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Abstract 
This work presents Informational Ontology as a scope-disciplined ontological framework 
describing a sequence of organizational regimes: Difference, Relation, Information, Awareness, 
Value, Meaning, and Purpose (Δ → R → I → A → V → M → P). The framework is not offered as 
an axiom-only derivation of reality in general, nor as a metaphysical system asserting universal 
instantiation of its higher regimes. Instead, it specifies structural constraints that become 
operative for systems under conditions of differentiation, ordering, persistence, and perturbation. 

The ontology is structural rather than empirical. It does not propose physical models, cognitive 
mechanisms, or normative prescriptions. It characterizes the conditions under which systems 
capable of informational registration, differential constraint, coherent organization, and internally 
mediated trajectory formation can arise, without assuming any particular implementation. 

The derivation proceeds without reliance on metaphor, intuition pumps, or application-specific 
examples. Exploratory material, boundary analyses, and comparative discussions are separated 
from the core exposition. The framework is intended to be evaluated on internal coherence, 
clarity of scope, and the adequacy of its stated premises and regime transitions. 

 

1. Foundations and Scope 

1.1 Aim and Orientation 

The aim of Informational Ontology is to describe the minimal structural conditions under which 
increasingly restrictive forms of organization can arise. It is not intended as a theory of existence 
in general, nor as a comprehensive metaphysical account of all that is. Instead, it specifies a 
conditional regime structure governing how organization becomes constrained once certain 
structural requirements are met. 

The ontology proceeds by identifying what must be true of a system’s organization if it is to 
support persistence, internal differentiation, and structured response to variation. Higher-order 
regimes—such as awareness, value, meaning, and purpose—are not treated as primitive or 



universal features of reality. They are instead characterized as organizational regimes that 
become available only under specific structural conditions. 

Accordingly, the framework should be read as conditional rather than absolute. The arrows used 
to indicate transitions between regimes do not signify logical entailment or metaphysical 
necessity in the strongest sense. They indicate structural constraint: if a system instantiates the 
conditions of one regime and continues to persist under ordering and perturbation, then the 
organizational possibilities available to it become restricted in the manner described by the 
subsequent regime. 

 

1.2 What the Ontology Does Not Claim 

To prevent misinterpretation, several exclusions are stated explicitly. 

This ontology does not claim to: 

●​ provide an axiom-complete metaphysical foundation for all domains of inquiry,​
 

●​ derive semantic content, truth conditions, or reference as primitive features of reality,​
 

●​ offer a theory of consciousness, phenomenology, or subjective experience,​
 

●​ ground moral normativity, ethical obligation, or value realism,​
 

●​ assert panpsychism or the ubiquity of awareness,​
 

●​ reintroduce teleology in the sense of final causes or intrinsic ends.​
 

These exclusions are not limitations of ambition but clarifications of scope. The ontology 
concerns structural organization and constraint, not experiential description, normative 
evaluation, or empirical modeling. 

 

1.3 Structural Commitments 

The framework proceeds from explicit structural commitments rather than empirical hypotheses 
or metaphysical postulates. In this context, structural refers to constraints on organization that 
hold independently of any particular physical realization, mathematical formalism, or interpretive 
stance. 



Three distinct notions of necessity are employed and must be kept separate. Conceptual 
necessity concerns what follows by definition or analytic unpacking. Structural inevitability 
concerns what persists for systems under ordering and perturbation once specified conditions 
are satisfied. Conditional necessity concerns what becomes constrained for systems that 
instantiate a given regime and continue to persist. 

No claim in this ontology relies on conflating these categories. The regime transitions described 
are conditional and structural, not axiomatic or universally binding. 

 

1.4 Organization and Systemhood 

1.4.1 Minimal System Definition 

A system is defined minimally as a subset of structured difference whose internal relations are 
sufficiently constrained to remain identifiable under perturbation. Systemhood does not require 
physical embodiment, cognition, or agency. It requires only the persistence of relational 
structure across change. 

Such a system exhibits three minimal features: a boundary distinguishing it from its 
environment, coherence sufficient for re-identification, and internal relational constraint that 
differentiates its states from unconstrained variation. These features are structural rather than 
functional and do not presuppose awareness, valuation, or purpose. 

