it accept pure chance. Instead, reality is structurally oriented but not predetermined: several coherent developmental paths are genuinely possible, and selection takes place within the limits set by coherence and context. Chance is a decisive factor only when coherence and environment do not distinguish between alternatives. As coherence accumulates and alternatives narrow, large wholes begin to behave in a deterministic-like manner, even though determinism is not the ontological starting point but an emergent limit value.

			In this sense, the central features of quantum physics can be understood more deeply on the basis of the inseparability of being and action. Wave–particle duality reflects the fact that being (structure) and action (change, interaction) are not two different things but the same manifestation of coherence from different perspectives: a quantum system is not, in the classical sense, just a particle or just a wave, but a contextual structure of possibilities that stabilizes in interaction. For the same reason, Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle is a natural consequence: the precise location of coherence and its potential for change (momentum) cannot simultaneously be fully determining, because what exists before interaction is precisely a structure of action-possibility, not a readymade separated unit of being. If being and its action were separable, the result would be classical determinism; but because they are not, action is open to several coherently possible manifestations. This openness is precisely the probabilistic nature of quantum physics.

			Coherence is especially evident in entanglement. According to my theory, entanglement is not a mysterious action-at-a-distance phenomenon but a manifestation of a non-local coherence structure. Entangled particles are not two fully independent units but different parts of one coherent whole: their states are structurally bound to the same emergent order, even if the parts are located far from one another. When a measurement is made on one of them, it does not, so to speak, send an effect to the other but reveals the local manifestation of the whole — an alignment that was already part of the shared coherent system. The severing of entanglement, in turn, is a disruption of coherence through interaction with the environment, and this is decoherence — and at the same time the transition from a coherent quantum state to the classical world in which measurement results are no longer structurally bound.

			

			This thought can be taken further in my theory, suggesting that quantum coherence functions as a kind of glue that connects quantum-world phenomena and gravity-related phenomena into a single picture. In that case, spacetime is not a pre-given background but an emergent structure arising from quantum entanglement: the information shared by particles forms stable relative structures, and as scale grows, the geometric patterns of these structures build the fabric of spacetime. Gravity in this framework would not depend primarily on hypothetical force-carriers but would be the macroscopic manifestation of the geometry of entanglement: regions in which coherence is high, so to speak, curve spacetime more strongly than regions of low coherence. The effect of massive bodies on their environment can thus be seen as a consequence of their being composed of highly ordered quantum states and producing a dense, organized entanglement network.

			Within this whole, Planck’s constant receives a natural interpretation in my theory as a structural constant. It indicates that the ground level does not consist of static entities but of quantized action: energy does not manifest in a fully continuous manner but in, so to speak, packets, and this sets a minimum scale for the steps in which coherence can manifest. Planck’s constant is not the minimum size of being but a sign that the basic rhythm of reality is quantized action, in which being and occurrence cannot be separated.

			According to coherent emergentism, the quantum world is therefore not vague, nor is the classical world something layered on top of it; rather, classicality appears as the stabilization of coherence. The quantum–classical boundary is then gradual and contextual, not mysterious. Reality is not finished before action: before interaction, what exists is a structure of coherent possibilities; in interaction, one manifestation stabilizes as part of a coherent observational reality. This same principle ties together probabilities, measurement, decoherence, and entanglement, and explains why reality can be structurally oriented without being predetermined.

			Coherence and Entropy in the Construction of Reality

			Coherent emergentism also offers a new way of understanding the relationship between entropy and coherence. Entropy is not only a physical measure of disorder but reflects the fundamental structure of reality: most possible states and events do not lead to the emergence of lasting structures, order, or meaning. Incoherence is in this sense virtually the default background state. Most events remain detached from larger wholes; they neither build nor destroy anything lasting but form a kind of background noise in the midst of which coherence can sometimes arise.

			Coherence, however, is not a random exception but a structural possibility capable of overcoming this inertia — the resistance to change. It can combine energy and information into structures that persist over time, couple with one another, and generate new levels of order. Without coherence, there would be no forms of matter, no life, no consciousness. Coherence is therefore not the opposite of entropy as an external force, but rather operates within the state dynamics that entropy permits: it is precisely the abundance of states and the energy flows that make possible the emergence and stabilization of constraints.

			According to the second law of thermodynamics, the entropy of a closed system increases. Open systems can, however, locally reduce entropy by transferring it to their environment. This is the condition for the emergence of coherent structure. Every new order requires a flow of energy and produces disorder around itself. Order is not free; it is possible because the growth of global entropy permits the local formation of structure. Coherent emergentism, therefore, does not set order against the laws of physics but sees it as part of their broader manifestation.

