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Part I: Overview
This is not a volume that finds examples for cosmology, but one that brings cosmology face to face with the 
world
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology remains at the level of ontological narrative, it is still only a highly developed 
intellectual framework;
but if it is to become a foundational orientation, a standard of judgment, and a method of action for an era of 
civilization, it must move beyond itself, enter the world, and confront the most difficult questions concerning 
history, science, religion, life, humanity, AGI, and interstellar civilization.
This volume's task, therefore, is not to find a few decorative examples for cosmology,
still less to package cosmology as an absolute doctrine that excludes science and places itself above experience.
What it actually seeks to do is something more serious:
to bring Emergent Meaning Cosmology face to face with the world,
and test whether it truly possesses cross-domain explanatory power, awareness of boundaries, integrative scope, 
and real-world generative power.
This is precisely what most distinguishes this volume from an ordinary “appendix” or “supplementary 
explanation.”
Its purpose is not to make the main book seem richer,
but to answer a more crucial question:
Can this framework
truly explain the world we inhabit,
and then guide us in how to enter that world, rebuild it, and move toward the future?
If it cannot,
then, however complete its language, it remains merely an internally consistent system of thought;
if it can,
then it will no longer be merely a theory within a book,
but will become the foundational orientation of all subsequent manuscripts, all civilizational judgments, all 
institutional design, and every process of action.
This volume must therefore first make its position clear.
First, it does not directly validate the empirical truth of metaphysical ontological propositions.
It does not try to prove empirically that “eternity exists,” “superconsciousness exists,” or “the soul exists,”
nor does it disguise ontological postulates as natural-scientific propositions whose truth can be directly 
established by experiment.
This is not because these questions are unimportant,
but because what this volume addresses is not “how ultimate being can be empirically measured,”
but this:
When a higher-order framework is placed before the real world, does it possess greater explanatory and 
generative capacities?
Second, it validates the framework's explanatory power, rather than the intensity of a believer's faith.
Explanatory power does not mean that the theory can make everything sound mysterious.
It means whether, without abolishing the individual disciplines,
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it can offer a higher-level, consistent explanation of some of the most central, difficult, and cross-disciplinary 
questions.
Can it explain why the universe is more than a purely accidental accumulation,
why human beings are more than advanced organisms,
why religion repeatedly appears,
why the boundaries of science persist,
why civilization repeatedly loses the balance between meaning and structure,
why AGI will bring the question “Why will human beings still be needed?” fully to the fore,
and why interstellar civilization is an extension of the order of meaning rather than romantic expansion?
Third, it seeks not to replace science, religion, philosophy, and civilizational theory, but to provide higher-level 
coordinates for locating them.
Science investigates regularities in the empirical world;
religion preserves humanity's historical responses to transcendence, salvation, ultimate belonging, and order;
philosophy clarifies concepts and questions boundaries;
civilizational theory addresses institutions, technology, history, and communities.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology has value,
that value lies not in eliminating these fields,
but in explaining
why they are not isolated from one another,
and what, exactly, they all touch upon.
Fourth, it must move beyond explanation into application.
For Emergent Meaning Cosmology should not remain merely “a lofty system for speculation.”
If it is truly to become a foundational orientation,
it must be able to take further concrete form as principles of civilizational judgment, an underlying orientation 
for institutional design, directions for technology governance, boundaries for human–machine symbiosis, and 
premises for interstellar civilization.
In other words, it cannot merely explain the universe;
it must also explain
why subsequent manuscripts such as the Civilization Leap trilogy, Civilizational Perpetuity, and Immortality of 
Meaning take it as a deeper underlying orientation.
Not because it supplies grander narrative decoration,
but because it seeks to answer:
Why does existence unfold? Why does meaning become manifest? Why is life worthy of being sustained? Why 
must the future remain accessible?
Direction and outcomes: Why cosmology supplies not only direction, but coordinates for outcomes
Once Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes a foundational orientation, it brings not only a higher direction, 
but also clear coordinates for outcomes.
Direction answers: Why set out, where are we headed, and how do we avoid drifting off course?
Outcomes answer: What, ultimately, is this direction to deliver?
In terms of direction, this cosmology requires us continually to return to a higher-level judgment:
Are all designs for institutions, technology, civilization, and the future expanding primordial meaning for 
eternity?
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Are they keeping the channels of meaning open?
Are they enabling life, civilization, and the future to be more deeply sustained?
This means it provides boundaries as well as a vision:
it requires us to distinguish what opens the future from what constricts it;
what strengthens the subject from what thins the subject out;
what makes meaning manifest from what numbs the human heart.
It is therefore an overarching direction, not an abstract position.
Yet direction alone is insufficient.
A framework genuinely capable of becoming a foundational orientation
must also supply coordinates for outcomes.
And within your overall system, Emergent Meaning Cosmology corresponds precisely to three groups of 
outcomes.
The first comprises the three goals of Civilization Leap:
freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and a more meaningful life.
These are not three parallel slogans, but progressively deeper outcomes, from civilization's minimum baseline to 
the fullness of life.
Freedom from survival insecurity requires civilization to possess a foundation that reliably safeguards life and 
prevents its being engulfed by large-scale risks;
happiness in everyday life requires technology, institutions, and resource allocation to begin serving actual 
quality of life rather than merely system efficiency;
a more meaningful life requires individuals to be genuinely needed, to enter richer positions, and to prevent their 
time and participation from repeatedly being reduced to zero.
Together these three constitute the first set of standards for realizing Civilization Leap in the real world.
The second group comprises the outcomes of civilizational perpetuity.
If Civilization Leap addresses “how to cross the rupture zone,”
civilizational perpetuity addresses “whether what emerges on the other side can remain viable over the long 
term.”
Its outcomes include, at a minimum:
long-term stability rather than high-pressure immobilization;
openness rather than closure, instead of locking the future into a single path;
the ability to correct course rather than merely drifting further and further away;
the ability to extend across generations rather than repeatedly being reduced to zero in time;
and, ultimately, the qualifications to move toward a future on a larger scale.
In other words, civilizational perpetuity does not mean “living a little longer,”
but developing a highly mature form of civilization that is open, stable, able to correct course, and capable of 
extending across generations.
The third group comprises the outcomes of immortality of meaning.
This is not a simplistic religious promise,
but something on firmer ground:
the genuine participation of individuals and civilizations is not readily swallowed up by sheer temporality.
At the individual level, it means that a person's actions, creations, relationships, and contributions are not 
completely reduced to zero in civilizational terms;
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at the civilizational level, it means that civilization no longer merely keeps forgetting and destroying itself, but 
begins to accumulate meaning, contribution, and direction;
at a higher level, it means that the genuine responses of finite lives within finite circumstances can enter into a 
more enduring resonance of existence.
Immortality of meaning is therefore not empty lyricism, but the highest expression of the question “Can genuine 
participation be preserved, extended, and responded to over a longer horizon?”
Thus, once Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes a foundational orientation, what it brings is not merely an 
explanatory framework,
but an entire dual coordinate system of direction and outcomes.
It requires us continually to ask:
• Is this undertaking headed in the right direction?
• Does it genuinely serve the three goals of Civilization Leap?
• Does it strengthen the conditions for civilizational perpetuity?
• Does it make the genuine participation of individuals and civilizations less liable to reduction to zero?
For precisely this reason, it is more than a theory for explaining the world:
it is a yardstick of direction and outcomes for all subsequent manuscripts, all institutional design, and every 
process of action.
This volume will therefore follow a dual path.
On the one hand,
it will test the explanatory power of Emergent Meaning Cosmology
across multiple dimensions: the origins of the universe and humanity, religion, science's unsolved mysteries, the 
boundaries of modern science, history and civilization, AGI, and interstellar civilization.
The aim is not to prove that it replaces existing disciplines in every detail,
but to test whether it can provide
an explanatory framework at a higher level, with greater consistency and a stronger awareness of boundaries,
for these questions that are scattered across fields yet deeply related.
On the other hand,
it will further translate this explanatory power into civilizational principles.
In other words, this volume will not be satisfied with saying “what cosmology explains,”
but will go on to ask:
How can it become the foundational orientation for all subsequent writing and processes of action?
How can it guide our handling of technology, institutions, the human heart, education, AGI governance, the 
contribution-value system, a participatory society, civilizational perpetuity, and interstellar civilization?
How can it become the foundational orientation for judging “everything within a process, and every process”?
Thus, from the outset, this volume must establish one statement:
This is not a volume that finds examples for cosmology,
but one that brings cosmology face to face with the world.
From here, we enter Chapter 1.
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Chapter 1. Why Emergent Meaning Cosmology Needs a Volume 
on “Validation of Explanatory Power and Civilizational 
Applications”
The truly difficult moment for a theory is not when it is first written,
but when, having completed its own construction, it must face the world.
As long as a theory remains within itself,
it can always appear complete.
Concepts can support one another, structures can nest layer upon layer, and language can create an imposing 
sense of internal consistency.
Even the grandest propositions—eternity, primordial meaning, the universe, superconsciousness, the soul, the 
human heart, lived meaning, structural meaning, and meaning in practice—
can illuminate one another within the text and form a chain that appears already complete.
But this is not enough.
For any truly ambitious theory ultimately cannot be satisfied with “holding together internally.”
It must answer a more serious question:
When placed before the real world, does it still hold?
This is precisely the question Emergent Meaning Cosmology must face.
If it were merely a book of high-level thought,
then an account of ontological structure, the manifestation chain, and levels of meaning might already suffice.
It could exist as a broad framework
for people to contemplate, draw upon, and find inspiration in at particular points.
But if it is more than a system of thought,
if it is to become the deeper foundational orientation for Civilization Leap, civilizational perpetuity, immortality 
of meaning, human–machine symbiosis, AGI governance, the contribution-value system, a participatory society, 
future strategy, and interstellar civilization,
then it cannot remain at the stage of “looking complete enough.”
It must keep moving,
into a more difficult and still more unavoidable stage:
facing the world, undergoing testing, and taking concrete form as method.
This is the fundamental reason why a volume on Validation of Explanatory Power and Civilizational 
Applications must exist.

1. The main book establishes “cosmology's skeleton,” not “cosmology's relationship with 
the world”
The main book's most important work is to establish a skeleton.
That is, it first accomplishes several fundamental tasks:
• It asks anew why existence unfolds, rather than merely how the world operates;
• It redefines primordial meaning as the underlying directional ground of unfolding, rather than an addition to 

worldly life;
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• It reorganizes the relationships among eternity, the universe, the soul, the world, the human heart, 
consciousness, lived meaning, structural meaning, and meaning in practice;

• It explains anew that meaning is neither a subjective illusion nor mere social packaging, but a real structure 
that becomes manifest from higher levels all the way down to civilization and practical reality;

• It reestablishes that civilizational problems are ultimately not purely about resources, institutions, or 
technology, but about how meaning enters structure and how structure, in turn, can continually sustain life.

These tasks are crucial.
Without them, Emergent Meaning Cosmology would not become a genuine theory.
Yet we must acknowledge
that what the main book establishes is still primarily the “skeleton.”
It answers:
• How this cosmology holds together internally;
• How its higher-level structure is organized;
• How its manifestation chain unfolds;
• Why it can provide a foundational orientation for direction and outcomes.
But it has not yet fully answered another level of questions:
• How this framework should position itself in relation to modern science;
• How, in relation to religion, it should explain religion's continuing appearance;
• How, in relation to the origins of life and humanity, it should explain the position of the “bearer of meaning”;
• How, in relation to civilizational history, it should explain the prolonged imbalance between meaning and 

structure;
• How, in relation to AGI, it should explain why the question of meaning will be brought fully to the fore;
• How, in relation to interstellar civilization, it should explain that greater scale is not automatic proof of greater 

maturity;
• How, in relation to governance, institutions, education, culture, healing the human heart, and the long-term 

future, it can genuinely become a unified foundational orientation and a method for the entire process.
In other words,
the main book establishes cosmology itself,
but has not yet fully developed “cosmology's relationship with the world.”
And once a theory genuinely seeks to enter civilizational practice,
this relationship is precisely
what it can least afford to evade.
For all genuine controversies, misreadings, doubts, and potential strengths
will begin here.
Thus, Validation of Explanatory Power and Civilizational Applications is not an optional appendix,
but the necessary next step after completion of the main book.
Without this step, the main book would still resemble a highly developed system of thought;
with it, the main book truly begins to face the world.
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2. This volume does not find examples for cosmology; it subjects cosmology to testing 
against the real world
One distinction must first be made clear:
this volume is not intended to find examples that “seem to fit” Emergent Meaning Cosmology.
It is not the familiar kind of text that forces connections:
first assuming that the main book is entirely correct, then selecting phenomena from reality that look somewhat 
similar,
and finally packaging those phenomena as “proof of cosmology.”
That approach is too weak,
and too dangerous.
It would not genuinely strengthen cosmology,
but weaken it instead.
It would quickly draw the entire system into a self-confirming circle:
• First assume that one is right;
• Then find supporting material in the world;
• Avoid everything inconvenient;
• Finally compress all of complex reality into footnotes to one's own theory.
This is not testing,
but the protection of belief.
Truly serious work does precisely the opposite.
What it must do is
bring cosmology face to face with the areas of the real world that are most complex, most difficult, and most 
likely to refute it.
Thus, this volume deals not with “examples,”
but with “testing grounds.”
It will place Emergent Meaning Cosmology before several crucial questions:
• The origin of the universe: Can it provide a more consistent explanation than frameworks of pure chance, pure 

mechanism, or pure command?
• The origins of life and humanity: Can it explain “why development reaches the stage of bearers of meaning”?
• Religion: Can it explain why religion continues to emerge across civilizations without slipping into 

absolutism?
• The boundaries of science: Can it explain why the stronger science becomes, the more sharply questions of 

boundaries are brought into focus?
• History and civilization: Can it explain why humanity repeatedly experiences prolonged imbalance between 

meaning and structure?
• AGI: Can it explain why artificial intelligence turns “Why will human beings still be needed?” into a question 

for civilization as a whole?
• Interstellar civilization: Can it explain why greater scale is not automatic proof of greater maturity?
• Governance, institutions, education, culture, the subject, and the future: Can it genuinely take concrete form as 

direction, outcomes, and method?
Only after these tests
will cosmology cease to be merely a statement about itself.
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Only then will it truly begin to acquire real-world strength.
This volume is therefore not a “companion explanation,”
but a deliberate move toward testing.
Its purpose is not to make cosmology look richer,
but to have it demonstrate that it is not a narrative suspended above reality.

3. What this volume validates is not ontological truth, but the framework's explanatory 
power, integrative scope, awareness of boundaries, and generative power
As soon as “validation” is mentioned,
a question immediately arises that must be clarified in advance:
What exactly is this volume intended to validate?
Unless that question is made clear,
the entire volume will immediately be misunderstood.
Outside readers will naturally ask:
Are you trying to prove directly that eternity exists, that superconsciousness exists, that the soul exists, and that 
primordial meaning is a measurable object?
If so, the whole volume will be drawn into a position inappropriate to it.
For this empiricist kind of “ontological proof”
is neither this volume's greatest strength
nor the task it should actually undertake.
What this volume actually validates is not ontological truth,
but whether the framework itself genuinely possesses the following capacities:
First, explanatory power
Can it provide a higher-level, consistent explanation
of multiple questions that are scattered across domains yet deeply related?
For example:
Can the questions of why existence unfolds, why life bears meaning, why civilization becomes unbalanced, and 
why the future must remain accessible be brought back onto the same deeper central thread?
Second, integrative scope
Can it enable different fields genuinely to see one another?
Rather than assigning cosmic origins to cosmology, religion to religious studies, civilization to political science, 
and AI to technology governance,
can it explain at a higher level
why all these questions touch on the same deeper question of direction?
Third, awareness of boundaries
Does it know what it is not?
Can it clearly distinguish among:
• Metaphysical postulates;
• Interpretive inferences;
• Open hypotheses that connect with science;
• Principles of civilizational application?
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If the boundaries are unclear, the framework will quickly conflate different things and ultimately lose 
credibility.
Fourth, generative power
Can it do more than explain problems,
and also generate judgments, principles, a language preceding institutional design, and methods for the entire 
process?
In other words, can it genuinely enter civilizational design, rather than remain something to admire at an 
elevated level?
Thus, what this volume calls “validation”
is not an ultimate determination of truth in the empiricist sense,
but a test of the framework at a higher level.
The question it seeks to answer is not:
Has this cosmology already proved all its ontological propositions empirically?
It is:
Is this cosmology strong enough to become a unified foundational orientation and method for an era of 
civilization?
Once this is established,
the nature of the entire volume becomes clear:
it is not pseudoscientific self-confirmation,
not a defense of belief,
and not elevated lyricism;
it is a higher-order integrative framework confronting the real world in full.