1.4.2 Structural Inevitability of Organization 

Once differentiated structure persists under ordering and is subject to ongoing perturbation, 
organization is not optional. Under these conditions, unconstrained variation is unstable, and 
relationally constrained structure constitutes the class of stable outcomes. 

This claim concerns structural inevitability rather than metaphysical necessity. It does not assert 
that organization must arise in every conceivable context, but that for systems in which 
differentiated structure persists under ordering and perturbation, organization is the stable 
resolution of continued existence. 

 

1.5 Ordering, Persistence, and Perturbation 

The ontology relies on three minimal structural conditions: ordering, persistence, and 
perturbation. These are not introduced as process models or empirical dynamics but as 
structural features necessary for organization. 

Ordering refers to asymmetric constraint within a system’s state space. It does not presuppose 
temporal sequence or causal law.​



 Persistence refers to continued re-identifiability across change, without implying substance or 
enduring identity.​
 Perturbation refers to exposure to variation, ensuring that constraint is tested rather than 
trivialized. 

Together, these conditions specify the minimal requirements under which organization becomes 
structurally stable. 

 

1.6 Regime Overview 

With these foundations in place, the ontology proceeds to articulate a sequence of 
organizational regimes: Relation, Information, Awareness, Value, Meaning, and Purpose. This 
overview is provided for orientation only and does not function as a derivation. 

Each regime introduces additional structural requirements. None are assumed to be universally 
instantiated. When such regimes occur, their form is constrained by the conditions established 
by prior regimes. 

 

2. Orientation and Method 

2.1 What This Work Is 

This work presents Informational Ontology as a scope-disciplined and internally sufficient 
ontological framework. It is articulated as a conditional regime ladder in which increasingly 
restrictive forms of organization become structurally constrained under specified conditions. 

The framework concerns organization rather than existence in the abstract. It characterizes the 
structural form that certain regimes exhibit when they occur, relative to the conditions that give 
rise to them. No claim is made that all regimes are instantiated universally, nor that their 
occurrence is metaphysically necessary in the strongest sense. 

The present revision is intended to stand on its own without reliance on developmental drafts, 
informal discussions, or external exposition. All foundational commitments and exclusions are 
stated explicitly in the text. 

 

2.2 Separation of Ontology and Application 



A strict distinction is maintained throughout between ontological structure and application. The 
ontology specifies structural constraints; applications are treated as possible instantiations of 
those constraints. 

Illustrative references to domains such as biology, artificial systems, or social organization do 
not ground the ontology. They serve only to test compatibility and clarify interpretation. No 
empirical success or failure in any domain licenses revision of the ontological structure 
described here. 

This one-way dependency—from ontology to application—is essential to the framework’s scope 
discipline. Applications may illuminate, but they do not justify. 

 

2.3 Evaluation Criteria 

The framework is intended to be evaluated on the basis of internal coherence, clarity of scope, 
and the adequacy of its stated premises and regime transitions. It is not evaluated by empirical 
prediction, experimental confirmation, or normative appeal. 

Disagreement with the ontology’s conclusions is compatible with engagement, provided the 
distinctions between structural claims and application, and between conditional constraint and 
universal necessity, are respected. 

 

3. Methodological Commitments 

3.1 Structural Orientation 

The ontology proceeds from explicit structural commitments rather than empirical hypotheses or 
metaphysical postulates. Claims concern what becomes constrained for systems under stated 
conditions, not what exists necessarily or universally. 

Justification is provided through conceptual analysis, identification of structural constraints, and 
consistency with stated scope and exclusions. No appeal is made to intuition, phenomenology, 
or authority. 

 

3.2 Conditional Necessity and Regime Transitions 

Regime transitions in the ontology are conditional. They do not express axiom-only entailment 
or metaphysical necessity. Instead, they specify how organizational possibilities become 
restricted when a system persists under ordering and perturbation. 



The arrows used to denote transitions should therefore be read as indicating conditional 
structural constraint. If a system instantiates the conditions of one regime and continues to 
persist, the forms of organization available to it become constrained in the manner described by 
the subsequent regime. 

 

3.3 Scope Discipline and Reader Guidance 

The framework is structured to support careful interpretation within a clearly defined scope. 
Many misreadings of ontological frameworks arise from differences in how claims are situated 
relative to method or application rather than from substantive disagreement. 