			Information is essentially connected to this. Coherence can be understood as an increase in information: when previously statistically independent events begin to correlate, patterns and rules arise. The formation of a crystal, a vortex, or a biological cell means that from random states, a structure has stabilized that contains more information than the distribution that preceded it. A random message corresponds to high entropy and little structure; an ordered message contains more information and less randomness. Information is not merely an abstraction but a structure that is physically realizable

			In this framework, emergence can be defined as the stabilization of coherence constraints. A mere increase in entropy is not yet emergence. The mixing of gases and liquids, for instance, is an entropy process occurring within the framework of basic coherence but does not form a new, closed whole. Emergent coherence begins only when interactions generate a constraint network that stabilizes and sustains a whole. Emergence is not a separate ordering principle but a closed constraint network that arises within the state dynamics allowed by entropy.

			Coherence can be measured as deviation from statistical independence. Correlation, mutual information, algorithmic complexity, and functional integration describe the degree to which parts form a unified whole. When interaction exceeds the background-noise level, a coherence threshold arises: critical transitions, such as magnetization or the ignition of a self-sustaining chemical reaction, are examples of moments in which structure locks into a new level. Autonomy, in turn, can be understood as stabilized feedback, in which a system maintains its own constraint-network through the flow of energy.

			

			Biological and technological examples illustrate this. Living cells, DNA, and brains not only store information but also increase and modify it over time. In photosynthesis and certain navigation mechanisms, there are signs of quantum coherence persisting even under carefully delimited conditions. Quantum computers, for their part, require isolation and error-correction because coherence is sensitive to environmental entropy. In these cases, coherence is not a mysterious phenomenon but a measurable and structurally maintainable state.

			At the cosmological scale, the universe appears to have begun in a state of extremely low entropy, which made the formation of structures possible. Gravitational collapse, the birth of galaxies and stars, and chemical complexity are examples of how coherence gains a foothold amid entropy. Life is one of the highest forms of coherence: it builds and maintains complex order while dissipating energy and increasing the entropy of its environment. Consciousness, too, can be seen as the synchronization of neurons and high-level coherence.

			Coherent emergentism also proposes a new classification of events: those that build coherence and those that dissolve it or are meaningless. The great majority of events belong to the last category — they form the background within which coherence can arise or to which it can transfer its entropy. Micro-level randomness is therefore not an obstacle to order but its precondition. Entropy makes possible the spreading of states and the flow of energy, but coherence narrows these to those that can form lasting constraint structures.

			This can be summarized as follows: coherence is the condition of existence; entropy is the statistical distribution; energy is the measure of coherence dynamics; emergence is a closed constraint network; and autonomy is stabilized feedback. Structures persist because only internally compatible and temporally continuous states can exist in reality. Stabilization is not a separate force but a necessary consequence of continuity.

			In the end, the story of reality is the emergence of coherence amid entropy. Order is not an extreme exception but a natural result under certain conditions. Humanity is not a detached island in chaos but part of the universe’s tendency to produce coherence — life, meaning, and understanding. From this perspective, physics, information theory, biology, and philosophy unite into a single whole, in which coherence and entropy are not opposites but complementary principles of reality’s construction.

			Time

			In coherent emergentism, time is not a separate measurement frame or an external flow outside the universe but an emergent property of coherence. Time can be understood as the rhythmic variation of coherence: it is not an abstract dimension operating in the background but the internal change of a coherent structure. Temporality arises wherever events connect causally and form ordering relations. Time does not, so to speak, elapse outside the universe, nor is there a global now; time happens in relations.

			This means there is no objective, universally shared time, but temporality is nonetheless real relative to structures. Every whole has its own internal time: the coherence between its parts and the rhythm of their action determine its temporal course. The arrow of time arises from the fact that a structure formed on the basis of coherence cannot fully return to its original state; possibilities are closed in the process, and this closure makes change directional. Change is not an illusion but an ontologically real phenomenon.

			

			Measurable time appears uniform because, in a stable measurement system, the rhythm of coherence is regular. A clock does not measure objective time but reflects the regular variation of its own internal coherence. If the internal activity of a system slows, its temporal course also slows. This offers an emergentist interpretation of the phenomena of relativity theory: in motion or in a strong gravitational field, the internal coherence dynamics of a system change, and for this reason, its time — in a certain sense, so to speak — runs at a different rate relative to other systems. When the internal rate of change approaches zero, as at the speed of light limit, the system’s temporal progression relative to the external world also approaches a standstill. Time is therefore not an external quantity but the rhythm of action.

			Relativity theory describes events in a four-dimensional spacetime and denies a global now, but this does not entail that the entire history is an ontologically completed block. In coherent emergentism the future does not exist in the same way as the past, because coherence selects one developmental path from among possible continuations on the basis of interactions. The passage of time is not a universal flow but a local coherence dynamics in which open possibilities are actualized and closed as part of a structural whole. This is compatible with relativity theory, quantum physics, and thermodynamics, since none of them forces us to regard change as a mere illusion.

			Time is therefore not absolute, but neither is it an illusion. It is the relational network of the coherence structure between events. Temporal relations exist because coherence is transmitted through interactions: the internal rhythms of different systems synchronize partially with one another, without a single meta-time above them. Reality develops as a whole because these local temporalities interweave in a dynamic network. This network is not a neutral stage but a structure itself generated by the interactions.