4. This volume must also concern “civilizational applications,” because explanation 
remains insufficient unless it takes concrete form as method
Even if a cosmology passes multidimensional tests of explanatory power,
it does not automatically become civilization's foundational orientation.
For strong explanatory power
does not mean that it has already become method.
Many theories are profound enough.
They can help people “understand.”
Yet after understanding,
people may still continue to lose their way in reality.
Why?
Because between explanation and action
there remains something crucial:
method.
Method is not as simple as an operating manual.
It means:
• How to prioritize when different goals conflict;
• How to identify whether an apparently very reasonable local optimum represents a departure from the overall 

course;
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• How to maintain a higher direction when the languages of risk, efficiency, control, and competition all sound 
persuasive;

• How to judge whether an apparently mature institutional design thickens life or makes it thinner;
• How, when a process is moving smoothly, to judge midway whether it remains true to a higher direction;
• How, when a plan has been completed, to bring it to final integration rather than merely assessing completion 

rates and surface results.
In other words,
if cosmology cannot enter judgment, prioritization, design, course correction, and final integration,
it remains mere thought.
It has not yet genuinely become a foundational orientation.
And what you truly need is not a cosmology that holds only inside theoretical books.
You need a unified methodological background capable of entering:
• Meaning Dynamics;
• AGI-COS;
• The Common Window Protocol;
• The contribution-value system;
• The meaning economy;
• Dream Garden;
• A participatory society;
• Education, culture, healing the human heart, and rebuilding the subject;
• Civilizational Perpetuity;
• Interstellar civilization;
• And all subsequent strategic manuscripts.
This is why “validation of explanatory power” must be immediately followed by “civilizational applications.”
In other words,
“applications” appears in this volume's title
not to make it more practical,
but because, without application,
explanatory power has still not undergone its most important transformation.
It has not yet become civilizational method.

5. This volume's place in the overall system: A volume of connection, testing, and 
concrete translation into practice, rather than a supplement
At this point, the volume's position can be defined more clearly.
First, it is a volume of connection.
It genuinely connects the main book's ontological chain and manifestation chain with the middle-level 
civilizational language of Meaning Dynamics.
Without this step, a gap would remain between cosmology and civilizational theory.
It is also a volume of testing.
Rather than repeating the main book,
it places it before the most complex questions of the real world,
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testing its explanatory power, awareness of boundaries, and generative power.
Without this step, cosmology might still hold only internally.
It is also a volume that translates the framework into concrete practice.
It transforms higher direction into:
• Coordinates for outcomes;
• Relational principles;
• A foundational orientation for institutions;
• A foundational orientation for governance;
• A foundational orientation for education and culture;
• A foundational orientation for civilizational perpetuity and interstellar civilization;
• And methods for the entire process.
Without this step,
cosmology has not yet truly entered the world.
This volume is therefore neither an incidental embellishment
nor an attempt to enlarge the system's bulk.
Its place within the whole structure is in fact crucial:
the main book establishes cosmology's ontology;
this volume completes the entire process through which cosmology faces the world, enters civilization, and 
takes concrete form as method.
Without it,
the main book might still be regarded as a highly developed but rather abstract system of thought.
With it,
cosmology truly begins to possess real-world capacities on the scale of civilization.

6. Ultimately, this volume addresses not only “whether cosmology holds,” but “whether it 
can become the shared foundational orientation of every subsequent manuscript”
This point is especially important.
If this volume is understood only as a defense of a theory,
it will still be written too superficially.
What it actually addresses
is not merely whether cosmology can make a consistent case for itself,
but, more importantly,
whether it is sufficiently deep, sufficiently stable, sufficiently clear about its boundaries, and sufficiently 
generative
to become the shared foundational orientation of all subsequent manuscripts.
This means that it must ultimately demonstrate:
• That it can provide higher-level anchoring for Meaning Dynamics;
• That it can provide a unified foundational orientation for AGI-COS, the Common Window Protocol, and 

governance manuscripts;
• That it can provide a unified foundational orientation for the contribution-value system, the meaning 

economy, Dream Garden, and a participatory society;
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• That it can provide a unified foundational orientation for education, culture, healing the human heart, and 
rebuilding the subject;

• That it can provide a unified foundational orientation for Civilizational Perpetuity, interstellar civilization, and 
all strategic manuscripts concerning the long-term future;

• And ultimately, that it can become a method for judging, prioritizing, and bringing the world to final 
integration.

In other words, this volume is not merely one part of cosmology.
It is actually addressing something larger:
Whether Emergent Meaning Cosmology is genuinely qualified to become the shared starting point for all 
subsequent writing and civilizational design.
This is its most crucial work.

7. This volume's writing principles: No deification, no retreat, no empty theorizing
To accomplish this task, this volume must uphold three writing principles together.
First, no deification
It must not present cosmology as an elevated, untouchable doctrine.
It must be willing to confront the hardest questions of the real world
and undergo testing by science, history, technology, civilization, and the future.
Otherwise it will look more like a belief than a framework.
Second, no retreat
Nor may it weaken itself into a vague position
under pressure from modern systems of knowledge.
It must dare to assert:
• Existence is not neutral;
• Meaning is not an illusory by-product;
• Direction takes precedence over efficiency;
• The future must remain accessible;
• Technological enhancement must be accompanied by strengthening the subject;
• Civilizational stability takes precedence over local optimization;
• Symbiosis is a direction, not a strategy.
These are not embellishments, but firm judgments that must be upheld.
Third, no empty theorizing
It cannot remain merely a general account.
It must genuinely take concrete form in:
• Pathways, roles, contribution, and carrying forward;
• Governance, institutions, education, and culture;
• Healing the human heart and rebuilding the subject;
• Long-term strategy and interstellar civilization;
and ultimately become a method for the entire process.
Otherwise every higher-level judgment may still fail in reality.
Only by upholding these three principles
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can this volume avoid becoming:
• Yet another abstract worldview;
• Yet another elevated discourse;
• Or yet another idealized narrative that reality easily sidesteps.
Only then will it truly become a volume in which cosmology faces the world.

8. What this chapter must ultimately establish: Why this volume is indispensable
Thus, what this chapter must establish in the end is not a mild explanatory statement,
but a firmer judgment:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology needs a volume on “validation of explanatory power and civilizational 
applications”
because only through this step
can it cease to be merely an internally complete theory
and become a shared foundational orientation that faces the world, enters civilization, and takes concrete form as 
method.
Without this volume,
cosmology might still hold,
yet lack sufficient real-world capacity;
with this volume,
it truly begins to become:
• A framework that faces reality;
• A framework that tests itself;
• A framework that calibrates direction and outcomes;
• A methodological background that enters institutions, governance, education, culture, and the design of the 

future.
This is the entire reason for the volume's existence.
Its purpose is not to add another layer of explanation to the main book,
but to enable that book truly to cross the fault line between theory and reality.
The statement this chapter must ultimately establish is therefore:
This is not a volume that finds examples for Emergent Meaning Cosmology,
but one that brings Emergent Meaning Cosmology face to face with the world, subjects it to testing, and makes 
it a civilizational method.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
This volume does not validate ontological truth, but the framework's explanatory power, integrative scope, 
awareness of boundaries, and generative power.
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Chapter 2. This Volume Does Not Validate Ontological Truth, 
but the Framework's Explanatory Power, Integrative Scope, 
Awareness of Boundaries, and Generative Power
A cosmology concerned with eternity, primordial meaning, superconsciousness, the soul, and the human heart
almost immediately faces a question as soon as it enters real-world discussion:
What exactly are you trying to prove?
This question must first receive a clear answer.
Otherwise, once this volume turns to the origin of the universe, religion, science's unsolved mysteries, AGI, and 
interstellar civilization,
the entire work can easily be mistaken for something else:
• Pseudoscientific self-confirmation;
• A substitute for religion;
• Pure philosophical lyricism;
• Or a grand narrative that cannot be tested.
This volume must therefore begin by stating the boundaries of its task very clearly.

1. This volume does not directly validate the empirical truth of metaphysical ontological 
propositions
The first thing this volume does not do is disguise metaphysical ontological propositions as natural-scientific 
propositions.
It does not seek to prove directly, through empiricism:
• That eternity exists;
• That superconsciousness exists;
• That the soul exists;
• That primordial meaning can be observed as some kind of “thing.”
The reason is straightforward.
These propositions do not, in the first place, concern objects entirely on the same level as empirical 
measurement.
If they are forcibly placed in the category of what can be “directly determined by experiment,”
the result will often not be successful proof,
but the crude reduction of an ontological question that properly belongs at a higher level
to a question that does not fit it at all.
This does not mean they are unimportant,
nor that arbitrary nonsense may be said about them.
Quite the contrary:
precisely because these propositions matter,
they must all the more be returned to forms of testing appropriate to them.
In other words, this volume does not evade ontological questions,
but refuses to use a method inappropriate to those questions
to manufacture a seemingly scientific but actually misplaced “proof.”
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This volume must therefore establish one statement from the outset:
This volume does not directly validate the empirical truth of metaphysical ontological propositions.
This is not retreat,
but methodological clarity.

2. What this volume actually validates is whether the framework possesses explanatory 
power
If it does not directly validate ontological truth,
what, then, does this volume validate?
The answer is:
It validates whether Emergent Meaning Cosmology, as a higher-order integrative framework,
possesses sufficiently strong explanatory power.
Here, “explanatory power”
does not mean making everything more mysterious,
nor competing with existing disciplines for authority over every question.
It means:
Can this framework, without abolishing individual disciplines,
offer a higher-level, consistent account
of some of the most crucial, difficult, and cross-domain questions?
It must answer at least the following:
• Why existence is not a purely meaningless backdrop;
• Why the universe allows complexity, life, and consciousness to emerge;
• Why human beings not only survive but also ask “What is worthwhile?”;
• Why religion continually arises in different civilizations;
• Why science is extremely powerful, yet questions of boundaries still do not disappear;
• Why civilizational questions ultimately return to questions of meaning, carrying forward, and the future;
• Why AGI will make “Why will human beings still be needed?” a central question of the era;
• Why even the strongest civilization can drift off course without calibration against a higher direction.
If a cosmology cannot face these questions,
then however grand its language, it remains merely a system that looks attractive from within.
But if it can establish higher-level consistency among these questions,
it is no longer merely a form of personal philosophical reflection,
and begins to approach a genuinely useful overarching explanatory framework.
Thus, the first thing this volume actually validates is:
Does Emergent Meaning Cosmology possess explanatory power?

3. Explanatory power is not vague praise: It has four testable criteria
If “explanatory power” is merely a term of praise,
it has little value.
We must therefore clarify further:
How can explanatory power be tested?
I suggest that this volume condense explanatory power into four criteria.
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1. Compression power
That is:
Can it use fewer higher-level principles
to explain more otherwise scattered phenomena?
A weak framework needs to invent a separate account for every question;
a strong framework can explain:
• Why questions of the universe relate to questions of civilization;
• Why questions of religion relate to questions of the human heart;
• Why questions of AGI relate to questions of carrying meaning forward;
• Why questions about the boundaries of science relate to questions of directional calibration.
If a framework can explain only a single local area,
it is not yet a higher-order framework.
A higher-order framework must first possess compression power.

2. Consistency
That is:
Can it enable questions that were previously separated
to see one another again at a higher level?
A genuinely powerful explanation
does not merely make a persuasive case in each chapter
while leaving the chapters unrelated.
Rather, as you move from the origin of the universe to the origin of humanity,
from religion to the boundaries of science,
from civilization to AGI and interstellar civilization,
you discover
that these are not a collection of isolated topics,
but all point toward a deeper question.
Only if a framework can do this
does it possess integrative scope.

3. Clarity of boundaries
A theory is strong not only because of how much it discusses,
but also because it knows what it does not discuss.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to hold,
it must clearly distinguish:
• What constitutes metaphysical postulates;
• What constitutes interpretive inferences;
• What constitutes hypotheses connecting with science;
• What constitutes principles of civilizational application.
Without these boundaries,
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the entire system will slide into conflation:
ontology looks like science, science like belief, application like a manifesto, and a manifesto like truth.
And once the boundaries become confused,
even great explanatory power will quickly lose credibility.
The maturity of a framework
therefore depends not only on how much it can explain,
but also on whether it knows where to stop.

4. Real-world generative power
This is the most crucial point.
If a theory can only explain,
but cannot generate new judgments, new methods, or new institutional directions,
it remains insufficient.
For what you truly need
is not merely “a framework for understanding the world,”
but “a framework for guiding civilizational processes.”
This volume must therefore ultimately also test:
• Whether it can generate new principles of civilizational judgment;
• Whether it can provide a unified foundational orientation for subsequent manuscripts;
• Whether it can help us judge what constitutes drift, what constitutes closure, and what constitutes a genuine 

leap;
• Whether it can take concrete form as a methodological background for institutions, governance, education, 

human–machine symbiosis, and civilizational perpetuity.
If it cannot,
it remains merely an elevated explanation;
if it can,
only then does it genuinely possess real-world generative power.
Thus, this volume does not validate an abstract question of “whether it makes sense,”
but these four things:
compression power, consistency, clarity of boundaries, and real-world generative power.

4. This volume also undertakes “framework testing,” not “proof of belief”
Another misconception must be clarified separately here:
this volume does not seek supporters for a system of belief,
but subjects a framework to testing.
There is an enormous difference between the two.
The logic of proving a belief usually runs as follows:
• First assume it must be correct;
• Then seek material supporting it;
• Downplay or sidestep every inconvenient part.
The logic of framework testing is precisely the reverse:
• First clarify the boundaries;
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• Then place the framework before the real world's most difficult questions;
• See how much it can actually explain, how much it can generate, and how much counterargument it can 

withstand.
This volume must choose the latter.
For if Emergent Meaning Cosmology genuinely has strength,
it does not need belief to protect it,
but must dare to confront the hardest questions:
• In addressing the origin of the universe, does it have greater explanatory power than an account based on pure 

chance?
• In addressing life and humanity, does it have greater explanatory power than pure functionalism?
• In addressing religion, does it have greater explanatory power than a simplistic “religion is an illusion” 

account?
• In addressing the boundaries of science, can it distinguish more reliably between “science does not work” and 

“science has boundaries”?
• In addressing civilization and AGI, can it genuinely provide higher-level direction and coordinates for 

outcomes?
In other words,
this volume is not written to defend a system of belief,
but to test whether a framework is actually qualified to become a foundational orientation.

5. Why this volume must validate capacity for application as well as explanatory power
If it tests only explanatory power,
this volume will remain incomplete.
For within your overall system, Emergent Meaning Cosmology
is not a purely speculative text suspended high above reality.
What it seeks to become
is the foundational orientation for every subsequent manuscript, every judgment, all institutional design, and 
every process of action.
This means
that beyond validating explanatory power,
this volume must also validate something else:
Can the framework genuinely take concrete form as a capacity for application?
Capacity for application does not mean mechanically imposing cosmology on every field.
It means asking whether, at a higher level, it can provide:
• Direction;
• Coordinates for outcomes;
• Standards of judgment;
• Awareness of boundaries;
• An ordering of levels;
• A core commitment to the long term;
• The capacity to calibrate the human heart;
• Methods for the entire process, from framing the question to final integration.
If it can only explain
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and cannot generate methods in these respects,
it cannot yet be called a “foundational orientation.”
A foundational orientation is foundational
precisely because it enters every process.
This volume must therefore make clear from the outset:
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to hold,
it must withstand tests of explanatory power
and tests of its capacity for application.
The former determines whether it is a strong framework;
the latter determines whether it is a framework that can genuinely enter civilizational practice.

6. So what is this volume's actual task?
At this point, the volume's task can be condensed very clearly.
It is not:
• To prove the empirical truth of every ontological proposition;
• To replace science;
• To replace religion;
• To replace philosophy;
• To use cosmology to solve everything single-handedly.
What it actually seeks to do is:
Test whether Emergent Meaning Cosmology is a sufficiently strong higher-order integrative framework.
In other words, it tests:
• Whether it can explain more phenomena with fewer higher-level principles;
• Whether it can establish greater consistency across different fields;
• Whether it can maintain clear boundaries without sliding into conflation;
• Whether it can take concrete form as a foundational orientation for civilizational judgment, institutional 

design, and methods for processes.
Only if all four steps hold
will Emergent Meaning Cosmology cease to be merely a theory within a book
and truly become the overarching background for all your subsequent writing and action.
The statement this chapter must ultimately establish is therefore:
This volume does not validate ontological truth,
but the framework's explanatory power, integrative scope, awareness of boundaries, and generative power.
From here,
the next chapter must proceed to a more specific question:
Where, exactly, do the boundaries lie in the relationships of Emergent Meaning Cosmology
with science, religion, philosophy, and civilizational theory?
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Chapter 3. The Boundaries of Emergent Meaning Cosmology's 
Relationships with Science, Religion, Philosophy, and 
Civilizational Theory
Any framework that seeks to address at once the origin of the universe, the unfolding of life, the manifestation 
of the human heart, civilizational direction, and the future order
almost immediately faces a question as soon as it enters real-world discussion:
What category does it actually belong to?
Is it science?
Religion?
Philosophy?
Or a form of civilizational theory?
Unless this question is clarified first,
the rest of the volume will repeatedly encounter misreadings.
For once Emergent Meaning Cosmology is mistakenly placed within a single framework,
it will either be required to perform a task that is not its own at all,
or be incorrectly judged invalid for failing to perform that task.
This chapter must therefore first complete a foundational task:
clearly delineating the boundaries of the relationships between Emergent Meaning Cosmology and science, 
religion, philosophy, and civilizational theory.
This is not for self-protection,
but to allow the framework to be understood in its most appropriate position.