To reduce such ambiguity, explicit distinctions are maintained between ontological structure and 
empirical application, between structural constraint and metaphysical necessity, and between 
descriptive analysis and normative evaluation. References to awareness, value, meaning, and 
purpose specify structural regimes rather than experiential or ethical claims. 

Readers are encouraged to interpret later sections in light of the scope and exclusions 
established in Sections 1 and 2. Where familiar domains are mentioned, these references 
function illustratively and should be read as compatibility checks rather than explanatory 
reductions. 

 

4. Difference 
Difference is introduced as the minimal structural condition under which organization can be 
articulated. It is not presented as a metaphysical primitive or as an explanatory posit, but as the 
lowest level at which constraint can be meaningfully specified. 

Difference does not refer to observer-relative discrimination, linguistic contrast, or epistemic 
distinction. Nor does it presuppose identity, substance, or individuated entities. It denotes only 
non-equivalence: the fact that a system’s possible states are not all the same. Where no 
difference obtains, no structure, constraint, or organization can arise. 

Treated in this way, difference is neither an ontological claim about what exists nor a thesis 
about how existence should be understood. It functions as a structural precondition. Without 
difference, there is no basis for ordering, no persistence under perturbation, and no pathway 
toward relational organization. 

Importantly, the introduction of difference does not yet yield relation. Difference alone specifies 
only the presence of distinguishable states, not their organization or interaction. Relation 
emerges when difference is sustained across multiple states under ordering and persistence, 
allowing distinctions to acquire structural form. 



The transition from Difference (Δ) to Relation (R) should therefore be understood as a shift in 
organizational form rather than as logical entailment or metaphysical necessity. Relation is not 
added to difference as an additional principle; it is the manner in which difference becomes 
structurally articulated once the conditions specified in Section 1 are satisfied. 

 

5. Relation 
Relation arises when difference is not merely present, but sustained and constrained under 
conditions of ordering and persistence. The transition from Difference (Δ) to Relation (R) does 
not represent logical entailment, causal generation, or metaphysical production. It marks a 
change in organizational form: difference becoming structurally articulated. 

Relation, as used here, does not refer to relations between independently constituted entities. 
Nor does it presuppose plurality, interaction, or individuation in the classical metaphysical sense. 
Instead, relation denotes structured differentiation across states within a system, where 
distinctions are maintained in a way that allows them to cohere rather than collapse into 
unconstrained variation. 

Relation should not be conflated with interaction, influence, or causation. No claim is made at 
this stage about forces, dynamics, or processes. Relation is a structural condition, not a 
dynamical one. It specifies the patterned persistence of difference, not the mechanisms by 
which such patterns arise or change. 

Difference alone establishes that non-equivalence exists. Relation emerges when such 
non-equivalence is organized: when distinctions are held in place relative to one another under 
constraint. This stabilization allows difference to acquire form, making it possible for subsequent 
regimes—such as information and awareness—to be articulated without presupposing entities, 
observers, or causal frameworks. 

In this sense, Relation represents the first level at which organizational structure appears. It is 
neither added to Difference as an independent principle nor derived from it as a logical 
consequence. It is the manner in which Difference becomes structured once the minimal 
conditions for persistence and ordering are satisfied. 

 

6. Information 
Information arises when relational structure becomes re-identifiable under persistence. It is not 
introduced as message content, semantic meaning, or communicative signal, but as a structural 
condition: the capacity of organized relations to maintain distinguishable form across variation. 



In this sense, information does not depend on encoding, transmission, or interpretation. It does 
not presuppose observers, representations, or communicative contexts. A system instantiates 
information when its relational structure is sufficiently stable that differences can be tracked 
across change by the system itself, independent of whether any external agent registers them. 

This use of the term “information” is distinct from its role in communication theory or statistical 
models. Shannon-style information measures quantify properties of signal ensembles relative to 
transmission constraints; they do not characterize the organizational conditions under which 
relational structure becomes re-identifiable. The present framework concerns the latter, not the 
former. 

Re-identifiability should not be confused with identity persistence or symbolic representation. No 
claim is made that informational structure encodes content or stands for something else. Rather, 
information marks the point at which relations acquire sufficient stability to support constraint 
across states. 