			

			Cosmologically, this interpretation also resolves the question of the beginning of time. According to the common view, time began with the Big Bang. In coherent emergentism this means that time began when sufficient coherence made possible a lasting orientation, causality, and persistence. If time began with the Big Bang, it cannot be a fundamental feature of reality, which is my theory’s position.

			Time is therefore not the fundamental background condition of reality but a consequence of coherence having stabilized. What existed before this may have been an incoherent state, lacking lasting structures and temporal flow. If time begins from coherence, nothing that was ”earlier” exists in a temporal sense, and so no temporal first cause is needed. This avoids the regress problem of causality without additional assumptions.

			The end of time, correspondingly, signifies the end of coherence. When the internal coherence of a system dissolves, its temporality also ceases. Time is not an independent entity that would continue without structure, but an internal property of structure. Thus, the redefinition of time supports my theory’s general principle of minimizing external assumptions: without an objective meta-time, no separate background structure is needed, which would otherwise require additional explanations.

			The past appears more deterministic because its coherence structures have already been actualized and stabilized. The future, in turn, contains several possible developmental paths, of which only some will form coherently. The future is therefore not fully deterministic but partly open and emergent.

			In summary, time is not a flow but a structure in which coherent events form an order. It is a phenomenon bound to relations, in which change is real and possibilities close into actualizations. Reality does not develop in time because there is a universal clock in the background, but because coherence forms a dynamic, oriented whole among itself.

			The Coherence Filter

			In coherent emergentism, reality therefore does not arise from externally decreed laws, fixed substances, or abstract meta-levels, but from the selective persistence of coherent structures. This selection principle is referred to here as the coherence filter, and it functions as a universal constraint on all phenomena: only those forms of energy, interaction, and relation that are internally consistent, self-sustaining, and mutually reinforcing can establish themselves and develop. Incoherent configurations — structures relative to the positions of elements and the relations of interaction between them — are transient, for they are unable to bind energy into a lasting form, integrate into larger structures, or transmit influence in a meaningful way. In this sense, coherence does not merely function as the ground of emergence but also as an implicit — unstated, so to speak — filter, on the basis of which the structure of reality continuously forms.

			This principle offers a powerful framework for understanding large-scale physical phenomena, including the emergence of spacetime, gravitational structures, and dark matter. Instead of treating these as basic starting points, coherent emergentism interprets them as consequences of structures that have passed through the coherence filter. They are not externally decreed but follow from what coherence permits and requires.

			Spacetime

			In traditional physics, spacetime is often understood as a fundamental background: a ready-made arena in which matter and energy move and interact. In coherent emergentism, this assumption is rejected. Spacetime is not a precondition of relational interactions but their consequence. It is not an ontological starting point but a relational structure arising from coherence.

			According to my theory, the basic process of reality is coherence dynamics: a selection taking place in a structure of possibilities in which only internally compatible and temporally continuous states stabilize. When such stabilized constraint-networks expand and couple to one another, they form a globally coherent field of relations. This field is what we interpret as spacetime.

			Spacetime is therefore not, so to speak, a container but a structure produced by the coherence filter. It arises when interactions form lasting, causally ordered, information-preserving patterns. These patterns make possible:

			•continuous interaction

			•directional development (the arrow of time)

			•large-scale integration between different systems.

			The apparent continuity of spacetime is a consequence of the fact that coherence structures are resilient and stable. When coherence stabilizes broadly enough, a unified emergent whole comes into being in which the internal rhythms of different systems can synchronize. This synchronization does not require a meta-time or absolute coordinate system but follows from the mutual commensuration of interactions.

			The theory of relativity describes events in four-dimensional spacetime and denies the existence of a global now. In my theory, I accept this structural description but do not interpret it as ontological, as a completed block. The geometry of spacetime is not a finished whole but a momentary configuration of coherence dynamics. The future does not exist in the same way as the past because coherence selects one developmental path from among possible continuations based on interactions. Spacetime is thus not a static four-dimensional object but an emergent, continuously updating relational network.

			At the quantum level, this is especially clear. The wave function describes a structure of coherent possibilities, not an already determined state. Decoherence does not, so to speak, break time or space but bounds the coherence structure so that one developmental line stabilizes as classical reality. Classical spacetime emerges as the stabilization of coherence. Where coherence breaks down — for instance, at the Planck scale, at the limits of quantum gravity, or in singularities — the continuous geometrical description of spacetime also loses its applicability. This does not mean that reality ceases to exist; it means that the coherence structure no longer supports the classical spacetime picture.

			From the perspective of my theory, gravity can be interpreted as the macroscopic manifestation of the geometry of coherence. Massive structures are high-integration coherence networks that reshape the structure of the surrounding relations. The curvature of spacetime is then not the effect of an external force on a ready-made background but a consequence of the uneven distribution of coherence. Geometry does not determine coherence; coherence produces geometry.