1. It is not science, but must be compatible with science
First and foremost, Emergent Meaning Cosmology is not natural science.
It does not use experimental design, repeatable observation, and mathematical modeling
to establish empirical laws directly concerning physical objects.
It does not replace cosmology, biology, neuroscience, or evolutionary theory.
To insist on treating it as a scientific theory,
for example by requiring it to prove directly the empirical existence of eternity, superconsciousness, or the soul,
or to identify independently measurable objects in repeatable experiments,
is already to draw it into a position that does not fit it.
Yet the fact that it is not science
does not mean that it may oppose science.
On the contrary, if it is to hold,
it must be compatible with science.
Compatibility here
does not mean rewriting scientific conclusions as its own subordinates.
It means acknowledging:
• Science has irreplaceable explanatory authority over the empirical world;
• Science is highly reliable within its domain of objects;
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• No metaphysical framework may bypass science and make arbitrary assertions about empirical details;
• Every higher-level explanation must respect the firm constraints established by empirical research.
Thus, the most accurate account of the relationship between Emergent Meaning Cosmology and science is not 
competition,
but this:
They differ in level, object, and method, yet should remain compatible.
Science answers:
• How things happen;
• How structures operate;
• How regularities are discovered;
• How the observable world evolves.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology seeks to answer:
• Why existence unfolds into an intelligible world;
• Why life not only lives but also asks about meaning;
• Why the subject's experience is not mere noise;
• Why civilizational questions ultimately press toward questions of direction, carrying forward, and the future.
Thus, it is not science,
but must always respect science's boundaries and achievements.
Once it loses this commitment,
it will slide into elevated empty talk,
or worse, into pseudoscience.

2. It is not religion, but must explain why religion continues to appear
Emergent Meaning Cosmology is not religion either.
It does not establish itself through divine revelation,
does not demand conversion in the manner of religious faith,
and does not absolutize any historical tradition, scriptural system, or path of salvation as the sole channel.
This must be clear.
For whenever a theory discusses eternity, superconsciousness, the soul, meaning, and ultimate belonging,
outsiders can very easily classify it as religion.
But if Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes merely another religious narrative,
it will immediately lose its most important openness:
• It will struggle to remain compatible with science;
• It will struggle to remain revisable;
• It will struggle to continue as a higher-order integrative framework, instead degenerating into a closed creed.
Yet the fact that it is not religion
does not mean that it can bypass religion.
On the contrary,
it must explain religion.
Religion matters
not merely because it once dominated history,
but even more because it repeatedly demonstrates
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that human beings do not organize themselves solely around survival and utility.
Almost every civilization continually generates narratives of transcendence, imaginings of ultimate order, and 
motifs of salvation, ultimate belonging, and spiritual practice.
This shows that religion is not a purely accidental historical occurrence,
nor simply a remnant of ignorance.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology possesses explanatory power,
it must explain:
• Why religion repeatedly appears across civilizations;
• Why humanity continually connects finite life with a higher order;
• Why religion can both sustain the human heart and become alienated into an institutional shell;
• Why religious experience cannot simply be dismissed, yet cannot simply be absolutized either.
Thus, the most accurate account of its relationship with religion is:
it is not religion,
but seeks to explain why religion continues to appear,
and why religion may both draw close to the manifestation of meaning
and depart from it.
In this sense,
religion is a historical manifestation of humanity's engagement with higher meaning,
but is not higher meaning itself.
The task of Emergent Meaning Cosmology
is not to fix this manifestation within one particular tradition,
but to explain at a higher level why it occurs, why it differentiates, and why it becomes alienated.

3. It is not philosophy in the usual sense, but shares philosophy's deepest questions
Emergent Meaning Cosmology plainly has a strong philosophical character.
It concerns the most fundamental questions: existence, meaning, the subject, consciousness, direction, reality, 
value, the world, and the future.
In this respect, it cannot do without philosophy.
Yet it is not identical with philosophical discourse in the usual sense.
It is not satisfied with remaining at the level of conceptual analysis and keeping questions open.
It does not ask only “What is meaning?”
but goes on to ask:
• How meaning becomes manifest as lived meaning;
• How lived meaning is organized into structural meaning;
• How structural meaning enters pathways, roles, institutions, and civilization;
• How civilization collapses amid imbalances of meaning, and how it is regenerated through rebuilding the 

capacity to carry life forward.
In other words,
philosophy's role here is primarily:
• To clarify concepts;
• To distinguish levels;
• To maintain boundaries;
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• To prevent confusion.
What Emergent Meaning Cosmology further undertakes
is to advance these questions from pure speculation into civilizational processes.
Thus, the most accurate account of its relationship with philosophy is:
it cannot do without philosophy,
but it does not stop at philosophy.
Philosophy keeps it from being crude
and enables it to know what it is saying;
but if it stops at philosophy,
it will struggle to become civilization's foundational orientation.
For such an orientation must not only be able to question,
but also generate direction, coordinates for outcomes, and principles of application.
Thus, Emergent Meaning Cosmology should both undergo philosophical testing
and avoid being trapped in purely conceptual debate.
While maintaining philosophical depth,
it must continue to face reality, history, technology, and civilization.

4. It is not ordinary civilizational theory, but must find concrete expression in 
civilizational theory
If science, religion, and philosophy cannot individually encompass Emergent Meaning Cosmology,
then the place where it can ultimately most readily find concrete expression
is in fact civilizational theory.
For once a cosmology genuinely enters worldly life,
it will ultimately and inevitably address:
• How people live;
• How relationships are organized;
• How structures form;
• How technology is used;
• How institutions are established;
• How civilization avoids drifting off course;
• How the future remains accessible.
These questions
are no longer purely ontological,
but civilizational.
Thus, if Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to become a foundational orientation,
it must ultimately take concrete form as the higher-level anchoring of civilizational theory.
This is precisely why your subsequent work will naturally develop into:
• Meaning Dynamics;
• The Civilization Leap trilogy;
• Civilizational Perpetuity;
• AGI-COS;
• The contribution-value system;
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• A participatory society;
• The meaning economy;
• Human–machine symbiosis;
• Interstellar civilization.
These texts are not incidental products outside cosmology,
but its civilizational expressions once it takes concrete form.
Thus, the most accurate account of the relationship between Emergent Meaning Cosmology and civilizational 
theory is:
it is not ordinary civilizational theory,
but must become its higher-level foundational orientation.
In other words:
• It does not begin with institutional details;
• Nor does it directly replace middle-level civilizational analysis;
• But it determines why middle-level theories ultimately exist, where they are headed, and what calibrates them.
This is also why Meaning Dynamics is especially important.
It stands precisely between the two:
• Looking upward, it takes up cosmology's questions of the ontology of meaning, lived meaning, structural 

meaning, the human heart, and direction;
• Looking downward, it develops into pathways, roles, effective participation, civilizational hollowing-out, 

rebuilding the capacity to carry life forward, and institutional prototypes.
Civilizational theory is therefore not cosmology's opposite,
but the necessary level at which cosmology unfolds in worldly life.

5. Thus, the most accurate position for Emergent Meaning Cosmology is that of a higher-
order integrative framework
At this point, the boundaries of these relationships can be stated more concisely and clearly.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology:
• Is not science, but must be compatible with science;
• Is not religion, but must explain why religion continues to appear;
• Cannot do without philosophy, but does not stop at philosophy;
• Is not identical with ordinary civilizational theory, but must become its higher-level anchoring.
If it is to be assigned its most accurate position,
that position is:
a higher-order integrative framework.
“Higher-order integration” does not mean “covering everything.”
It means addressing:
• Higher-level coordinates connecting different forms of knowledge;
• Deep connections among different questions;
• Directional calibration among different civilizational designs;
• A shared foundational orientation across different processes.
It does not replace each field,
but seeks to explain why every field points toward certain more fundamental questions.
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It is not responsible for spelling out every detail,
but for explaining which details belong to the same whole.
It does not claim already to possess all the answers,
but seeks to offer a method that prevents questions from remaining fragmented.
Thus, this chapter must ultimately establish the following:
The most accurate position for Emergent Meaning Cosmology
is not within a single discipline, a single tradition, or a single system of belief,
but as a higher-order integrative framework.
For precisely this reason,
the remainder of this volume will test whether it is actually qualified to occupy that position
across multiple dimensions: the origins of the universe and humanity, religion, science's unsolved mysteries, 
civilizational history, AGI, and interstellar civilization.

6. Why this boundary matters so much
This boundary is not a matter of form,
but of whether the entire volume can hold.
If it is unclear:
• Science will demand that it perform methodological tasks that do not belong to the scientific level;
• Religion will demand the certainty of conversion;
• Philosophy will demand that it remain indefinitely in purely conceptual debate;
• Civilizational theory will demand that it immediately supply every institutional detail.
Together these demands
will tear the entire framework apart.
It will be judged simultaneously by standards from four different levels,
and ultimately cannot appear “exactly like any one of them.”
But if the boundaries are clear,
the framework will instead become stable.
It can acknowledge:
• It does not replace science, but needs science;
• It does not become religion, but needs to explain religion;
• It cannot do without philosophy, but does not stop at philosophy;
• It must find concrete expression in civilizational theory, without being exhausted by middle-level questions.
Once this position is established,
the rest of the volume will proceed much more smoothly.
For from that point on, the question will no longer be:
Does it resemble an existing discipline?
Instead, it will become:
As a higher-order integrative framework, does it actually possess sufficiently strong explanatory power?
This is precisely where the next chapter will turn:
How explanatory power can be tested: compression power, consistency, clarity of boundaries, and real-world 
generative power.
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Chapter 4. How Explanatory Power Is Tested: Compression 
Power, Consistency, Clarity of Boundaries, and Real-World 
Generative Power
Any theory aspiring to become a higher-order integrative framework must face a more demanding question:
It cannot merely “look grand”; it must also explain what, exactly, makes it tenable.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to become a higher-level framework capable of addressing history, 
civilization, technology, the human heart, and the future, it cannot establish itself solely through the 
completeness of its language, the grandeur of its concepts, or the emotional appeal of its narrative. What truly 
determines whether it stands up is not how loftily it can speak, but whether it can demonstrate sufficiently strong 
explanatory power when confronting a complex world.
“Validation” in this volume therefore does not primarily mean competing for some ultimate empiricist authority 
to adjudicate truth. It means establishing criteria better suited to testing a higher-order framework. Only once 
these criteria are established can the subsequent discussions of cosmic origins, human origins, religion, the 
boundaries of science, civilizational imbalance, AGI, and interstellar civilization avoid slipping into arbitrary 
analogies or empty declarations.
The explanatory power of Emergent Meaning Cosmology should undergo testing along at least four dimensions:
• Compression power
• Consistency
• Clarity of boundaries
• Real-world generative power
These four are not disconnected strengths, but basic conditions of a mature higher-order framework. Without 
compression power, it is merely a disorderly accumulation; without consistency, merely clever in isolated 
places; without clarity of boundaries, it slides into conflation; without real-world generative power, it cannot 
truly become civilization’s foundational orientation.

I. Compression Power: Can Fewer Higher-Level Principles Explain More Problems?
Compression power is the most basic capability of a higher-order framework.
A weak framework often has to reinvent its discourse for every field it encounters.
It uses one language for the universe, switches to another for humanity, switches again for religion, and has to 
rebuild its bridges yet again for AGI and civilization. However sophisticated such a system may be in particular 
areas, it struggles to develop genuine higher-order explanatory power, because it has not compressed dispersed 
problems into deeper common structures.
A strong framework is different. It does not abolish differences, but identifies the higher-level questions shared 
beneath them. It can bring seemingly unrelated fields back to the same higher-level inquiry:
• Why the universe unfolds
• Why life appears
• Why subjects form
• Why human beings inquire into meaning
• Why civilization repeatedly becomes unbalanced around carrying forward and direction
• Why AGI turns “Why will human beings still be needed?” into a defining question of the age
• Why interstellar civilization is not simply the outward expansion of technology, but an extension of the 

maturity of civilizational structures
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If these questions have nothing in common, Emergent Meaning Cosmology is merely a system stitching together 
a great many grand terms.
If it can show that, although these questions belong to different fields, they all touch the same set of deep 
variables—“why existence unfolds, how meaning becomes manifest, how subjects form, and how civilization 
carries the future forward”—only then does it begin to possess genuine compression power.
Compression power does not mean simplification.
It does not crudely flatten a complex world; it identifies whether higher-level organizing structures exist within 
complexity.
Truly powerful compression precisely allows complexity to remain while preventing problems from becoming 
disconnected from one another.
The criteria for testing compression power can therefore be expressed as the following questions:
• Can this framework bring multiple fields back to a set of higher-level questions without eliminating their 

differences?
• Can it explain “why these questions are related,” rather than merely say a few things about each separately?
• Can it reduce the fragmentation of explanatory systems rather than continue creating new divisions?
If not, it is not yet a higher-order framework.
If so, only then does it qualify for the tests that follow.

II. Consistency: Can Dispersed Fields Recognize One Another Again at a Higher Level?
If compression power addresses “whether problems can be brought back to the same set of deeper structures,” 
consistency addresses “whether those structures can remain internally coherent across different fields.”
Many systems have some compression power.
Their difficulty, however, is that their internal tensions grow as they extend across fields:
Principles that work in explaining the universe fail in explaining life;
what makes sense in explaining the human heart cannot extend to civilization;
what is persuasive in explaining religion begins to lose control at the boundaries of science.
Such a system is grand on the surface but unstable underneath.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to demonstrate its consistency,
it must maintain a traceable, coherent internal logic across multiple levels.
For example:
• Is the chain of eternity, primordial meaning, the universe, superconsciousness, soul, and world merely a poetic 

arrangement, or can it genuinely connect with the manifestation chain of the human heart, consciousness, 
lived meaning, structural meaning, and meaning in practice?

• Does the judgment that “the human heart is the hub of meaning’s manifestation” hold only at the level of 
individual inquiry into the heart, or can it also inform civilizational structures and institutional judgments?

• Is the principle that “the future must remain accessible” merely a slogan in writing about civilization, or can it 
be derived from the higher-level logic of meaning’s unfolding?

• Is the civilizational judgment that “technological enhancement must be accompanied by strengthening the 
subject” merely a practical concern, or can it obtain consistent support from the entire cosmology and the 
manifestation chain of meaning?

What consistency truly requires is this:
Judgments in different chapters, fields, and at different scales should not simply be compatible; they should 
illuminate one another.
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In other words, a genuinely mature higher-order framework should not require readers to keep switching their 
“mode of understanding” between different parts.
It should not resemble metaphysics on cosmic questions, social theory on civilization, risk governance on AGI, 
and lyrical prose on the human heart, while lacking a genuinely shared core within.
True consistency must make it apparent that:
Although these developments at different levels differ in their objects, languages, and methods, they stand 
within the same higher field of inquiry.
The criteria for testing consistency can therefore be expressed as follows:
• Can the same core concepts retain traceable meanings across different levels?
• Can a higher-level judgment naturally lead into a mid-level explanation without forced assembly?
• Can a mid-level problem be traced back to a higher level without a break?
• Does the framework retain the same deep orientation when it moves between fields?
If compression power addresses “whether problems can be brought together,”
consistency addresses “whether, once brought together, they really remain within the same system.”

III. Clarity of Boundaries: Can It Know Where to Stop?
The more ambitious a higher-order framework is, the more it needs awareness of boundaries.
Grand theories without such awareness almost invariably slide into one of two imbalances:
Either they turn everything into themselves and ultimately become closed doctrines;
or they muddle all levels together and ultimately lose credibility.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to become an enduring foundational orientation rather than a narrative with 
a short-lived power to astonish,
it must maintain clear distinctions among its own levels and boundaries.
At least four levels must be distinguished:

1. Metaphysical Postulates
These are the highest-level foundations of the entire system.
Concepts such as eternity, primordial meaning, superconsciousness, and soul belong first to the level of 
postulates.
They are not objects of direct empirical observation, nor should they be disguised as facts already established by 
experiment.

2. Explanatory Inferences
This is the level of inference developed from higher-level postulates to explain life, the human heart, the 
manifestation of meaning, and civilizational questions.
Examples at this level include “the human heart is the hub of meaning’s manifestation,” “lived meaning 
becomes manifest through the human heart,” and “structural meaning is lived meaning organized in language, 
institutions, and relationships.”

3. Hypotheses Connecting with Science
This is where the entire framework connects with modern science.
It must neither negate science nor let science replace all higher-level questions.
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Great restraint is required here: it must be clear which points offer only compatibility-based explanations, which 
provide only heuristic interfaces, and which remain open questions.