Information, as defined here, remains non-semantic. It does not involve meaning, interpretation, 
or value. Those regimes require additional structural conditions and are addressed separately. 
The introduction of information specifies only the organizational threshold at which structured 
relations can be maintained and differentiated across ongoing variation. 

 

7. Awareness 
Awareness is introduced as a structural regime in which informational structure becomes locally 
registered within a system. It does not denote consciousness, subjectivity, experience, or 
phenomenology. Nor does it imply the presence of a subject, point of view, or representational 
stance. 

A system instantiates awareness when informational distinctions are not merely present as 
re-identifiable structure, but are internally differentiated in a way that allows them to modulate 
subsequent organization. Awareness, in this sense, is not a matter of what it is like to be a 
system, but of how informational variation becomes locally operative within it. 

This regime introduces an internal asymmetry between informational states. Some distinctions 
come to matter more than others for the system’s continued organization, not by virtue of 
interpretation or evaluation, but through differential constraint on subsequent transitions. 
Awareness therefore marks the point at which information becomes locally consequential. 

Importantly, awareness does not require representation. No claim is made that informational 
states stand for external objects or encode content. Awareness specifies only that informational 
differences are internally registered in a way that can influence the system’s own organization. 



The transition from Information (I) to Awareness (A) is conditional rather than necessary. Many 
systems instantiate informational structure without local registration. Awareness arises only 
when informational distinctions are internally differentiated such that they exert asymmetric 
influence on future organization. 

 

8. Value 
Value arises when informational distinctions are differentially weighted relative to a system’s 
persistence. It does not denote normative evaluation, ethical judgment, or preference in the 
psychological sense. Value, as used here, is entirely structural. 

A system instantiates value when some informational distinctions are more consequential than 
others for maintaining its organization across perturbation. This weighting is not imposed 
externally, nor is it the result of deliberation or choice. It reflects the system’s internal constraints 
on which transitions are stabilizing and which are destabilizing. 

Value therefore introduces asymmetry into informational relevance. While awareness allows 
informational distinctions to be locally registered, value specifies that some of those distinctions 
matter more than others for the system’s continued coherence. This matters-more-than relation 
is structural rather than normative. 

No claim is made that value at this level corresponds to goodness, desirability, or moral worth. 
Those concepts presuppose additional social, cognitive, or normative structures. The present 
regime concerns only differential constraint under persistence. 

The transition from Awareness (A) to Value (V) reflects a further restriction of organizational 
possibilities. Once informational distinctions are locally registered, continued persistence under 
perturbation constrains which of those distinctions can remain influential, giving rise to 
structured weighting. 

 

9. Meaning 
Meaning arises when value is organized across possible transitions. It does not consist in 
reference, semantics, linguistic content, or symbolic representation. Meaning, in this framework, 
is a structural property of systems that organize valued distinctions across alternative 
trajectories. 

A system instantiates meaning when its valued distinctions cohere across multiple possible 
futures, allowing transitions to be constrained not only by immediate stabilization but by their 



relation to broader patterns of organization. Meaning thus introduces cross-situational 
coherence into value. 

This regime should not be confused with interpretation or understanding. No claim is made that 
the system knows or represents what its informational distinctions are about. Meaning does not 
require language, symbols, or communicative intent. It is the organization of value across 
possible transitions, not the assignment of semantic content. 

Meaning therefore marks the point at which value ceases to be purely local. Valued distinctions 
become integrated across a space of possible transitions, allowing the system’s organization to 
reflect more than immediate constraint satisfaction. 

The transition from Value (V) to Meaning (M) is again conditional. Many systems exhibit value 
without cross-situational organization. Meaning arises only when valued distinctions are 
coherently structured across alternatives. 

 

10. Purpose 
Purpose is the regime in which organizational constraints are modulated across extended 
configurations. It does not involve goals, intentions, plans, or final causes. Purpose, as used 
here, is structural rather than teleological. 

A system instantiates purpose when the modulation of its constraints exhibits continuity across 
extended sequences of organization. Constraints are not merely applied locally or episodically, 
but are shaped and reshaped in ways that preserve organizational coherence over longer 
spans. 

Purpose should not be conflated with agency, desire, or rational planning. No claim is made that 
systems instantiating purpose have reasons, intentions, or conscious aims. Purpose specifies 
only that constraint modulation exhibits temporal extension and coherence. 