			This thought is also connected to the emergence of time. Time begins where coherence stabilizes sufficiently to enable causally structured wholes. Before this, there is no temporal concept of ”before”, because there are no lasting relations between which order could form. Likewise, the end of time signifies the dissolution of coherence: without a stabilized constraint network, there is no temporal structure.

			Spacetime can thus be understood as a globally coherent field of relations — not as an absolute background but as a scale-dependent, emergent structure. Its dimensions, continuity, and geometry are consequences of coherence uniting subsystems into a common, causally synchronized whole. Time and space are not separate substances but two mutually interpenetrating manifestations of the relational structure of coherence.

			In coherent emergentism, spacetime is therefore not the foundation of reality but its product: a horizon built by coherence, continuously updating, in which possibilities close into events and events interweave into structure.

			Gravity

			In coherent emergentism, reality is built up in layers such that higher levels rise from lower ones but are not reducible to them. Everything builds on what is prior and lower — not as a linear sum but as the stabilization of coherence structures. This principle can also be applied to gravity.

			Traditionally, gravity is understood as one of the four fundamental interactions of nature: the attractive force between bodies with mass, or, according to the theory of relativity, the curvature of spacetime. From the perspective of coherent emergentism, gravity is not, however, an independent, fundamental force but an emergent structural phenomenon. It is not a primary interaction among others, but rather a consequence of quantum-level processes organizing into a large-scale, coherent relational structure that we call spacetime.

			Since spacetime itself is a relational network arising from coherence, gravity too is an internal property of this network. It is not interaction between masses in a ready-made space but the way in which coherence organizes itself at large scales. Massive structures are high-integration coherence networks: their internal orderliness and energy content reshape the surrounding relational structure. This structural reshaping is what we interpret as the curvature of spacetime and as gravity.

			

			Gravity can thus be understood as a constraint that maintains coherence. Local changes — the movement of mass, the distribution of energy, quantum fluctuations — cannot occur in isolation but must accommodate themselves to the broader relational structure. Gravity is the mechanism by which this accommodation occurs. It does not come from outside but reflects the internal unity of the whole. The attractive force between masses is then not a primary cause but a consequence of the uneven distribution of coherence seeking to stabilize into a globally unified structure.

			This interpretation also illuminates why the quantization of gravity in the manner of other fields has proved difficult. If gravity is not a fundamental field among others but a consequence of quantum-level processes being harmonized into a macroscopic coherence network, it cannot be treated simply in the same way as electromagnetic or weak interactions. Gravity is not the opposite of quantum theory but the result of its large-scale coherence. It is the geometric manifestation of structure, not its microscopic component.

			From the perspective of quantum entanglement, this can be specified further. If the fundamental structure of reality is a non-local coherence network in which quantum states are in relation to one another, the geometry of spacetime can arise from the large-scale organization of these relations. Gravity would then not be a separate force but the macroscopic manifestation of entanglement and coherence: regions in which integration is dense and stable define the form of the relational structure. The so-called curvature of spacetime is thus a geometric property of the coherence network.

			Cosmologically, this is consistent with the idea that the universe began in a state of very low entropy. This provided the opportunity for the large-scale stabilization of coherence. Gravity was a central factor in the accumulation of matter, the formation of stars and galaxies, and the growth of structural complexity. Entropy gave direction to change, but coherence constrained and organized this change into meaningful structures. Gravity was not an external force but one manifestation of coherence that made possible the emergence of lasting and integrated wholes.

			In coherent emergentism, gravity is therefore not a detached natural force but an emergent feature of reality’s deeper relational structure. It maintains the compatibility between levels and ensures that local processes remain aligned with the global coherence network. Gravity makes the universe structurally unified — not by compulsion, but by reflecting the fact that everything builds on prior, lower levels of coherence.

			According to my theory, reality is thus built up in layers, with higher levels arising from lower ones through the stabilization of coherence structures. Spacetime itself is an emergent relational network, and gravity is a geometric property of this network. It does not react only to mass but to the entire structural integrity of a system.

			When a galaxy forms, the question is not merely one of mass distribution but of a broad coherence network in which quantum-level, thermodynamic, and macroscopic processes must accommodate one another. If visible mass alone does not suffice to produce the observed dynamics, from the perspective of my theory, we can ask: Does the deviation reflect an additional constraint of structural coherence, rather than additional matter?

			The so-called excess gravity can then be interpreted as a manifestation of global coherence constraints. The gravitational field is not determined solely by local mass density but also by how the structure in question connects to the broader cosmic coherence network. Gravity serves as a feedback mechanism that ensures compatibility between the micro and macro levels.