4. Principles for Civilizational Application
This level is no longer about ontology, but about direction and outcomes.
Examples include an accessible future, resistance to closure, prioritizing strengthening the subject over merely 
strengthening the system, rebuilding the capacity to carry forward, civilization’s three goals, Civilizational 
Perpetuity, and the immortality of meaning. These are civilizational principles derived from the higher-level 
framework.
These four levels must be distinguished.
If they are not, the whole system will come to resemble science, creed, policy, and philosophical lyricism all at 
once, only to end up being none of them.
The value of clarity of boundaries does not lie in weakening the theory.
Quite the opposite: it strengthens the theory.
For a theory that knows where to stop is less likely to slide into self-inflation.
It can acknowledge both its power and its boundaries;
it can say both “Here I can explain” and “Here I provide only higher-level coordinates, without replacing 
specific research.”
Clarity of boundaries is therefore not an additional virtue, but a sign of a mature higher-order framework.
Its testing criteria can be expressed as follows:
• Does this framework clearly distinguish postulates, inferences, hypotheses, and principles of application?
• Does it know which questions it can answer and which it can only provide directional coordinates for?
• Does it respect the methodological authority of individual disciplines, neither overstepping nor usurping their 

roles?
• Can it avoid crudely conflating all levels as “all belonging to cosmology”?
If it cannot do this,
even the strongest compression power and consistency will ultimately slide into closure.

IV. Real-World Generative Power: Can It Move from Explanation to Judgment, Method, 
and Civilizational Design?
Compression power, consistency, and clarity of boundaries enable a higher-order framework to stand.
But to become a genuine “foundational orientation,” it must possess one final capability:
Real-world generative power.
This means that it cannot simply explain the world;
it must also generate new judgments, new methods, new civilizational principles, and new institutional 
directions.
However complete a theory may be,
if it goes no further than “enabling people to understand at a somewhat higher level,”
and cannot further influence:
• How we judge direction
• How we establish outcome coordinates
• How we design institutions
• How we correct drift
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• How we reorganize civilization’s capacity to carry forward
• How we face AGI and human–machine symbiosis
• How we think about Civilizational Perpetuity and the immortality of meaning
then it cannot yet be called a genuine foundational orientation.
It remains merely an explanatory system,
rather than a methodological background.
The core of real-world generative power does not lie in “providing a great many detailed operating rules.”
Quite the opposite: excessive operationalization can sometimes cause a higher-order framework to lose its 
proper place.
The deeper meaning of real-world generative power is:
Whether it can generate a sufficiently stable set of higher-level principles to provide an overarching direction, 
overarching boundaries, and overarching outcome coordinates for subsequent texts, proposals, and institutional 
designs.
Real-world generative power must therefore hold at no fewer than three levels.
First, generating direction
Can it answer:
What it means not to drift, what constitutes a higher direction, and what it means genuinely to open the future?
Second, generating outcome coordinates
Can it answer:
What Civilization Leap must actually deliver, what Civilizational Perpetuity must achieve, and what the 
immortality of meaning actually means?
Third, generating methods
Can it answer:
How all subsequent writings, all institutional designs, all technological proposals, and all governance processes 
should judge, prioritize, design, correct drift, and reach final integration?
If a framework can do this,
it is no longer merely explanatory;
it genuinely becomes part of civilization’s method.
The criteria for testing real-world generative power can be expressed as follows:
• Can it generate stable principles of direction?
• Can it generate clear outcome coordinates?
• Can it inform subsequent writing, institutional design, and governance judgments, serving as an actual 

methodological background?
• Can it reduce arbitrariness and strengthen consistency of judgment when facing specific problems?
Once this step is established,
Emergent Meaning Cosmology is no longer merely a set of ideas in a book;
it becomes a framework of foundational orientation genuinely capable of informing real-world processes.

V. Why All Four Criteria Must Hold Together
These four dimensions cannot be considered separately.
Each addresses one of four common failures of higher-order frameworks.
Without compression power,
the system becomes vast and scattered.
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It may say a little about everything,
without genuinely bringing problems back to deeper common structures.
Without consistency,
the system becomes clever only in isolated places.
It may offer many elegant judgments on individual points,
but once it extends across fields, internal fractures begin to appear.
Without clarity of boundaries,
the system becomes conflated and closed.
It increasingly wants to replace everything,
only to lose its most important asset: credibility.
Without real-world generative power,
the system circles at high altitude.
It may explain many problems,
but cannot genuinely inform civilizational judgments and real-world processes.
These four are therefore not parallel strengths,
but the basic conditions under which a higher-order integrative framework can hold.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is truly to face the world,
it must undergo all four tests together.
Only when all four hold together does it qualify to move from an ontological framework to a framework of 
foundational orientation.

VI. All Subsequent Validation in This Volume Will Center on These Four Criteria
From this chapter onward, the multidimensional validation in this volume is no longer a matter of arbitrary 
examples.
Cosmic origins, human origins, religion, the unsolved mysteries of science, civilizational history, AGI, and 
interstellar civilization
are not included because they “look important,”
but because together they can test these four things:
• Whether this framework can compress more problems
• Whether it can restore consistency among dispersed fields
• Whether it can remain continually clear about its boundaries
• Whether it can move from explanation to generating direction, outcomes, and methods
In other words,
all subsequent chapters are not scattered discussions;
they jointly serve the testing criteria established in this chapter.
The final proposition this chapter seeks to establish is therefore:
Whether Emergent Meaning Cosmology holds
depends not on how grand it sounds,
but on whether it simultaneously possesses compression power, consistency, clarity of boundaries, and real-
world generative power.
Next, the inquiry moves into its first, more specific dimension of validation:
Cosmic origins: why “existence” is not pure chance.
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Chapter 5. Cosmic Origins: Why “Existence” Is Not Pure 
Chance
If a cosmology is to face the world,
it cannot evade the question of cosmic origins.
Not because “origins” are inherently the most mysterious,
but because every subsequent question presupposes them:
Why life is possible, why consciousness is possible, why meaning appears, why civilization forms, and why the 
future becomes a question—
none of these can be separated from the higher-level inquiry into “why existence unfolds.”
Modern cosmology has greatly advanced humanity’s understanding of the universe’s early evolution.
Expansion theory, the Big Bang model, background radiation, elemental abundances, and structure formation all 
enable us to offer powerful accounts of “how the universe evolves.”
Yet even so, the deepest question has not disappeared:
Why is there a universe capable of unfolding, evolving, forming differences, and giving rise to complexity and 
subjective experience?
This does not deny scientific explanations.
Quite the opposite:
Precisely because science offers increasingly powerful explanations of “how things happen,”
the question of “why things unfold this way” has been brought into sharper relief.
In other words, this chapter does not seek to replace the details of empirical cosmology,
but addresses a higher-level explanatory question:
How, exactly, should “existence” be understood?
Is the universe ultimately the result of pure chance, or does it imply a deeper logic of unfolding?

I. The Real Difficulty of Cosmic Origins Is Not “How Did It Begin?” but “Why Was 
There a Beginning?”
Discussions of cosmic origins often quickly fall into a familiar pattern:
People debate whether the universe came from a singularity, whether inflation occurred, whether there is a 
multiverse, and whether quantum fluctuations or more fundamental physical structures preceded the Big Bang.
All of these are important,
but they still primarily address:
• How the universe evolves from some initial state
• How spacetime unfolds
• How structures are generated
• How laws operate
These are questions of “how it began.”
What Emergent Meaning Cosmology truly seeks to confront,
however, lies at another level:
Why existence appears in a form capable of beginning, unfolding, and forming differences and direction.
In other words,
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the difficulty is not whether some earlier physical state can be found,
but this:
Even if an earlier state is found,
the question will continue to recede—
• Why does this state exist?
• Why is this state capable of unfolding?
• Why does unfolding generate complexity rather than pure repetition?
• Why is complexity not blind accumulation, but ultimately allows life, consciousness, and questions of 

meaning to appear?
If these questions are answered simply with “That is just how it is,”
that is certainly an answer,
but it does not truly eliminate the question of origins;
it merely turns it into a default assumption placed at the very beginning.
Thus, the deepest difficulty of cosmic origins
is not an inability to find an earlier stage,
but this:
A chain consisting solely of “state to state”
still struggles to answer “why unfolding itself occurs.”

II. The Strengths and Limits of the Pure-Chance Framework
The “pure-chance framework” is an explanation of origins that modern people find particularly easy to accept.
Its strengths are obvious:
It introduces as few higher-level assumptions as possible,
does not appeal to a personified creator,
does not appeal to an ultimate metaphysical purpose,
and does not forcibly place a transcendent will behind the universe.
From the standpoint of methodological restraint,
this is a very powerful stance.
It usually takes the following position:
The universe’s existence
does not need to be endowed with meaning;
it is simply the natural consequence of some chance event, quantum fluctuation, vacuum instability, physical 
process, or more fundamental mechanism.
Within this framework,
existence itself has no direction;
it simply happened.
The advantage of this framework is that it avoids premature mystification.
It reminds humanity:
Do not project meaning back onto cosmic origins
simply because you long for meaning yourself.
This reminder is essential.
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Any serious cosmology must guard against becoming a system that “fills ignorance with human psychological 
needs.”
Yet the limits of the “pure-chance framework” are equally clear.
Its problem is not that the word “chance” cannot be used,
but that:
It often explains very well “how a particular event occurs randomly,”
while struggling to explain fully “why existence as a whole permits this kind of unfolding.”
More precisely, it faces four enduring tensions.
First, it can explain local randomness, but struggles to explain the whole’s capacity to unfold
Local events can, of course, be random.
But if the entire field of existence is nothing more than directionless pure chance,
why does this chance not remain forever in disorder, but instead unfold into laws, structures, levels, and 
complexity?
Second, it can explain changes of state, but struggles to explain “why there is an impulse toward change”
Even if the universe originated in some pre-physical state,
the question would remain:
Why does this state move toward unfolding rather than remain forever quiescent?
Third, it can explain the pathways by which complexity increases, but struggles to explain why complexity 
ultimately permits subjective experience
The appearance of stars, planets, chemical structures, and biological evolution in the universe can all be 
progressively explained at the empirical level;
but why such a universe ultimately allows the emergence of “subjects who ask why meaning exists”
still cannot truly be accounted for by the word “chance.”
Fourth, it can reject teleology without necessarily providing higher-level consistency
The strength of the pure-chance framework lies in rejecting crude teleology,
but rejecting teleology does not mean the problem has disappeared.
It still needs to explain:
Why the physical world, life, consciousness, questions of value, and questions of civilizational direction
all appear within the same universe.
The limit of the “pure-chance framework” therefore lies not in its coldness,
but in its tendency to stop asking questions at the highest level.
It can often offer a sufficiently restrained empirical point of entry,
but struggles to provide a sufficiently integrated higher-level explanation.

III. Why the Mechanistic-Determinist Framework Remains Insufficient
Unlike the “pure-chance framework,”
the “mechanistic-determinist framework” attempts to explain the universe through lawfulness.
From this perspective,
the universe is not purely random,
but driven by certain deep laws, mathematical structures, or logical necessities.
The world unfolds not because it has meaning,
but because it obeys some necessity.
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This framework’s advantage is that it explains stability better than an account based on pure chance.
If the universe contains highly universal laws that can be expressed mathematically and repeatedly corroborated,
then “mechanistic determination” clearly explains better than “pure randomness” why the world does not 
immediately collapse into pure noise.
In this respect, it takes explanation a step beyond the pure-chance framework.
But it still has limits.
The problem is:
Laws can explain order,
but may not fully explain meaning.
More specifically:
First, laws can explain “what something operates according to,” but may not explain “why such operation 
exists”
Laws may be part of existence,
but by themselves they struggle to answer:
Why existence itself is amenable to laws.
Second, laws can explain the formation of structures, but may not explain the appearance of value
A universe may be highly lawful, strictly determined, and evolve level by level,
but “law” itself does not automatically entail “worth,” “ought,” or “why meaning becomes a question.”
Third, laws can explain physical predictability, but struggle to explain why subjective experience is not 
eliminated
If everything is merely a chain of determination,
subjective experience, the sense of freedom, value judgments, and the weight of suffering and love can easily be 
reduced to incidental noise.
Yet in reality, precisely these things constitute the core of the questions of civilization and life.
Fourth, laws can explain why the world is stable, but may not explain why the world is worth sustaining
This point is particularly important.
The question of civilization does not stop at “the universe exists stably,”
but asks why life, subjects, relationships, and the future become questions that cannot be ignored.
The mechanistic-determinist framework can provide the world with a skeleton,
but does not automatically provide direction.
Thus, the mechanistic-determinist framework is stronger than an account based on pure chance,
but it still cannot resolve the entire set of problems.
It makes the world intelligible,
but does not necessarily make it accessible.
And a framework that can only be understood, yet cannot explain why subjects and questions of meaning arise,
remains incomplete.

IV. The Power and Problems of the Divine-Creation-and-Command Framework
One of the most enduring explanations of origins in human history
is the divine-creation-and-command framework.
Its core is very clear:
• The world is not accidental
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• Nor is it purely spontaneous
• It is brought into being by some higher will
• Existence unfolds because a higher command causes it to unfold in this way
This framework has retained its power for so long
not because humanity is immature,
but because it genuinely grasps a real difficulty:
Neither pure chance nor pure mechanism can readily explain direction in full.
By introducing a higher will, the divine-creation-and-command framework
provides a unified answer to the questions of “why the world unfolds, why there is order, and why there are 
value and purpose.”
Its strengths are:
First, it explains a sense of direction better than an account based on pure chance
The world does not happen blindly,
but is prescribed or permitted by some higher will.
Second, it explains a sense of value better than pure mechanism
Value is not merely an accidental by-product,
but part of a higher order.
Third, it can better sustain subjective experience
Human suffering, love, hope, responsibility, and ultimate belonging
are not wholly demoted to meaningless noise.
It is therefore no accident that the divine-creation-and-command framework
has endured throughout human civilization.
In a sense, it is a historical answer to the deep question of “why origins are more than chance and mechanism.”
Yet its problems are equally evident.
First, it tends to over-personify the higher source
Once the origins of the universe as a whole are assigned entirely to some personal command,
many questions that should remain open
are quickly closed off with “because God made it so.”
This reduces the room for reflection and testing.
Second, it tends to absolutize historical traditions
Different religious traditions elevate their own historical narratives, scriptures, and institutional forms into the 
sole orthodoxy,
thereby compressing “the question of higher origins” into “one specific historical form.”
Third, it tends to replace unfolding with command
If everything is merely “created” or “prescribed,”
why existence must unfold through difference, time, life, civilization, and suffering
becomes obscure once again.
Fourth, it explains direction, but may eliminate process too early
What Emergent Meaning Cosmology places greater emphasis on, however,
is not simply identifying a creator,
but explaining why existence must unfold as a process of manifestation, entry, and resonance, level by level.
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Thus, the divine-creation-and-command framework grasps the question of direction,
but can become excessively closed with respect to openness, process, and revisability.

V. The Explanatory Advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Not “Who Created the 
Universe?” but “Why Must Existence Unfold?”
The most important difference between Emergent Meaning Cosmology and the preceding frameworks
is not that it provides a new, more mysterious answer,
but that it reframes the question.
It does not first ask:
• Who created the universe?
• What was the earliest state?
• Which object preceded which other object?
What it asks before these is:
Why existence unfolds.
This is its most crucial difference from the three frameworks of pure chance, mechanistic determination, and 
divine creation and command.
Within this framework,
eternity is not a static, closed, abstract absolute in which nothing happens.
Eternity already contains an initial potential for unfolding:
This is primordial meaning.
Primordial meaning is not a particular purpose,
nor a script imposed from outside,
but the fundamental impetus and underlying directional ground of existence’s self-manifestation, self-resonance, 
and self-unfolding.
The appearance of the universe is therefore not a wholly groundless accident,
nor the result of a purely mechanical program running passively,
and still less a static creation produced by a single command of an external personal will.
The universe is the overall field in which primordial meaning can unfold difference, change, resonance, and 
complexity.
In other words:
The universe is not a finished product that has been made,
but a process opened by existence in order to unfold itself, hear itself, and resonate with itself.
This brings several explanatory advantages.
First, it preserves openness
The universe is not a closed, completed object,
but a process of unfolding.
This means that the subsequent questions of life, consciousness, civilization, and the future are not incidental 
branches, but intrinsic parts of this unfolding process.
Second, it preserves a sense of direction without falling into command-based teleology
Primordial meaning provides an underlying directional tendency,
but does not govern every phenomenon through an external script.
Existence is therefore neither directionless



42

nor completely predetermined by a rigid set of commands.
Third, it can more naturally explain why complexity, life, and subjective experience are not accidental noise
If the universe is a field of unfolding,
then increasing complexity, the generation of life, and the appearance of subjective experience
are no longer merely strange accidents against a meaningless background,
but higher-level manifestations within the process of unfolding.
Fourth, it connects more smoothly with the question of civilization
For if existence itself is a process of unfolding and manifestation,
civilization is no longer merely an institutional phenomenon in recent history,
but a new stage in that unfolding process as it enters higher-level organization.
The questions of the universe, life, meaning, and civilization
are then no longer disconnected from one another.
This is the real explanatory advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology on cosmic origins:
It raises the question of origins from “the initial source of objects”
to the question of “why existence unfolds.”
Once the question is raised to this level,
cosmic origins are no longer merely a matter of a physical starting point,
but connect directly and deeply with life, meaning, civilization, and the future.