This regime represents the most restrictive organizational form described in the ontology. It 
depends on all prior regimes and cannot arise in their absence. Nevertheless, its occurrence 
remains conditional rather than universal. 

The transition from Meaning (M) to Purpose (P) reflects the further restriction of organizational 
possibilities once coherence across alternatives is extended across time. Purpose completes 
the regime ladder by describing how organization can become self-modulating without invoking 
teleology in the classical sense. 

​

Appendix Preface 



The appendices are provided to explore boundary cases, stress tests, comparative contexts, 
and downstream implications of the Informational Ontology. They do not introduce new 
ontological claims, revise regime definitions, or modify the structural commitments established in 
the main text. 

Engagement with the appendices is optional. The ontology stands independently of the material 
presented here. Where illustrative examples, comparisons, or speculative extensions are 
discussed, these should be read as exploratory rather than foundational. 

 

Appendix A — Awareness: Boundary Cases and 
Structural Limits 
This appendix examines boundary cases relevant to the Awareness regime, with the aim of 
clarifying what does and does not qualify as awareness within the framework. 

Awareness, as defined in the core text, requires localized registration of informational 
distinctions such that those distinctions exert asymmetric influence on subsequent organization. 
Several cases are examined to stress-test this definition, including systems that exhibit complex 
information processing without local registration, systems that respond adaptively to 
environmental variation without internal differentiation of informational states, and systems 
whose behavior is externally constrained rather than internally mediated. 

In each case, the analysis demonstrates that complexity, responsiveness, or functional 
sophistication alone is insufficient for awareness. What matters is whether informational 
distinctions are internally differentiated in a way that modulates the system’s own organization. 
Systems lacking this internal mediation may exhibit informational structure and even value, but 
do not instantiate awareness as defined here. 

These boundary cases are not presented to narrow the definition artificially, but to prevent 
equivocation between awareness and neighboring concepts such as sensitivity, reactivity, or 
complexity. 

 

Appendix B — Degeneracy, Redundancy, and Structural 
Stability 
This appendix addresses the role of degeneracy and redundancy in maintaining organizational 
stability across regimes. 



Degeneracy refers to the capacity of structurally distinct configurations to perform equivalent 
organizational roles. Redundancy refers to the presence of multiple instances of the same 
configuration. Both play a role in stabilizing systems under perturbation, but they do so in 
different ways. 

The analysis shows that degeneracy becomes increasingly important as systems transition from 
Information to Awareness and beyond. Localized registration and differential weighting introduce 
fragility that must be compensated by structurally diverse pathways capable of sustaining 
organization. Redundancy alone is insufficient at higher regimes, as it fails to support flexibility 
across perturbations. 

These considerations do not ground the ontology, but they illustrate how structural constraints 
interact with known organizational phenomena. They also clarify why higher regimes are rarer 
and more fragile than lower ones. 

 

Appendix C — Implications and Compatibility 
Considerations 
This appendix explores downstream implications and compatibility considerations of the 
Informational Ontology. It does not introduce new ontological claims, revise regime boundaries, 
or modify the structural commitments established in the main text. 

Topics addressed include compatibility with biological organization, artificial systems, and 
collective structures. In each case, the analysis asks whether the structural conditions specified 
by the ontology could, in principle, be instantiated, without asserting that they are or should be. 

Where artificial systems are discussed, the focus is on structural possibility rather than 
engineering feasibility. The appendix raises questions about what would be required for 
awareness, value, or purpose to arise in non-biological systems, without claiming that such 
conditions are currently met. 

Any conclusions drawn here are exploratory in character and should not be read as extending 
or revising the ontological commitments of the framework. 

 

Appendix D — Reflections and Future Directions 
This appendix offers a reflective summary and identifies possible directions for further 
exploration; it does not introduce new ontological claims or extend the framework beyond what 
is established in the main text. 



Possible future work includes formal modeling of regime transitions, comparative analysis with 
alternative ontological frameworks, and application-specific studies aimed at testing 
compatibility rather than grounding. These directions are not prescriptive and do not imply 
incompleteness in the ontology as presented. 

The purpose of this appendix is to situate the Informational Ontology within a broader research 
landscape while maintaining strict scope discipline. 
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