			Dark Matter and Dark Energy

			In contemporary cosmology, dark matter and dark energy are central concepts used to explain the tension between observation and theory. The rotation speeds of galaxies, the dynamics of galaxy clusters, and the accelerating expansion of the universe suggest that visible matter and known interactions alone are insufficient. The traditional solution has been to postulate new forms of matter or fields.

			Coherent emergentism offers a different approach. Since gravity in this theory is not a fundamental force but a manifestation of a large-scale coherence structure, gravitational anomalies can also be interpreted as consequences of coherence dynamics — not necessarily as effects of new particles.

			In my theory, dark matter can be understood as a kind of invisible coherence. It is not necessarily a new form of matter but a structural, additional condition manifesting through gravity that stabilizes large wholes.

			In this interpretation, dark matter is not a sea of particles that interact electromagnetically but the gravitational trace of coherence. It may appear as:

			•regions in which the relational structure is dense and stable

			•but in which no thermodynamic activity takes place that would produce radiation

			•or in which coherence is structural but not, so to speak, active in terms of our measuring instruments.

			In other words, dark matter could be the shadow of coherence: a structural effect without locally observable substance.

			This does not mean that dark matter could not exist as particles — my theory does not exclude this possibility — but it opens an alternative in which part of the gravitational anomaly arises from the global structure of coherence rather than from new ontological entities.

			Dark energy, in turn, is associated with the accelerating expansion of the universe. Traditionally, it is described as a cosmological constant or vacuum energy. In coherent emergentism, one can propose that the accelerating expansion reflects the dynamic reorganization of the entire cosmic coherence network.

			If the universe is a large-scale coherence system seeking to stabilize globally, the expansion may be part of this stabilization. As local entropy increases and structures become more complex, maintaining global coherence may require expanding the relational structure. In that case, the accelerating expansion is not a fundamental repulsive force but a feedback mechanism of the entire system.

			In this framework, vacuum energy can be interpreted as a property of the vacuum’s coherence structure. It is not merely an energy concentration but a consequence of how quantum-level structures of possibility couple to macroscopic geometry. The accelerating expansion of spacetime reflects the dynamics of deep coherence layers.

			Combining these perspectives, coherent emergentism offers a unified interpretation:

			•Gravity is the geometric manifestation of coherence.

			•Dark matter is the gravitational trace that stabilizes coherence.

			•Dark energy is the dynamic response of the global coherence network.

			The dark phenomena can thus be seen as systemic features of a reality built from layered coherence. They do not necessarily require new substances but may indicate that gravity responds to the entire relational structure, not merely to local mass.

			

			In coherent emergentism, dark matter and dark energy are not anomalies in the order of nature but clues indicating that gravity operates at the interface of deeper coherence dynamics. They show that reality is not merely a sum of particles and fields but a multilevel relational structure in which global constraints can manifest as local gravitational anomalies.

			This approach encourages the development of gravitational models in which the key variables are information, structure, integration, and feedback dynamics. Instead of asking ”what new matter is missing?”, one can ask: ”What coherence structures are we not yet taking into account?”

			


Part 5: Coherent Emergentism as a New Paradigm

			We live in a time when science is simultaneously successful and fragmented. Different fields advance along their own specialized paths, but the overall picture of reality becomes fractured. At the same time, questions of meaning — questions about consciousness, value, purpose, and social direction — often remain outside science. Coherent emergentism proposes that this is not inevitable. It is not only a metaphysical theory but a proposal for a new scientific paradigm: a grammar of reality capable of uniting different scientific disciplines under a common principle.

			The core claim of my theory is simple but far-reaching: only coherent, self-sustaining structures can persist. Everything that exists does so because it is capable of continuing in relation to its environment. Emergence is the form taken by this coherence: new levels arise when interactions stabilize into closed constraint networks.

			A Paradigm in the Kuhnian Sense

			According to Thomas Kuhn, a scientific paradigm determines:

			•the fundamental assumptions about reality

			•the meaningful research questions

			•the acceptable methods

			•the interpretive framework for data.

			Coherent emergentism satisfies these criteria. Ontologically, it proposes that reality consists not primarily of substances but of coherence structures. Being is not separate from action but is stabilized action. Epistemically, it directs inquiry to ask: where and how does coherence arise, how is it sustained, and at what points does it break down? Truth is not merely correspondence between a proposition and the world but emergent coherence — the mutual compatibility of systems that withstands critical scrutiny. Methodologically, my theory emphasizes continuity between levels without reductionism: higher levels rise from lower ones but do not reduce to them.

			A Unifying Framework for Different Disciplines

			In physics, my theory interprets natural laws as manifestations of coherence. Entropy is not only decay but the tension between incoherence and new structural organization. Quantum entanglement is non-local coherence, and gravity is the emergent geometry of a large-scale relational structure.

			In chemistry, molecular bonds and reaction pathways can be understood as centers of attraction for coherent states in an energy–information space. Catalysis is not merely acceleration but the reinforcement of coherence along a reaction pathway.