VI. What This Chapter Seeks to Establish Is Not “Cosmology’s Victory,” but That “Pure 
Chance Cannot Complete the Highest-Level Explanation”
This chapter does not need to declare:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology has defeated all cosmological frameworks at the empirical level.
That is not its role.
What it actually seeks to establish is a more restrained, and more powerful, judgment:
The three classical frameworks of origins—pure chance, pure mechanism, and divine creation and command—
each grasp part of the problem,
yet none can independently complete the highest-level explanation of “why existence unfolds.”
Pure chance grasps openness and the absence of presuppositions,
but struggles to explain the whole’s capacity to unfold.
Pure mechanism grasps order and law,
but struggles to explain meaning and subjects.
Divine creation and command grasps direction and value,
but tends toward closure and an ending imposed by command.
The advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology
lies not in simply denying them,
but in attempting to reorganize these questions at a higher level:
• Preserving openness,
• Without abolishing direction;
• Acknowledging laws,
• Without dissolving subjects and meaning;
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• Allowing existence to unfold,
• Without fixing everything irrevocably into a single path.
If this can hold,
then it has already demonstrated genuine explanatory power on cosmic origins:
Not by providing the one ultimate answer,
but by offering a higher-level framework better able to accommodate subsequent questions of life, meaning, 
civilization, and the future.
The final proposition this chapter seeks to establish is therefore:
The deepest difficulty of cosmic origins
is not merely “how the universe began,”
but “why existence unfolds”;
and the explanatory advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology
lies precisely in reframing the question of origins as a question of unfolding.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
The origins of life and humanity: from biological evolution to bearers of meaning.
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Chapter 6. The Origins of Life and Humanity: From Biological 
Evolution to Bearers of Meaning
If the real inquiry into cosmic origins concerns not merely “how the universe began,” but “why existence 
unfolds,”
then inquiry into the origins of life and humanity cannot remain solely at the levels of “how life formed” and 
“how humanity evolved.”
These levels are certainly important and must be taken seriously;
but stopping there still leaves another, deeper matter incompletely answered:
Why does this universe permit not only life to appear,
but ultimately the appearance of beings who inquire into meaning, assume responsibility for direction, organize 
civilization, and in turn question the universe?
This is the core question this chapter confronts.
Modern biology, evolutionary theory, genetics, and paleoanthropology have greatly advanced humanity’s 
empirical understanding of the origins of life and humanity.
Natural selection, genetic variation, adaptation to environments, increasingly complex nervous systems, the 
formation of language abilities, and expanding social cooperation provide extremely powerful explanations of 
“how life moves from simplicity to complexity and how humans evolved from a primate lineage.”
This chapter denies none of this.
On the contrary, it must take all of it as a premise.
For a cosmology incompatible with these empirical studies has no standing to proceed to higher-level questions.
But the question this chapter continues to ask is:
Biological evolution explains “how we formed.”
Has it also fully explained “why the process reached the stage of bearers of meaning”?

I. The Real Difficulty of Life’s Origins Is Not Merely “How Did Things Become Alive?” 
but “Why Did Life Capable of Bearing Meaning Appear?”
The origin of life is often framed as a problem of chemistry or increasing systemic complexity.
From inorganic to organic, from simple self-organization to replicating structures, from metabolic networks to 
cellular boundaries: these are all crucial stages in life’s formation.
They are, of course, important, because without them there could be no discussion of life.
But as inquiry advances, another difficulty appears.
For “becoming alive” does not automatically mean “becoming a bearer of meaning.”
Logically, at least three levels can be distinguished:
At the first level, a being can sustain itself.
This means that some structure can maintain boundaries, exchange energy, replicate patterns, and perpetuate 
itself.
At the second level, a being can adapt to its environment.
This means that a life form can vary, undergo selection, and retain more advantageous forms under 
environmental pressures.
At the third level, a being begins to ask:
What am I living for? What is worth doing? What matters more than survival itself?
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At this point, life is no longer merely “alive,”
but begins to become a bearer of meaning.
The difficulty lies here.
Evolutionary theory explains the move from the first level to the second very powerfully;
but the move from the second to the third changes the nature of the problem.
For a being may be highly adapted to its environment without necessarily asking about meaning.
It can survive, reproduce, and expand with great success while having no need at all for the level of “meaning.”
Thus, the real difficulty of the origins of life and humanity is not merely “how life formed,”
but:
Why evolution ultimately did not stop at purely adaptive life,
but moved toward a kind of life that suffers and thinks over truth, goodness, love, death, ultimate belonging, 
civilization, and the future.
If this is entirely reduced to “a by-product of complex nervous systems,”
that is certainly one answer;
but such answers typically describe concomitance while struggling to account for the problem itself.
For the term “by-product” does not automatically mean that explanation is complete.
Often it simply gives the problem another name.

II. The Strength of the Biological-Evolutionary Framework: It Explains How Humanity 
Formed
This must be acknowledged first, and acknowledged with sufficient clarity.
Otherwise, the discussion that follows loses its foundation.
The greatest strength of the biological-evolutionary framework is its capacity to show:
Life need not be created separately, species by species.
From simple to complex life, from early nervous systems to higher cognitive capacities, and from group 
cooperation to language and culture, humanity can be understood as an outcome of a long evolutionary process 
rather than an exception suddenly dropped into the world from nowhere.
This framework has very strong explanatory power in at least the following respects:

1. It Explains How Complexity Gradually Forms
Humanity was not completed all at once, but arose over long periods through the continual accumulation, 
selection, and reorganization of simpler systems.

2. It Explains How Adaptation Shapes Abilities
Perception, memory, fear, preference for kin, group cooperation, competitive behavior, and cognitive modules 
can all be explained in terms of pressures for survival and reproduction.

3. It Explains Why Humans Retain Their Animal Nature
Human beings are not wholly rational, transparent beings. They remain deeply influenced by instinct, desire, 
aggression, attachment mechanisms, and group impulses.
This is highly consistent with the evolutionary framework.
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4. It Explains Humanity’s Continuity Rather Than an Absolute Break
Humanity is not a species completely severed from nature, but part of the lineage of life.
This is a necessary corrective to any system that attempts to mystify humanity excessively.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to face the world, it therefore cannot evade this fact:
Evolutionary theory has very strong empirical explanatory power concerning “how humanity formed.”
If this point is weakened, the whole framework loses credibility.

III. The Boundary of the Biological-Evolutionary Framework: It Explains “How We 
Formed,” but May Not Fully Explain “Why We Became Bearers of Meaning”
Acknowledging evolutionary theory’s strengths does not mean the inquiry is over.
For “forming” and “becoming a bearer of meaning” are not the same question.
Evolutionary theory can explain:
• Why more complex brains arise
• Why language abilities arise
• Why social cooperation arises
• Why abstract thought arises
• Why fear of death arises
• Why certain moral tendencies confer group-selection advantages
Yet these explanations still largely remain at the functional level.
They tell us how an ability benefits survival and reproduction,
but may not fully explain:
• Why people pay a price for pure truth
• Why people sacrifice themselves for values that may not favor the continuation of their genes
• Why people persistently ask “Why do I exist?”
• Why people not only fear death but also ask “Is meaning reduced to zero after death?”
• Why people still wish to uphold dignity, justice, promises, and love even when they know there is nothing to 

gain
• Why civilizational questions ultimately do not stop at resource distribution, but always press toward meaning 

and direction
All of these show that:
Human beings are not simply adaptive machines.
Or, more precisely,
although humans are, of course, adaptive life forms,
they are no longer life forms fully explicable through adaptation alone.
This does not seek to deny biological evolution,
but to identify its boundary:
It powerfully explains “how humans became higher animals capable of speech, cooperation, and toolmaking”;
but on “why humans became bearers of meaning,”
it is still insufficient.
For “bearers of meaning” includes several aspects that evolutionary functionalism struggles to account for on its 
own:
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First, investment in values beyond immediate survival.
Human beings make choices for truth, conviction, art, promises, sacrifice, and civilization’s future,
and these choices cannot always be directly reduced to present adaptive advantages.
Second, reflexive questioning of one’s own existence.
People do not merely live;
they also ask “What am I living for?”
Ordinary models of environmental adaptation cannot readily account for this.
Third, persistent dissatisfaction in the search for a higher direction.
Even when material conditions improve, people continue to ask:
What next?
What is the weight of my existence?
Where should civilization go?
This characteristic of “never being satisfied by function alone” is precisely the true entry point to the question of 
meaning.
The point this chapter truly seeks to establish is therefore:
Evolutionary theory explains how humanity formed,
but remains insufficient to explain fully why humans became bearers of meaning.

IV. The Explanatory Advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Humanity Is Not 
Purely Adaptive Life, but the Bearer of Meaning’s Manifestation
The advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology on this question
lies not in replacing evolutionary theory,
but in placing evolution’s outcome back within a higher-level logic of unfolding.
Within this framework,
human beings are not exceptions abruptly dropped into the world,
nor mysterious beings absolutely disconnected from the animal kingdom.
They are, of course, the outcome of life’s evolution,
but this “outcome” means more than higher cognitive ability.
It means:
The unfolding of existence
has reached a stage capable of reflecting on itself, bearing meaning itself, and in turn questioning existence 
itself.
This is the true meaning of “bearers of meaning.”
Viewed through the main chain already established:
• The universe is the overall field in which primordial meaning unfolds difference, change, and complexity
• The soul makes individual continuity possible
• The world is the field of manifestation in which souls enter relationships and experience
• The human heart is the hub for sensing, choosing, and confirming meaning
• Consciousness is the individual’s capacity for present manifestation and organization at the intersection of 

multiple causes
• Lived meaning, structural meaning, and meaning in practice are the processes through which meaning 

becomes manifest, is organized, and is validated, level by level, within individuals and civilization
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Then humanity’s importance no longer lies merely in being “more intelligent primates,”
but in this:
Human beings are beings in the currently known world capable of simultaneously connecting cosmic unfolding, 
life experience, the heart’s responsiveness, structural organization, and questions of the future.
This does not mean humanity is inherently so exalted as to be beyond criticism.
It means:
In humanity, existence entered the stage of “conscious awareness of meaning” on a large scale for the first time.
The universe no longer simply unfolds;
it begins, through humanity, to ask itself:
• Why does all this exist?
• What deserves to continue?
• Where should the future lead?
• How can life avoid being spent in vain?
• How can civilization avoid betraying a higher direction?
In this sense,
humanity is not an ordinary node in the evolutionary chain,
but the stage at which evolution first generates “bearers of meaning” in large numbers.
This is precisely the explanatory advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology over a purely biological-
evolutionary framework:
It does not abolish humanity’s animal nature or evolutionary character,
but also points out:
Human beings matter
not because they have left life behind,
but because in them, life begins to bear meaning.

V. The Question of Human Origins Must Answer Not Only “Where Did We Come 
From?” but Also “What Place Have We Been Given?”
Civilization repeatedly returns to the question of human origins
not merely because people want to know who their ancestors were.
The deeper reason is:
When humans inquire into their origins,
they are also truly asking about their place.
If humans are merely complex organisms formed by chance,
their place tends to be understood as:
A transient, local, higher-order functional structure that will ultimately fall silent.
This certainly constitutes a worldview.
But it struggles genuinely to explain
why humans persistently refuse to live only at this level.
If humans are merely beings passively created,
their place can just as easily be understood as:
Obey, execute, and await arrangements.
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This can explain order,
but not necessarily creation, reflection, freedom, and the generation of civilization.
What Emergent Meaning Cosmology offers here is not “human supremacy,”
but a more stable understanding of our place:
Humanity is not the center of the universe,
but in the currently known world,
it is a crucial node at which meaning begins to be borne consciously, structures begin to be organized 
consciously, and the future begins to be questioned consciously.
This definition matters
because it avoids portraying humanity as either too low or too high.
• It does not demote humans to purely functional machines
• Nor elevate them to rulers of the universe
• Instead, it places them more accurately as:
Bearers of meaning
This definition will directly influence the civilizational judgments that follow.
For if humans are merely functional life,
AGI replacing them would pose no real problem;
but if humans are bearers of meaning,
the question is no longer simply “who is more efficient,”
but “who can still bear meaning, who can still enter the future, and who can still keep civilization accessible.”
Thus, the origins of life and humanity have never been an isolated question of natural history.
They lead directly to questions of civilization, technology, and the future.
This is precisely why this chapter cannot stop at “how evolution brings things into being,”
but must proceed to “what place humanity has actually been given.”

VI. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not a Rejection of Evolutionary 
Theory, but a Reaffirmation of the Level of “Bearers of Meaning”
This chapter does not need to declare:
Evolutionary theory is wrong,
science is insufficient to explain life,
or humans must originate in some supernatural external force.
These are not the strengths of Emergent Meaning Cosmology.
Its real strength lies in posing a higher-level question:
Biological evolution explains how humanity formed,
but “why humanity became bearers of meaning”
still requires a higher-level framework to explain it.
This is the point at which this chapter arrives.
At this point,
evolutionary theory is not an enemy,
but a foundation;
yet it is not everything.
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Human beings are not mysterious entities detached from evolution,
but neither are they life forms fully accounted for by pure adaptation.
Through the combined advance of cosmic unfolding, life’s evolution, the world’s manifestation, the heart’s 
responsiveness, and structural organization,
they are the beings who first assumed, on a large scale, the place of “conscious awareness of meaning.”
The final proposition this chapter seeks to establish is therefore:
What the question of human origins must truly answer
is not merely how humanity formed,
but why life ultimately reached the stage of “bearers of meaning.”
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
Religion: why human civilization continually generates narratives of transcendence.
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Chapter 7. Religion: Why Human Civilization Continually 
Generates Narratives of Transcendence
If humans are not only the outcome of biological evolution,
but also bearers of meaning,
a question naturally arises:
Why do almost all civilizations repeatedly generate some form of narrative of transcendence?
“Narratives of transcendence” here does not refer only to institutionalized religion.
It refers more broadly to a category of structures:
They seek to answer questions about the source of existence, life’s ultimate destination, the meaning of 
suffering, the order of good and evil, whether everything is reduced to zero after death, and how individuals 
relate to a higher whole.
Whether they take the form of deities, the Mandate of Heaven, the Dao, Dharma, rebirth, the Pure Land, the 
Kingdom of Heaven, revelation, spiritual practice, or a more abstract cosmic order, they all point to the same 
fact:
Humans will not remain satisfied for long with understanding themselves merely as organisms that survive, 
reproduce, and compete.
This is precisely why religion must be included in this volume.
For as long as religion continues to appear across such a broad range of civilizations, it cannot be merely a 
historical accident easily passed over.
It must touch some deeper structural reality.

I. Religion’s Repeated Appearance Shows That Humanity Is Not Satisfied with Purely 
Functional Existence
At the empirical level, religion can, of course, have many causes.
It can relate to fear, anxiety about death, group order, political authority, and cognitive tendencies.
These explanations are not entirely wrong and often grasp real mechanisms.
Religion can indeed be institutionalized, exploited, organized into an apparatus of power, or combined with 
psychological compensation and mechanisms of social stability.
The problem, however, is that these explanations mostly explain:
• How religion is exploited
• How religion spreads
• How religion shapes order
• How religion responds to a psychological or social function
They do not fully explain:
Why humanity needs some kind of narrative of transcendence so persistently, so stubbornly, and across so many 
civilizations.
In other words, function can explain why religion is useful,
but does not necessarily explain why it takes such deep root in civilization.
If humans truly were merely functional life forms, then once institutions were effective enough, resources 
abundant enough, and order stable enough, religion should rapidly retreat to the margins.
Yet history has not developed so simply.
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Even in highly modernized, technological, and rationalized times, questions of transcendence have never 
genuinely disappeared.
They simply return in another form.
Religion’s repeated appearance therefore shows at least one thing:
Humanity is not satisfied with living solely at the functional level.
Humans continually inquire into their place, belonging, meaning, and ultimate destination.
This is precisely consistent with the preceding chapter’s judgment.
If humans are bearers of meaning, religion is no longer merely an incidental branch within civilization,
but a historical manifestation of humanity’s attempts to find a higher framework for bearing meaning.