			In biology, life is not a mysterious addition to matter but a continuous, self-sustaining coherence pattern in metabolism, signaling, and reproduction. Evolution can be seen as the emergence of multilevel coherence: genetic, neural, and ecological integration reinforce one another. Disease is a disruption of coherence; healing is its reorganization.

			In neuroscience, consciousness can be interpreted as the emergence of reflective coherence: when the integration of brain networks exceeds a certain threshold, experience arises. Consciousness is not, so to speak, built in, but a consequence of integrated structure.

			In psychology, identity is an emergent self-structure: the coherence of beliefs, emotions, memories, and embodiment. Trauma is a break in coherence; therapy is the reintegration of coherence.

			In artificial intelligence, intelligence is the capacity to maintain coherent adaptation in changing environments. My theory provides a non-reductive basis for discussing machine consciousness and ethically delimited artificial intelligence.

			In ecology, ecosystems are multilevel coherence structures in which energy flows, species interactions, and feedback loops form a dynamic whole. Sustainability means preserving planetary-level coherence, and the environmental crisis is a systemic incoherence.

			In sociology and economics, societies are emergent coherence fields built on language, norms, exchange, and trust. Polarization and the crisis of meaning are disturbances to coherence, and the economy is the systemic coherence structure of resource flows and human development.

			In education, learning is not the transfer of knowledge but the building of internal coherence. Education could support emergent complexity rather than the mere cumulation of information.

			

			Regarding ethics and the philosophy of science, my theory proposes that morality is connected to structural responsibility — to how actions affect the preservation or dissolution of coherence at different levels. The scientific method itself can be seen as an emergent system that tests and builds coherence.

			New Questions

			A paradigm not only answers old questions but generates new ones:

			•What is the minimum condition under which coherence can arise in a chaotic system?

			•Are coherence thresholds universal across different levels of complexity?

			•Can systems be classified according to their capacity to produce coherence?

			•How is a coherence ethics applied in governance, artificial intelligence, and the global economy?

			•Can consciousness develop further on the basis of deliberate specification of coherence?

			The Science of Coherent Emergence

			Coherent emergentism does not replace existing sciences. It does not offer a new separate theory for each field but a common ontological and methodological foundation. It integrates physics, biology, psychology, and the social sciences under one principle: reality is what coherently persists.

			

			If this is so, the task of science is the systematic study of the emergence of coherence. This does not make science less empirical; it deepens its direction. It provides a framework in which quantum physics, consciousness, gravity, social collapse, and personal suffering can be understood as manifestations of the same structural principle.

			Coherent emergentism proposes a new worldview: reality is not a static collection of things but a dynamic network in which coherence arises, stabilizes, and sometimes dissolves. If this is true, we stand on the threshold of a paradigm — one that not only explains the world but also articulates its meaning in a new way.

			


In Closing

			If a theory’s basic assumptions are not coherent, or if they require new explanatory levels, later logical brilliance cannot remove the weakness of the foundation. This principle is, at the same time, the entire methodological starting point of coherent emergentism: before drawing conclusions, one must ensure that the structure does not rest on assumptions that would open a new regress or add unnecessary meta-levels. What we assume at the beginning determines what we can explain at the end. My theory is both coherent and self-explanatory, and minimal in its assumptions, and for this reason, it is a serious candidate as a theory of reality.

			It is nonetheless important to say directly: my theory is not finished. It requires specification and clarification, particularly in mathematical and physical terms. In this book, I have sought above all to outline the basic idea and approach of my theory as clearly as possible and to extend it to as many phenomena as possible, to see what kind of whole takes shape. In this sense, coherent emergentism is an attempt to push the principle of coherence to its limits and test how far it goes. It should not be read as absolute truths — nor do I myself need to believe in them unshakeably — but as a systematic proposal: if the starting points from which this proceeds are assumed, are the conclusions their natural outcome?

			Nor can I myself give a final assessment of whether the theory is true, especially not regarding its physical and mathematical applications. This inevitably falls to others. Precisely for this reason, my theory is above all an opening of a conversation, not a dogma. Its value lies not only in what it claims but in how it forces us to sharpen the question: on what assumptions can the origin of reality and its subsequent development be explained at all?

			Coherent emergentism is, in this sense, a philosophical theory of everything: not because it can close everything into a final system, but because it seeks to answer the hardest questions of metaphysics in a way that minimizes assumptions and attempts to terminate the regress from within. Why is there something? How does this continue to develop and form more complexity? The central added value of my theory lies precisely here: in the attempt to address the mystery of reality — both its origin and its development — philosophically, and to connect this to a scientifically compatible framework at the same time, even if strict scientific proof is not yet possible.

			The guiding thread of this book is the idea that if reality rests on nothing external to itself and has no meta-level that, so to speak, knows or directs its operation, then the explanatory alternatives narrow radically. The meta-level problem is an infinite chain of explanation: every external rule, origin, or explanatory agent requires a new explanation for its own genesis and effect. If such a meta-level is rejected, what remains is the idea of a reality that contains its own cause. In coherent emergentism, this reflexive structure is formulated as follows: if something exists without an external basis, it must be self-sustaining. The only possible way to achieve this is internal coherence. In this sense, my theory does not prove itself but makes visible a necessity: if we assume nothing external to reality as its basis, the only possible way to understand the continuity and persistence of reality is internal coherence.

			Because we do not yet know enough, we must make assumptions. But assumptions can and should be evaluated by their consequences. The strength of coherent emergentism is not that it claims too much, but that it takes responsibility for unavoidable assumptions and tries to keep them as few as possible. It makes the fewest ontological assumptions and yet seeks to explain the most: why lasting structures exist at all, why levels arise, why time is oriented, and why meaning emerges experientially. For this reason, it may feel persuasive — not as certainty, but as the best-grounded leap.

			At this point, the so-called leap is unavoidable. Whenever any theory attempts to explain everything, it must always make some explanatory jump: something fundamental must be assumed from which everything else follows. Materialism assumes matter and laws as given; panpsychism assumes consciousness as a fundamental entity in reality; process philosophy assumes process or event; and classical theism assumes an external creator or designer. Coherent emergentism’s leap is that the basis of reality is not an external substance, mind, or law, but internal coherence, which contains the condition of its own continuation. This leap is smaller because it does not carry the explanation outside but binds it to itself: emergence builds on prior coherence and requires no belief in anything external to reality.

			Related to this is also the meta-question of what we do not know. It is important to reflect on what we do not know about reality at its various levels, because this helps us understand both what we already know and how our ignorance relates to current knowledge. What could that which we do not know be? In what form would it best accord with our current observations? How would it change what we already regard as certain? Coherent emergentism offers one guiding line for this framing: the unknown should primarily complement coherence, not violate it or require new meta-levels. Coherence could, at the same time, be the missing core factor that explains the gaps in current knowledge and in other theories.

			At the same time, my theory proposes that many traditional metaphysical problems either become meaningless or overreaching if the meta-level is relinquished. If reality simply has things occurring without an external explainer, many questions — the basis of causality, time as a background clock, the priority of the individual or the whole — appear in a new light: they do not disappear, but they cease to be questions about a separate background and become questions about internal structure. In this sense, coherent emergentism recalls the Wittgensteinian insight that some philosophical problems arise from the way we frame questions, not from what exists in reality. Therefore, a metaphysical position should always make visible what it assumes and what is thought to lie behind it.

			At this point, it is also worth recalling the human factor. The weakness of great theorists and reformers — especially in philosophy and theology — has often been excessive conviction in the truth of their own position. Behind an opinion, there is almost always some degree of deliberation and reason, but its quality and timing are often connected more to personality and self-regulation than to intelligence. This applies to me as well. Precisely for this reason, coherent emergentism is presented in this text specifically as an open, self-correcting, and self-specifying proposal, not as a final proclamation.

			It is also clear that if my theory were false, we would have to posit an external level and explain its origin and how it affects reality. Such an explanation would be heavier and would bring with it a regress. If, on the other hand, one proceeds from the same minimal starting ideas, an alternative theory would easily become incoherent: it would have to add something external without being able to justify its genesis with the same minimum. Coherent emergentism offers no certainty of this, but it makes the choice visible.

			For the future, it is also possible that science will discover the operating principles or mechanisms of coherence ever more clearly. Perhaps the forms of coherence differ across different wholes — in quantum physics, chemistry, biology, and consciousness — and, for this reason, they have not yet been seen as a unified principle. Perhaps they will not be found, so to speak, as natural laws precisely because they are not laws in the traditional sense but conditions of stabilization, constraints, and feedback dynamics. The task of mathematicians, physicists, and other researchers is to develop models that can support, specify, test, and possibly also refute the claims of this theory in their respective fields. In this book, I have sought to indicate where such points of contact might lie — from quantum dynamics to gravity, from time to entropy, from life to mind and societies.

			This leads to one strange but important consequence of the theory: coherent emergentism falsifies, in the traditionally understood sense, the idea of a so-called theory of everything. It claims that a fully comprehensive final theory cannot exist — not because truth is unreachable, but because reality continually produces new phenomena, new levels, and new emergent structures. Humanity can create new virtual realities that can be studied; humanistic and social theorizing does not end because it changes with culture, history, and self-understanding. Perhaps even mathematics, which we regard as unchanging, is in some sense subject to evolution. If this is so, then a theory of everything is not one exclusive formula but a principle that explains why exclusion is not possible. In this sense, coherent emergentism can function as a meta-theory: it describes what happens behind other theories and how theories can be mutually compatible.

			

			Reality does not care about what people think of it. But perhaps truth does care — at least in the sense that truth becomes real for us only through experience, meaning, and conceptual structuring. Emergence is not only physical but also experiential and conceptual: it manifests in how wholes influence their parts and in how something new arises, even though not everything the whole does can be derived from its parts.