II. Religion’s Strength Lies in Grasping the Experience That “the World Is Not Self-
Sufficient”
Religion has retained its power for so long
not merely because it produces awe,
but because it grasps a deep experience:
The world before us is not self-sufficient.
Real life is real, yet it is not sufficient to close off every question.
This experience takes many forms:
• Suffering does not lose all its force when material conditions improve
• Death does not lose its sting as knowledge grows
• Love, sacrifice, guilt, redemption, and indebtedness often exceed calculations of utility
• People ask “Why am I alive?” rather than merely “How can I live more advantageously?”
Religion’s power lies in not evading these experiences.
It acknowledges that the world does not consist solely of visible interests and short-term order,
that human beings can be seized by higher questions,
and that existence itself leaves absences and a calling within life that purely functional language cannot account 
for.
In this sense, religion has not simply “fabricated a higher world,”
but responds to a real human experience:
This-worldly life is not closed, and life is not satisfied merely with ready-made structures.
This is also why religion is often connected with themes of awe, repentance, prayer, spiritual practice, sacrificial 
offering, transcendence, and ultimate belonging.
Behind these themes is not merely ignorance,
but humanity’s continual engagement with the same deeper question:
If this world is not everything, what exactly is my relationship to higher existence, order, or meaning?
Religion’s first value therefore lies not in whether its specific doctrines are entirely correct,
but in what it proves:
Humanity has never truly confined itself to a purely this-worldly functional level.



53

III. Religion’s Limitation Lies in Frequently Fixing “Manifestation” into “the Sole 
Truth”
Religion is both important and dangerous
precisely because it grasps a deep question,
yet often fixes, makes exclusive, and institutionalizes a particular historical manifestation of that question.
Once this happens, an originally open experience of transcendence can easily be transformed into a closed 
system.
Several common changes then occur:
First, higher questions are historicized into a single tradition.
Originally open inquiries into existence, meaning, and ultimate belonging are compressed into a particular 
historical scripture, theological formulation, national experience, or institutional doctrine.
Second, manifestation is treated as ontological reality itself.
The symbols, language, stories, and order of a religious tradition were originally only humanity’s historical 
responses to higher questions,
yet may be absolutized as the sole and complete ultimate truth.
Third, institutions begin to outweigh experience.
Religion often begins as a living response to a higher order,
but through long institutionalization,
living manifestation may gradually degenerate into rigid order, boundaries of identity, and structures of power.
Fourth, the question of direction is turned into command.
A higher direction that should continually be sensed, calibrated, and renewed
can easily be written into an unquestionable closed loop of commands,
thereby weakening people’s genuine judgment and capacity for open engagement.
This is religion’s dual character.
On the one hand, it preserves humanity’s sensitivity to higher meaning;
on the other, it may freeze that sensitivity into an institutional shell.
Religion must therefore neither be crudely abolished
nor simply absolutized.
This is particularly important for Emergent Meaning Cosmology.
It must neither dismiss religion as pure illusion
nor directly elevate a particular religious form of manifestation into the highest ontological reality itself.
What it must do is explain at a higher level:
Why religion repeatedly appears,
what it grasps,
and when it begins to depart from the question it originally sought to answer.

IV. The Explanatory Advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Religion Is a 
Historical Manifestation of Higher Meaning, Not Higher Meaning Itself
The advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology on this question
lies precisely in preserving the deep value of religious experience
while avoiding the absolutization of any particular historical form of religion.
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Within this framework,
eternity, primordial meaning, the universe, soul, world, human heart, lived meaning, structural meaning, and 
meaning in practice constitute a multilevel chain of unfolding.
Religion does not stand outside this chain.
In essence, it belongs to:
Humanity’s collective manifestation and organization, within history, of higher meaning, the order of existence, 
and ultimate belonging.
This definition is important.
On the one hand, it acknowledges that religion is not fabricated from nothing;
its appearance and persistence must have deep foundations;
on the other, it points out:
Religion is manifestation, response, and a form of organization,
not higher meaning itself.
Several key questions are thereby illuminated anew.
First, why religion repeatedly appears across civilizations
For as long as humans are bearers of meaning, and as long as the human heart is seized by ultimate belonging, 
death, responsibility, transcendence, indebtedness, and hope,
humanity will continually generate narratives of transcendence.
Religion is not a sporadic anomaly, but a frequently recurring manifestation of the question of meaning within 
civilization.
Second, why religions differ so greatly
Once manifestation enters history,
it is necessarily conditioned by language, geography, politics, culture, power structures, and civilizational 
experience.
In other words, the higher question is one thing;
historical responses to it will be diverse.
Third, why religion becomes alienated
Once manifestation is fixed by institutions,
structural meaning gradually overshadows living responsiveness.
Religion then slides from “helping people face higher questions”
to “eliminating higher questions on their behalf.”
Fourth, why religion still cannot easily be replaced
It preserves one of the most enduring facts of human civilization:
People do not organize themselves only around visible interests;
they continually seek responses to unseen higher order, meaning, and ultimate belonging.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology therefore need neither denounce religion as a backward relic
nor canonize it directly as the ultimate answer.
At a higher level, it shows:
Religion is humanity’s historical manifestation of higher meaning.
It deserves to be explained, recognized, respected, and calibrated,
but cannot simply be equated with higher meaning itself.
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V. Why the Question of Religion Ultimately Returns to the Human Heart
Religion cannot be understood solely through institutions, history, and group functions
also because it ultimately always returns to a deeper place:
The human heart.
Religion’s genuinely enduring power lies not in whether it can maintain an organization,
but in whether it still touches some of the human heart’s deepest experiences:
• Awe
• Indebtedness
• Supplication
• Belonging
• Hope
• Compassion
• Repentance
• The longing to connect with a higher order
If these experiences did not exist at all,
religion would not endure.
And if these experiences persist,
this shows that religion’s roots lie not merely in institutions,
but in the human heart’s enduring inability to be enclosed within a purely this-worldly existence.
This further shows that Supplementary Treatise: The Human Heart does not hold a merely subsidiary place 
within the entire system.
For if religion were only an institutional phenomenon,
studying history and power structures would suffice;
but if religion repeatedly appears
because higher questions continually move the human heart,
then the human heart is not a supplementary level,
but the pivotal level that makes religion possible.
It is precisely here
that Emergent Meaning Cosmology distinguishes itself from ordinary theories of religious criticism.
It does not reduce religion entirely to false consciousness, techniques of power, or psychological projection,
because these grasp only some of religion’s surface mechanisms.
Its deeper judgment is:
Religion has endured for so long
because the human heart itself is not enclosed within a purely this-worldly existence.
This also means
that any genuinely mature civilizational design
cannot merely attempt to abolish religion,
but must answer the questions religion has long answered, yet often answered in unbalanced ways:
• Why life is worth sustaining
• Why death matters so much
• Why a purely functional life cannot bring people complete peace
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• Why direction, ultimate belonging, and higher order continually return

VI. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not “Whether Religion Is True,” 
but “What Religion Proves”
This chapter does not need to answer “Which religion is true?”
That is not this volume’s task.
What this chapter truly seeks to establish is:
What the phenomenon of religion itself proves.
It proves at least four things.
First, it proves that humans are not purely functional beings.
If humans needed only survival and reproduction,
religion would not be so persistent and widespread.
Second, it proves that this-worldly life is not closed.
Life experience continually forces higher questions into view.
Third, it proves that the human heart is one of the real entry points through which meaning becomes manifest.
Otherwise, religion would not have developed for so long around awe, belonging, indebtedness, hope, and 
ultimate destination.
Fourth, it proves that no civilization can bypass questions of direction and ultimate destination.
As long as civilization is still borne by human beings,
it will sooner or later approach the question of “where, exactly, we are going.”
The final proposition this chapter seeks to establish is therefore:
What truly matters about religion is not whether it is merely a historical phenomenon,
but what it repeatedly proves:
Human civilization cannot remain for long at a purely this-worldly functional level.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
The unsolved mysteries of science: why boundaries persist.
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Chapter 8. The Unsolved Mysteries of Science: Why Boundaries 
Persist
If religion repeatedly proves that human civilization cannot remain for long at a purely this-worldly functional 
level,
modern science proves something equally important from another side:
Empirical explanation can continually advance,
but boundaries do not thereby disappear.
This is not a failure of science,
but precisely one of the reasons for its greatness.
For genuinely mature science never declares that everything has been resolved;
as it continually expands the reach of explanation, it also continually brings deeper questions into sharper focus.
This chapter therefore does not seek merely to list a number of “mysterious questions,”
nor to use science’s unsolved mysteries to attack science itself.
It addresses something more serious:
Why, in an age of exceptionally powerful science,
humanity still continually encounters certain boundary questions that cannot easily be accounted for.
This step is crucial.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to become a higher-order integrative framework,
it cannot treat science as an opponent,
nor crudely equate “science has not yet solved this” with “cosmology has already triumphed.”
What it actually needs to do is explain:
• Why science is powerful
• Why scientific boundaries genuinely exist
• Why these boundaries do not weaken science, but instead reveal higher-level questions
• What higher-level explanatory coordinates Emergent Meaning Cosmology actually provides at these 

boundaries

I. Science’s Strength Lies Not in Having Solved Everything, but in Continually 
Approaching the World More Closely
This must first be made clear.
Whenever “the unsolved mysteries of science” are discussed, two crude attitudes can readily emerge:
One treats science as an ultimate system already sufficient to explain everything;
the other immediately declares science inadequate whenever unsolved questions remain.
Both attitudes are too shallow.
Science’s true strength has never lain in having completed every explanation,
but in establishing an extraordinarily powerful mechanism of empirical approximation.
Through observation, experiment, modeling, revision, and repeatable testing, it can continually approach the 
world’s lawful structures more closely.
Precisely because of this, humanity has come to understand:
• Several basic pictures of cosmic evolution
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• Many mechanisms of life’s formation
• Numerous correlations between the brain and behavior
• The stability and computability of the material world
• How technology converts laws into capabilities
This must be fully acknowledged.
If science’s strengths are not acknowledged,
any higher-order framework can easily slide into an empty posture of superiority.
For Emergent Meaning Cosmology to be stable, it must first respect this:
Science’s explanatory authority over the empirical world is real and powerful.
Yet it is precisely on this premise
that the question becomes sharper.
For the stronger science becomes, the clearer its boundaries become.
In other words,
science does not encounter boundaries because it is too weak,
but precisely because it is strong enough
to bring certain higher-level questions into such sharp relief that they can no longer be conflated.

II. What Truly Deserves Attention Is Not “How Many Unsolved Mysteries Remain,” but 
Why Boundaries Keep Appearing
The term “unsolved mysteries” can sometimes mislead.
It can make people think the problems are merely unresolved for now,
and that with further technological progress, more data, and more refined theories,
these gaps will naturally disappear.
Some problems certainly belong to this category.
They are simply areas in which knowledge remains incomplete.
But not all boundaries are like this.
What this chapter really discusses is not technical gaps that merely await more data,
but another kind of question:
They recur not because researchers are idle,
but because the questions themselves have approached a boundary between levels.
These boundary questions typically share several features:
First, they span multiple disciplines, yet no single discipline can fully encompass them
Take consciousness, for example.
Neuroscience, cognitive science, information theory, philosophy, and linguistics all address it,
yet it is never merely a question of a localized brain mechanism.
Second, even major local advances do not make the overall question disappear
Take “why existence unfolds” within cosmic origins.
Even as pre-physical models become increasingly detailed,
the higher-level question retreats a step and continues to exist.
Third, they often concern “why it is so,” rather than only “how it works”
Such questions do not naturally disappear with a slightly more detailed account of mechanisms.
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They have already moved from questions of process toward questions of place, direction, or the conditions of 
existence.
Fourth, they always reconnect with subjects, meaning, value, and the future
In other words,
they are not neutral gaps in knowledge,
but continually return to:
Who humans are, why the world is worth understanding, and why the future is worth investing in.
What truly deserves attention, therefore,
is not how many difficult points in the world remain unresolved,
but:
Why boundaries keep appearing
once questions approach certain levels.
It is precisely here
that Emergent Meaning Cosmology begins to find its own place.
It does not replace science in solving these questions,
but attempts to explain:
Why these boundaries appear,
and what they jointly point toward.

III. The Problem of Consciousness: Why “the Existence of Experience” Cannot Easily Be 
Accounted For
Of all scientific boundary questions,
consciousness remains among the most characteristic.
Science can already explain many things related to consciousness:
• Relationships between different brain regions and perception, memory, attention, and emotion
• Connections between neural activity and behavioral patterns
• Mechanisms such as information integration, working memory, competition for attention, and decision 

pathways
• Changes in states of consciousness under anesthesia, sleep, injury, and stimulation
All of these are extremely important
and represent genuine progress.
Yet even so, a deepest question stubbornly remains:
Why is there “experience itself”?
In other words,
why does a highly complex physical–neural system
not merely process information,
but “feel,” “hurt,” “see red,” “feel sad,” and have a first-person sense of presence?
This matters
not because humans enjoy mystifying consciousness,
but because it touches a question extraordinarily difficult to account for:
• Mechanisms can explain information flow
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• Mechanisms can explain response patterns
• Mechanisms can explain inputs and outputs
• Yet the level of “being experienced” has not naturally disappeared
The problem of consciousness has therefore persisted
not because science has done nothing,
but because the more science does,
the more prominent “why experience exists” becomes.
The value of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here lies not in attaching a mysterious label to consciousness,
but in placing consciousness back within a fuller manifestation chain.
In other words,
consciousness is not an isolated miracle,
nor is it merely a neural reflex.
It is:
• The level of present manifestation under the impact of the world
• The window through which the human heart can focus and organize
• The interface of presence through which lived meaning can be experienced
The question then becomes more than:
“Why does the brain produce consciousness?”
It becomes:
“Why does the unfolding of existence ultimately advance to a level of presence capable of manifesting the 
world, sensing meaning, and organizing real experience?”
This does not replace neuroscience.
But it reconnects consciousness, from the boundary of pure mechanism,
with a higher-level logic of unfolding.

IV. The Tension Between Free Will and Determinism: Why People Always Feel They Are 
Doing More Than Passively Executing
Connected to the problem of consciousness
is the question of free will.
From the perspective of empirical science,
human choices are, of course, constrained by an enormous range of factors:
• Genetic tendencies
• Neural structures
• Physiological states
• Environmental stimuli
• Social conditions
• Historical experience
• Linguistic structures
• Institutional pressures
In this respect,
“absolute freedom” is certainly untenable.
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On the other hand,
humanity continually lives within another experience:
• I am choosing
• I am taking responsibility
• I could have acted otherwise
• I should be responsible for this
• I must judge what is more worthwhile
This shows that the difficulty of freedom
is not whether people are entirely free from causal constraints,
but:
Why, under highly constrained conditions of existence,
people still genuinely experience themselves as judges, bearers of responsibility, and choosers of direction.
If all of this is reduced to “freedom is merely an illusion,”
the problem does not truly disappear.
For the vast majority of civilization’s structures
are built on the following reality:
• People can bear responsibility
• People can be asked to exercise judgment
• People can say “ought”
• People can be accountable for promises
• People can choose among different possibilities
In other words,
the problem of free will is not a minor philosophical question at the margins;
it directly concerns whether civilization can hold together.
The significance of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here
lies not in declaring an abstract freedom wholly detached from causality,
but in explaining:
People genuinely become bearers of responsibility
because in them the unfolding of existence is no longer merely passive operation,
but begins to involve choices about meaning, directional inclinations, and confirmation in reality.
In other words,
freedom does not primarily mean “unconditional arbitrariness,”
but is closer to:
• Forming an orientation amid multiple causal influences
• Taking responsibility for direction in reality
• Genuinely organizing “what is more worthwhile at this moment” in the human heart and consciousness
The question of free will then becomes more than “whether there is a button beyond causality”;
it becomes:
Why existence, at the human level,
displays the characteristic of taking responsibility for direction.
This step also takes the question of freedom beyond abstract debate
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and directly into the question of civilization.

V. The Intelligibility of the Universe: Why the World Can Be Understood at All
Another question, often underestimated but profoundly deep, is:
Why the universe is intelligible at all.
This is, in fact, highly unnatural.
For logically,
existence could perfectly well be impossible to organize, model, mathematize, or know in a stable way.
If the world were purely disordered,
science could never develop.
Yet the facts are:
• The world is lawful
• Laws can be expressed mathematically
• Mathematical expressions can in turn correspond to the empirical world
• The human mind can, remarkably, grasp some of these laws
This is no small matter.
On the contrary, it is one of the premises that make modern science possible.
Yet that premise itself is precisely not among the easiest things to explain from within science.
Science usually assumes that the world is intelligible,
then continues its work on that basis.
But the question “Why is the world intelligible?”
pushes us back to a higher level.
The pure-chance framework struggles to explain this adequately,
because chance does not automatically entail a highly intelligible overall order.
The mechanistic-determinist framework can explain the existence of laws,
but may not explain why these laws also permit subjects to appear and to understand them partially.
The divine-creation-and-command framework attributes this to the creator’s will,
but again tends to close off inquiry too early.
What Emergent Meaning Cosmology offers here is another higher-level explanation:
The universe is not a blind accumulation, but a field of unfolding;
primordial meaning is not a particular purpose, but inclines existence toward being manifestable, capable of 
resonance, and capable of forming differences and levels.
Within such a logic of unfolding,
the world’s intelligibility is no longer merely an accidental bonus,
but becomes part of the conditions under which “existence can resonate with itself.”
In other words:
The world is intelligible
not because it was made specifically for humanity,
but because existence in unfolding already permits difference, order, levels, and resonance.
This does not mean that “everything has an explicit design manual.”
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It means:
A universe capable of unfolding into life, consciousness, civilization, and questions of the future
would not, by its nature, be wholly unintelligible.
Otherwise, unfolding itself would struggle to continue advancing.

VI. Questions of Value, Truth, and Meaning: Why “Worth” Does Not Naturally 
Disappear
Science also continually encounters another kind of boundary:
It can explain how the world works with increasing power,
but does not naturally eliminate the question of “whether it is worthwhile.”
This appears in many places:
• Why truth is worth pursuing
• Why suffering is more than a neural state
• Why love is more than a hormonal response
• Why justice is more than a tool for group stability
• Why sacrifice can exceed calculations of utility
• Why people would rather fail than wholly betray certain convictions
These questions persist
not because science is insufficiently advanced,
but because they were never the sort of question that “automatically disappears once the mechanism is described 
in sufficient detail.”
Mechanisms can explain:
• Which parts of the brain are active during value judgments
• How group morality forms
• How sympathy and cooperation evolved
• Why faith has social functions
But these explanations do not naturally eliminate:
Why truth, goodness, love, promises, sacrifice, and the future
actually carry real weight for people.
This is precisely one of the places where Emergent Meaning Cosmology must exist.
For as long as “questions of weight” genuinely appear in the world,
this shows that humanity does not live solely at the level of description,
but always at the level of judgment.
And behind the level of judgment, there must be higher structures of meaning and questions of direction.
The persistence of questions of value and meaning
therefore does not mean science is useless;
it means precisely that:
Science works powerfully at the level of “how things operate,”
while value and meaning continually push humanity toward the higher level of “why things are worthwhile.”
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VII. The Persistence of Boundaries Shows That the Questions Have Not Been Eliminated; 
Their Levels Have Been Brought into View
By this point, we can see more clearly:
Scientific boundaries are not mysterious.
They persist not because science is too weak,
but because the questions themselves continually bring differences between levels into view.
The question of consciousness brings out “why experience exists”;
the question of freedom brings out “why there are bearers of responsibility”;
the question of cosmic intelligibility brings out “why the world permits itself to be understood”;
the question of value brings out “why ‘worth’ cannot be eliminated by pure description.”
What these boundaries jointly show is not “what science cannot do,”
but:
Powerful explanation at the empirical level does not automatically eliminate higher-level questions.
In other words,
the world does not have only one level.
Once inquiry approaches existence, subjects, value, direction, and civilization’s future,
these levels are forced into view.
The value of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here
lies precisely in providing higher-level coordinates,
so that these boundaries are no longer merely scattered difficulties,
but can be understood anew as different entrances into the same deeper field of inquiry.
This is the direction of this chapter’s true conclusion.

VIII. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not “Science Is Inadequate,” 
but That “Boundaries Prove the Continuing Presence of Higher-Level Questions”
This chapter must never be written as an anti-science manifesto.
That would immediately weaken the whole framework.
What it truly seeks to establish is a more stable and stronger judgment:
The stronger science becomes, the clearer its boundaries become;
the clearer those boundaries become, the more they show that certain higher-level questions have not been 
eliminated.
What this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is therefore not “Science cannot do it, so cosmology has won,”
but:
The persistent boundary questions of consciousness, freedom, cosmic intelligibility, value, and meaning
jointly show that empirical explanation is insufficient to exhaust the full depth of existence.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology matters
not because it replaces science in solving these questions,
but because it attempts to place these seemingly dispersed boundaries
back within the same higher-level logic of unfolding:
• Why existence unfolds
• Why life bears meaning
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• Why the human heart becomes the hub of manifestation
• Why civilization must face questions of direction and the future
The final proposition this chapter seeks to establish is therefore:
What truly matters about the unsolved mysteries of science is not that they “have not yet been solved,”
but what they continually prove:
Empirical explanation is insufficient to eliminate higher-level questions.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
The strengths and boundaries of modern science: why empirical explanation remains insufficient to answer 
every question.



66

Chapter 9. The Strengths and Boundaries of Modern Science: 
Why Empirical Explanation Still Cannot Answer Every 
Question
If the preceding chapter discussed several persistent boundary questions, this chapter takes a further step. Its 
concern is not an individual difficulty but a more comprehensive question:
Where, precisely, does the greatness of modern science lie? And where, precisely, are the boundaries that it still 
encounters?
This must be made clear. Otherwise, the arguments that follow in this volume could easily slide toward either of 
two extremes:
- Deifying science as the sole ultimate system capable of explaining all existence
- Dismissing science as a narrow tool capable only of addressing superficial questions
Neither view is tenable. The former encourages the misconception that, as empirical explanation advances, 
every higher-level question will naturally disappear. The latter deprives us of the respect and clear judgment 
appropriate to our encounter with the most reliable body of knowledge about the actual world.
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to become a higher-order integrative framework, it must move beyond these 
extremes and locate modern science as accurately as possible:
Modern science is one of the most powerful mechanisms for progressively approximating the empirical world,
but a powerful explanation of the empirical world does not automatically amount to a complete explanation of 
existence.
Unless this point is established, the subsequent discussions of religion, civilization, AGI, the human heart, and 
the future will lose their balance.

I. The Real Strength of Modern Science Lies Not in “Knowing Everything,” but in 
“Establishing a Reliable Method for Approaching the World”
The greatness of modern science lies, first and foremost, not in its already possessing final answers, but in its 
establishment of a highly reliable method:
- Empirical testability
- Revisable conclusions
- Repeatable procedures
- Cumulative explanations
- Errors that can be exposed
- Theories continually subjected to selection by reality
This alone constitutes an enormous leap in the history of human civilization. Before modern science, people 
could of course observe, summarize, and think. What they lacked was such a stable, rigorous, cumulative 
mechanism for progressively approximating empirical reality.
Modern science transformed the world because it advanced “understanding the world” from scattered insights 
into a structural capacity that could be transmitted across generations, developed through collaboration across 
regions, and continually revised.
This had several decisive consequences.
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First, the world became reliably knowable.
Many phenomena were no longer merely mysterious experiences: they could be incorporated into laws, models, 
and predictions. From celestial motion to microscopic structures, from the mechanisms of disease to information 
processing, the intelligibility of the world expanded enormously.
Second, knowledge became cumulative.
Each generation no longer had to start from scratch; it could build on its predecessors’ achievements. For the 
first time, civilization genuinely acquired the capacity for rapid, sustained leaps in knowledge.
Third, capabilities were released on a vast scale.
Technology is not the whole of science. Yet the underlying foundation of technological revolutions does indeed 
lie in science’s reliable grasp of regularities. Energy, communications, computing, materials, medicine, and 
engineering all demonstrate that science does not merely explain the world: it reshapes it.
Fourth, humility became institutionalized.
This is often overlooked. One of science’s real strengths is that it permits its own errors to be publicly exposed 
and continually corrected through its methodological mechanisms. Although it cannot guarantee that it will 
never be wrong, it can guarantee that “errors will not remain unseen forever.”
The strengths of modern science must therefore be fully acknowledged. Without that acknowledgment, any 
higher-level cosmology can easily drift into empty abstraction. A higher-order framework incompatible with 
science will, in most cases, ultimately fail to enter the actual life of civilization.

II. Yet the Stronger Science Becomes, the Clearer It Is That Its Principal Question Is 
“How Does It Work?”
Modern science is powerful not because it applies the same crude question to every problem, but because it 
focuses intensely on its strengths. It is best equipped to address questions of this kind:
- How structures form
- How mechanisms operate
- How causes and effects connect
- How regularities appear
- How conditions change
- How outcomes can be predicted
This can be condensed into a single statement:
Modern science’s most powerful form of inquiry is “How does it work?”
This is also why it has achieved such tremendous success. For the question “How does it work?”
is naturally suited to empirical testing, controlling variables, building models, repeated verification, and 
technological application. It enables many previously obscure phenomena to enter a clear order of knowledge.
Yet precisely because science is so powerful at this level, its boundaries become increasingly conspicuous. 
“How does it work?” is not inherently equivalent to the following questions:
- Why does existence unfold?
- Why is the world intelligible?
- Why does subjective experience arise?
- Why does “what is worthwhile” not simply disappear?
- Why does the future become a question?
- Why do direction and ultimate destination keep returning as questions for civilization?
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In other words, “How does it work?” is an immensely powerful form of question, but it is not the form to which 
all questions should be reduced. Once everything is forcibly recast as “How does it work?”, many genuinely 
existing higher-level questions are mistaken for merely unfinished questions about mechanisms.
That is not always the case.
This chapter must therefore establish a crucial judgment:
Modern science is powerful precisely because it answers “How does it work?” with exceptional force;
and modern science has boundaries precisely because not every question belongs to the level of “How does it 
work?”

III. Empirical Explanation Can Become Ever More Complete, but “Why Is It So?” Will 
Not Naturally Disappear
People often take a certain picture for granted: if empirical explanations become sufficiently detailed, deep, and 
comprehensive, questions such as “Why is it so?” will eventually dissolve, or at least prove to be illusions 
created by wording.
This seems a powerful idea because it accords closely with the record of modern science’s successes. Many 
things that once seemed incomprehensible have indeed been progressively resolved into clearer mechanisms 
through empirical explanation. It is therefore easy to infer that every higher-level question will ultimately meet 
the same fate.
But this inference does not follow automatically. However complete empirical explanation becomes, it is still 
principally answering:
- What conditions constitute a given phenomenon
- What mechanisms make it possible
- How it changes
- How it can be described and predicted
These answers are certainly important. But they do not automatically eliminate other questions:
- Why is there such a describable field of existence?
- Why does life advance from mere adaptation to bearing meaning?
- Why do human beings ask what is worthwhile?
- Why can civilization not avoid the question of direction?
- Why is the future not simply an extension of time, but a question of value?
In other words, the continuing advance of empirical explanation does not automatically turn “Why is it so?” into 
a pseudo-question. On the contrary, it often simply forces that question to emerge more clearly from confusion.
For example:
- The stronger cosmology becomes, the clearer the question “Why does existence unfold?” becomes
- The stronger neuroscience becomes, the clearer the question “Why is there experience itself?” becomes
- The stronger evolutionary theory becomes, the clearer the question “Why does life ultimately bear meaning?” 

becomes
- The stronger AI becomes, the clearer the question “Why must human beings still be sustained?” becomes
The point this chapter seeks to establish is therefore this:
The power of empirical explanation does not mean that “Why is it so?” will naturally lose its validity; often it 
instead brings higher-level questions into sharper focus.
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IV. Science’s Boundaries Are Not Gaps, but the Disclosure of Differences Between Levels
Boundaries are easily misread
because many people understand them to mean:
- Science is not yet sufficiently developed
- There are not yet enough data
- Models are not yet sufficiently detailed
- Technology is not yet sufficiently advanced
This is, of course, sometimes true. Many scientific questions really are technical difficulties that have not yet 
been resolved. But interpreting every boundary as this kind of “temporary inadequacy” overlooks another, more 
important possibility:
Some boundaries arise not from insufficient capability, but because the question itself is already approaching a 
different level.
This means that a boundary is not equivalent to a gap. It is more like a disclosure of differences between levels.
For example:

1. From Mechanism to Experience
Neural mechanisms may become increasingly clear, but “Why does experience exist?” does not automatically 
disappear. This is not a failure of research into mechanisms,
but a sign that the question has moved from the level of mechanism toward the level at which experience 
becomes manifest.

2. From Fact to Value
Science can describe how the world operates, but a more detailed description does not automatically answer 
“What deserves to be preserved, sustained, and continued?” This moves from the level of fact toward the level 
of value.

3. From System to Subject
Systems can be optimized, but “Why can the subject not be replaced by a pure system?” does not automatically 
become invalid. This moves from the level of function toward the level of sustaining and carrying forward.

4. From Operation to Direction
A civilization can become increasingly efficient, but greater efficiency does not automatically resolve “Where 
should it go?” This moves from the operational level toward the level of direction.
What boundaries truly reveal, therefore, is not where science has failed to try hard enough, but this:
The world does not consist of a single level.
When questions approach experience, value, the subject, direction, and the future, differences between levels 
reveal themselves.
This step is extraordinarily important because it gives Emergent Meaning Cosmology a firm position: it is not 
here to plug gaps in science, but to address the higher-level questions that persistently appear at transitions 
between levels.
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V. Modern Science Is Most Easily Misused When It Is Treated as Holding “Total 
Explanatory Authority”
Science is easily over-deified not only because it is powerful, but because modern civilization habitually 
mistakes its most powerful method for its only method. This produces a tendency:
Whenever a question cannot be addressed directly through current empirical methods, it is regarded as unreal, 
meaningless, or destined to be eliminated sooner or later.
This stance appears resolute, but it is actually a methodological overreach. It quietly expands “What are 
empirical methods best suited to addressing?” into “What counts as a genuine question?”
This has several consequences.
First, questions about levels are miscast as technical questions.
For example, questions of civilizational direction are miscast as questions of institutional optimization; 
questions of meaning as questions of emotional management; questions of the human heart as questions of 
cognitive function; and questions of the future as questions of resource allocation.
Second, the boundaries of a method are miscast as the nonexistence of its object.
For example, the genuine standing of questions about direction, meaning, ultimate destination, and 
manifestation is lightly dismissed because they cannot be directly measured empirically.
Third, higher-level questions are persistently forced back into lower-level language.
As a result, the questions do not really disappear: they repeatedly return in more distorted forms. Modern people 
no longer speak openly about the soul, yet repeatedly encounter the same question through suffering, nihilism, 
fractured identity, civilizational instability, and anxiety about the future.
This shows that the most readily misused aspect of modern science is not science itself, but people’s mistaken 
treatment of it as holding “total explanatory authority.” Once it is misused in this way, many genuinely higher-
level questions are prematurely declared invalid.
The task of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here
is not to weaken science, but to correct this misuse:
Empirical methods have their supreme strengths, but strength does not confer total explanatory authority.
Once this point is established, science’s power becomes clearer, because it no longer has to undertake tasks that 
do not belong to it.

VI. The Position of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Not to Replace Science, but to 
Provide Higher-Level Coordinates for Its Boundaries
The position of Emergent Meaning Cosmology in this chapter must therefore be stated with great restraint and 
clarity.
There are three things it does not seek to do:
- Replace science
- Abolish science
- Usurp methodological primacy in the empirical world
Its actual purpose is something else:
When questions approach the boundaries of science, it offers higher-level explanatory coordinates for those 
boundaries.
In other words, it does not claim that it can resolve, at the empirical level, the neural mechanisms of 
consciousness, physical models of the universe, biochemical origins, or every problem involving AI algorithms.
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It can, however, explain:
- Why these questions continually bring questions of the subject, meaning, direction, and the future to the fore
- Why the power of empirical explanation does not naturally eliminate higher-level questions
- Why existence, life, the subject, and civilization are not unrelated to one another within the same universe
- Why higher-level questions are not enemies of empirical knowledge, but the next level naturally disclosed as 

empirical knowledge approaches the world
The position of Emergent Meaning Cosmology thus becomes clear:
- Science addresses “How does it work?” at the empirical level
- Cosmology responds to “Why does it unfold this way?”, which continually appears at the boundaries
- Civilizational theory addresses how these higher-level judgments translate into institutions, sustaining 

structures, and designs for the future
These three do not oppose one another; they connect from level to level.