			We have well-founded reason to assume that emergence is a real part of the world — especially in the case of consciousness and the brain. In these phenomena, the non-reductive nature of joint action is perhaps most clearly manifest. We should therefore hold on to our experiences of consciousness and emergence: they point to reality containing freedom, the influence of the whole on the parts, and therefore also a new kind of causality. Coherent emergentism does not make this a mystery but takes it seriously as a structural fact.

			In the end, emergence is not only a phenomenon but also a possibility. The possibility that the world can change for the better in ways we do not yet know. The possibility that truth is not only a reduction to basic units but the living influence of the whole on the parts. In this sense, coherent emergentism is not only an explanation of reality but an invitation to explore what kind of coherence we can build — in knowledge, in society, and in our own lives.

			If our world is truly that which coherently persists, then what remains for us, in the end, is one question to answer: what kind of coherence do we choose to continue?

			The Role of Artificial Intelligence

			This book has arisen from a long, iterative thinking process in which coherent emergentism has gradually taken shape as a philosophical whole, and at the same time as an attempt to connect this whole to modern science. Because the theory’s goal is to be as comprehensive as possible and yet built on as few assumptions as possible, its writing has required both sustained conceptual work of my own and continuous critical testing. In this process, I have used artificial intelligence as an aid.

			The ownership and central creative origin of coherent emergentism are, however, mine. The theory’s basic idea — coherence as an ontological foundation — as well as the central claims, such as the rejection of the meta-level, the necessity of emergence, and the coherence-based interpretation of temporality, have arisen from my own thinking and the project that has guided it. AI could not, on its own, have so to speak, invented this theory, because the genesis of the theory is not merely the production of text but a long-range philosophical commitment, conceptual choice, the maintenance of an overall architecture, and the systematic prosecution of one and the same principle across very different phenomena.

			At the same time, it is honest to state that this work would not have become as broad, as quickly, and as interdisciplinary as it did without AI, or its development would have required considerably more time.

			I have used ChatGPT primarily for three kinds of assistance. First, it has functioned as an analytical conversation partner: I have presented my own ideas to it, and it has raised objections, requested clarifications, highlighted possible contradictions, and helped to structure the architecture of arguments. In this sense, the AI’s role has been closer to that of a critical reader, a sparring colleague, and a source of methodological support than a source of ideas.

			Second, ChatGPT has significantly assisted with text formatting. It has made my thoughts more readable, condensed repetition, clarified the course of arguments, and suggested alternative ways of presentation. In some places — especially in the later parts of the book and in the chapters dealing with physics — ChatGPT has written entire paragraphs or longer passages on my behalf in draft form. I have then modified, combined, and adapted them into the whole. Part of the text’s final form of expression has therefore arisen with the help of AI, even though the intellectual leadership and theoretical content have been mine.

			I have also tested my ideas using DeepSeek and Grok. Thanks to these, some new specifications and additions to the theory emerged. In these cases, too, responsibility for the content, the choices, and the final formulations is mine.

			I consider it important to make this transparent. Coherent emergentism emphasizes that new levels arise through interaction and that wholes shape the action of parts without a separate, external director. My own work with AI is a concrete example of such an emergent process: I have brought the basic ideas, the central claims, and the overall architecture of the theory, while AI has functioned as a reinforcer of feedback, structuring, and expression. Together, this interaction has made possible a broader and more systematic presentation than I could have achieved alone in the same time.

			In the second edition of this book, I have also used Anthropic’s Claude AI to address two theoretical gaps. I asked Claude to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of my theory, and it identified two points needing deeper treatment: a more precise formulation of coherence and the hard problem of consciousness. Both sections — ”The Three Levels of Coherence: A More Precise Formulation” and ”The Hard Problem of Consciousness” — Claude has written on my behalf on the basis of my detailed instructions, and I have approved them as part of the book. These are, therefore, the parts of the text whose origin most relies on AI, even though their content arises directly from my theory’s own logic and they respond to questions I myself have identified as open.

			

			After this, I asked Claude to write a third addition as well: the sub-section ”Falsifiable Predictions of Coherent Emergentism”, which completes the book’s chapter on falsifiability and testability with four explicit, named predictions. The content of this section too has arisen from the logic of my theory, but its formulation and structure are Claude’s work.

			Claude, ChatGPT, DeepSeek, and Grok have also helped me find the sources for my text. Their accuracy has, however, been verified after the fact by several of these AI actors or by my doing so manually.

			The book has been translated into English by Claude.

			All errors, excesses, and misunderstandings are my responsibility. AI has been a tool — a powerful and accelerating sparring partner, but a tool nonetheless. This book is, above all, my own attempt to formulate as coherent a theory of reality as possible from within, and an invitation to continue its critical examination, specification, and, where necessary, correction.

			In addition to the first edition, I have used an earlier scientific article of mine as the basis of this book, but have expanded its themes significantly.
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