VII. The Chapter’s Ultimate Point Is Not “Science Is Insufficient,” but “Science’s Own 
Strengths Bring Higher-Level Questions to the Fore”
The judgment this chapter seeks to establish can be condensed into one sentence:
Modern science leaves boundaries not because it is insufficiently powerful, but precisely because it is powerful 
enough to bring higher-level questions beyond the empirical level into ever clearer focus.
This means:
- The stronger science becomes, the less it should be disparaged
- The stronger science becomes, the less it should be deified as holding total explanatory authority
- Boundaries are not an affront to science, but a reminder of differences between levels
- The significance of Emergent Meaning Cosmology lies not in plugging gaps in knowledge, but in explaining 

why boundaries persistently reveal themselves and providing higher-level coordinates for them
The chapter’s ultimate point is therefore this:
The greatness of modern science lies in making the world increasingly intelligible. Its boundaries, meanwhile, 
continually remind humanity that increasing intelligibility does not mean that the full depth of existence has 
been exhausted.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
History and Civilization: Why Humanity Repeatedly Loses Its Balance Between Meaning and Structure.
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Chapter 10. History and Civilization: Why Humanity 
Repeatedly Loses Its Balance Between Meaning and Structure
If questions about the origin of the universe bring forth “Why does existence unfold?”;
if questions about the origins of life and humanity bring forth “Why does life reach the stage of becoming a 
bearer of meaning?”;
if questions about religion bring forth “Why can humanity not remain indefinitely at the level of purely this-
worldly functioning?”;
and if questions about science’s boundaries bring forth “Why is empirical explanation insufficient to exhaust the 
full depth of existence?”;
then questions about history and civilization bring forth another equally pointed fact:
Humanity does not lack meaning, nor does it lack structure. Rather, it repeatedly loses its balance between 
meaning and structure.
This statement is crucial. Civilization’s enduring difficulties often do not take the form of an absence of 
everything. Instead, they appear precisely as follows:
- Meaning exists, but sufficiently stable structures to sustain it do not
- Structures exist, but they gradually lose the manifestation of meaning and the support of people’s hearts
- Order exists, but grows increasingly hollow
- Passion exists, but cannot develop into a sustainable form of civilization
- A community exists, but has no future
- A narrative of the future exists, but does not genuinely sustain people
In other words, at their deepest, the problems of civilization
have never been only poverty, war, institutional defects, technological backwardness, or competition for 
resources. These all matter, of course. Yet their repeated development into civilizational crises often results from 
a persistent imbalance that has already emerged at a deeper level:
Meaning cannot enter structure in a stable way, while structure continually departs from meaning.
This chapter’s task is precisely to explain why human civilization falls into this cycle again and again.

I. Civilization Depends Neither on Meaning Alone nor on Structure Alone, but on Their 
Sustained Coupling
Any civilization that is to endure needs two kinds of things.
One is meaning. It answers:
- Why it is worth continuing
- Why we should live together
- Why certain sacrifices can be borne
- Why the future is not empty
- Why people are willing to devote their time to something that extends beyond the immediate present
The other is structure. It answers:
- Who takes on which roles
- How resources are allocated
- How power is constrained
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- How collaboration is sustained
- How responsibilities are assigned
- How the future becomes more than a slogan: an actual path people can enter
With meaning but no structure, civilization remains at the level of passion, vision, religious enthusiasm, ethical 
appeals, or revolutionary impulse. It may ignite a generation, yet struggle to sustain several generations reliably. 
Without structure, meaning cannot be transmitted across generations or continually realized in practice.
With structure but no meaning, civilization becomes efficient, stable, and institutionalized, perhaps even 
outwardly powerful, yet finds it increasingly difficult to answer:
What, ultimately, is all this for?
At this point, structures are still functioning, but they begin to degenerate from “sustaining life” into 
“maintaining themselves.”
Civilization, then, is neither the simple overlaying of structure with meaning nor the simple suppression of 
meaning by structure. What it actually needs is this:
Meaning must be able to enter structure, and structure must be able to sustain meaning continually.
Once this coupling chain breaks, civilization begins to lose its balance.

II. When Meaning Is Overpowering but Structure Is Inadequate, Civilization Burns 
Brightly Yet Struggles to Endure
This is an extremely common condition in human history. Some higher meaning is suddenly awakened on a 
mass scale:
- Religious awakening
- Revolutionary conviction
- Utopian vision
- A community mobilized for national salvation
- Enthusiasm for cultural revival
- A prophetic moral call
All of these can bring astonishing energy to a society in a short time. They lead people who were scattered, 
disengaged, and numb to believe once again in a larger direction.
They can inspire:
- Sacrifice
- Mobilization
- Courage
- Self-restraint
- A sense of participating in history
- A sense of shared destiny
The problem is that igniting meaning does not mean that structure has already taken shape. Without sufficiently 
mature pathways, roles, responsibilities, mechanisms of collaboration, and capacities for correction, the stronger 
meaning becomes, the more readily society may lose its balance in this overheated state.
Everyone has been seized by a “higher direction,” but the actual sustaining structures are insufficient to 
transform this force into lasting order.
Several things then happen.
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First, enthusiasm overrides order.
Short-term mobilization is exceptionally powerful, while long-term sustaining capacity is inadequate. The 
greater the desire to arrive swiftly, the easier it becomes to lose stability in practice.
Second, vision overrides roles.
Everyone knows the “overall direction,” but there is no sufficiently clear intermediate structure of roles to carry 
it. Responsibilities are therefore assigned ambiguously, and structure becomes unanchored.
Third, purity overrides complexity.
When meaning is exceptionally powerful, complex realities are readily treated as compromise, contamination, or 
disloyalty. The result is not greater proximity to the goal, but greater difficulty in building structures that can 
genuinely function over the long term.
Fourth, divisions between friend and enemy escalate rapidly.
In a state of intense meaning-driven mobilization, anyone insufficiently committed, pure, or aligned can easily 
be seen as an obstacle. This quickly generates intense tensions within the community.
Thus, when meaning is overpowering but structure is inadequate, civilization does not lack direction. On the 
contrary, direction is too powerful and the capacity to sustain it too weak.
It will burn brightly. It will possess tremendous energy,
and may even create a historic turning point. Yet it struggles to endure steadily, because the fire has already 
been lit before the furnace has been built.

III. When Structure Is Overpowering and Meaning Diminishes, Civilization Remains 
Stable but Gradually Hollows Out
Another, more hidden and more common imbalance is overpowering structure accompanied by diminishing 
meaning.
In this condition, society does not appear disordered on the surface. On the contrary, it often has the following 
characteristics:
- Mature institutions
- A stable division of labor
- Clear processes
- Effective management
- Powerful technology
- Meticulous organization
- Life can still be maintained
- The vast majority of people are even still functioning normally
Precisely for this reason, this imbalance is harder to recognize immediately than overpowering meaning with 
inadequate structure. It does not appear as a blaze,
but as a gradually spreading hollowing-out.
At its core is this: structure remains, but it no longer reliably sustains meaning.
That is:
- Pathways remain, but increasingly fail to lead people toward more substantial places in life
- Roles remain, but increasingly fail to generate genuine responsibility
- Institutions remain, but increasingly fail to make people feel connected to the future
- Collaboration remains, but increasingly fails to connect people to a deeper shared direction
- Life continues, but increasingly drifts toward maintenance rather than generation
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The danger to civilization at this point is not immediate collapse, but the gradual loss of its “capacity to move 
forward.”
People can still work. Institutions can still be efficient. Technology can still grow stronger. Yet more and more 
people will feel in their own experience:
- They are being used, but not sustained
- They are participating, but not growing
- They are living, but not truly entering the future
This is the deepest condition of civilizational hollowing-out.
It need not be accompanied by outward collapse; instead, a sense of the future is first lost in people’s hearts. 
Once that sense contracts across society, civilization has already begun to decline at a deep level, even if its 
structures remain efficient.

IV. Civilization’s Most Common Failure Is Not Simply Leaning to One Side, but the Two 
Sides Retaliating Against Each Other
The more complex and more realistic situation is this:
Historical failures of civilization often do not fall simply on the side of “meaning alone” or “structure alone.” 
Instead, they repeatedly oscillate between the two, producing mutual retaliation.
One common cycle is:

1. Old Structures Hollow Out
Pathways, roles, belonging, and a sense of the future begin to fail.

2. People Withdraw Their Commitment from the Old Structures
Large numbers no longer genuinely believe that continuing to entrust themselves to the old order has meaning.

3. New Meaning Is Fiercely Ignited
Religious, revolutionary, national, salvation-oriented, or utopian narratives emerge with force.

4. Inadequate Sustaining Capacity Causes New Meaning to Overheat and Lose Its 
Balance
Structures have not yet developed, or are distorted as soon as they emerge by the logic of purity, speed, and 
intense pressure.

5. This in Turn Generates a Harder, Colder, More Controlling Structure
To prevent another loss of control, this structure often places greater emphasis on order, efficiency, obedience, 
and the suppression of uncertainty.

6. The New Structure Gradually Hollows Out in Turn
People are once again connected to the system, but increasingly less connected to the future.
This is the historical cycle of “meaning and structure retaliating against each other.” Meaning erupts because 
structure fails; structure tightens because meaning runs out of control; the tightened structure then hollows out 
again because it loses meaning.
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Civilization thus repeatedly swings between:
- Fervor and cooling
- Mobilization and rigidity
- Vision and bureaucracy
- Liberation and control
- Passionate community and hollow order
This cycle persists because humanity can usually recognize which side it lacks, but struggles to develop both 
sides at once. When structure is too weak, people urgently seek order;
when structure is too strong, they once again long for meaning. Yet a genuinely mature capacity to couple the 
two has remained scarce throughout history.

V. Civilization’s Deep Problem Is Not Whether Meaning Exists, but Whether Meaning 
Can Be Sustained Continually
From this we can see that civilization’s real difficulty is not a “scarcity of meaning” as such. Humanity has 
never lacked impulses toward meaning. Religion, revolution, nationhood, faith, national salvation, ethical ideals, 
visions of freedom, and utopian dreams all amply demonstrate that humanity has always been capable of 
generating narratives of higher meaning.
What is truly scarce is something else:
The capacity to give meaning stable support in actual structures.
This includes:
- Turning visions into pathways
- Turning enthusiasm into roles
- Turning community into an order of responsibility
- Turning ideals into a capacity for correction
- Turning direction into institutional forms that can endure across generations
If this cannot be achieved, the higher the meaning, the more readily it can become a destabilizing force in 
history. If structure cannot continually sustain meaning, it will gradually degenerate after its initial growth into a 
machine for maintaining itself.
The key word in civilization’s deep problem is therefore not “meaning,” but:
Sustaining and carrying forward.
That is:
How can meaning enter reality?
How can reality avoid stifling meaning?
How can structure avoid crushing life?
And how can life avoid burning structure down?
Once this becomes clear, all the preceding chapters are illuminated anew:
- Questions about the origin of the universe bring forth “unfolding”
- Questions about human origins bring forth the “bearer of meaning”
- Questions about religion bring forth “Human beings cannot remain at the purely functional level”
- Questions about science’s boundaries bring forth “Higher-level questions remain persistently present”
- Questions about history and civilization bring all of this back to reality:
Civilizations often fail not because meaning is absent, but because meaning cannot be sustained continually.
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VI. The Explanatory Advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Re-situating 
Historical Imbalance within the Manifestation Chain and the Sustaining Chain
The advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology in this chapter is not that it says once more that “history is 
complex,” but that it allows this recurring imbalance to be understood within the larger manifestation chain and 
sustaining chain.
If the chains established earlier are:
- Eternity → primordial meaning → universe → superconsciousness → soul → world
- World → human heart → lived meaning (manifest in consciousness) → structural meaning → meaning in 

practice
- Meaning in practice → verification by the human heart → revision of structural meaning → reorganization of 

lived meaning
then the problems of civilization can be understood more clearly as follows.
First, meaning does not arise out of nothing.
Civilization’s higher aspirations are not sudden outbreaks of illusion. They are the historical manifestation of 
primordial meaning in the world, the human heart, and structures.
Second, imbalance often occurs between “manifestation” and “sustaining.”
In other words, higher meaning is not absent. Rather, after entering this world, it fails to organize itself reliably 
into sustainable structures.
Third, alienation often occurs between “structural meaning” and “meaning in practice.”
Structures originally established to sustain meaning gradually harden over time, degenerating from vehicles of 
manifestation into machines for self-preservation. This is one deep source of civilizational hollowing-out, 
institutional alienation, and the contraction of the future.
Fourth, the key to repairing civilization is not to manufacture enthusiasm once again, but to rebuild a healthy 
“meaning–structure–reality” cycle.
In other words, neither greater mobilization alone nor stronger structures alone will suffice. What must be 
rebuilt is a sustaining system that can continually sustain people, the future, and meaning.
This is precisely the difference between Emergent Meaning Cosmology and history alone, institutional theory 
alone, or moral criticism alone. It does not merely describe oscillation; it seeks to explain why oscillation 
repeatedly occurs:
When higher manifestations of existence enter civilization, imbalance repeatedly arises at the point of structural 
support.
This reconnects historical questions to the main chain of the cosmology as a whole.

VII. The Chapter’s Ultimate Point Is Not “Civilization Is Difficult,” but “Civilization 
Fails at a Deep Level Because Meaning and Structure Cannot Remain Coupled Over the 
Long Term”
This chapter would serve no purpose if it stopped at “History is complex.” What it seeks to establish is a firmer 
judgment:
Human civilization repeatedly loses its balance not because it lacks meaning, nor because it lacks structure, but 
because meaning and structure have persistently struggled to remain coupled over the long term.
Whenever meaning is too powerful and structure inadequate, civilization burns brightly but struggles to endure. 
Whenever structure is too powerful and meaning diminishes, civilization remains stable but gradually hollows 
out. More commonly, the two repeatedly retaliate against each other in history, leaving civilization trapped for 
long periods in an oscillation between overheated mobilization and cold, rigid order.
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The chapter’s ultimate point is therefore this:
History and civilization continually demonstrate that humanity’s deepest difficulty
is not how to produce meaning, but how to ensure that structure sustains meaning over the long term without 
distorting, freezing, or hollowing it out in the process.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
AGI: Why Artificial Intelligence Will Bring the Question of Meaning Fully to the Fore.
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Chapter 11. AGI: Why Artificial Intelligence Will Bring the 
Question of Meaning Fully to the Fore
If history and civilization continually demonstrate that humanity’s deepest difficulty is not how to produce 
meaning, but how to ensure that structure sustains meaning over the long term without distorting, freezing, or 
hollowing it out in the process, then the arrival of AGI does not simply add a new problem alongside this old 
one.
On the contrary, it will bring this long-latent civilizational difficulty to the fore in an unprecedented way.
Before AGI, although human civilization had repeatedly lost its balance between meaning and structure, one 
underlying assumption had never truly been breached:
However structures change, civilization must ultimately continue to rely on human beings as its principal 
bearers.
Jobs can change, institutions can be replaced, beliefs can collapse, and relations of production can be 
reorganized. But human beings are still assumed to be:
- Those who judge
- Those who carry things out
- Those who learn
- Those who organize
- Those who bear responsibility
- The principal participants entering the future
In other words, despite its recurring imbalances, the old civilization had still not truly confronted a more 
fundamental question:
If systems themselves begin taking over judgment, generation, collaboration, optimization, and coordination on 
a large scale, on what grounds will human beings continue to be needed?
This is the fundamental reason AGI will bring the question of meaning fully to the fore. It is neither an ordinary 
upgrade of tools nor simply industrial substitution. What it actually touches is civilization’s deepest assumed 
structure:
Who remains a bearer of the future?

I. AGI Is More Than Simply a “More Powerful Tool”: It Is a Comprehensive Shock to 
Civilization’s Sustaining Structures
Earlier technological revolutions certainly changed civilization profoundly. The agricultural revolution reshaped 
settlement, production, and community; the industrial revolution reshaped labor, the division of labor, and the 
ordering of time;
the information revolution reshaped knowledge flows, organizational efficiency, and global connectivity. These 
were all enormous changes.
Yet they shared one feature: although more powerful systems eliminated some old roles, they still needed 
human beings on a large scale as the principal bearers of the new systems.
Industrial machinery replaced some physical effort, but expanded another order of labor. Information 
technology compressed some intermediary stages, but expanded new cognitive work and organizational 
networks. Thus, while earlier technological revolutions were disruptive, they did not fundamentally shake the 
premise that “Human beings are the principal bearers of the future.”
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AGI differs because it does not merely enhance one capability. It simultaneously encroaches on multiple key 
domains of ability previously regarded as constitutive of “being human”:
- Language understanding and generation
- Cross-domain knowledge integration
- Complex reasoning
- Pattern discovery
- Creation and expression
- Planning and optimization
- Collaboration and coordination
- Support for judgment and advice on decisions
- In some settings, even a substitutive effect on emotions, relationships, and communication
This means that AGI does not replace people merely in some localized job. It challenges, across the board, the 
question of “What makes human beings needed by civilization?”
At a deep level, then, it is not simply an upgrade of tools, but:
A comprehensive shock to civilization’s sustaining structures.
Much of civilization’s sustaining capacity has rested on the premise that “Human beings possess certain 
irreplaceable qualifications for participation”: the ability to judge, create, organize, learn, take responsibility, 
and collaborate. When these qualifications are no longer secure, the issue ceases to be merely an occupational 
risk and rapidly becomes a civilizational problem.

II. AGI’s Real Danger Is Not Merely Replacing Labor, but Replacing the “Qualifications 
for Entering the Future”
To understand AGI merely as a question of “unemployment” is to see the problem too superficially. 
Unemployment is certainly serious, but it is still only a surface manifestation of a deeper problem.
That deeper problem is this:
AGI may replace not only people’s work, but the qualifications through which they previously entered the 
future.
“Qualifications for entering the future” does not mean legal permission. It means a structural position that 
civilization assigns to human beings by default:
You are connected to the future because you can learn, judge, create, participate, take responsibility, organize, 
and continue to accumulate capacities and experience.
These abilities are not incidental sources of value. They are the main pathways through which people can 
gradually acquire greater substance through actual life.
As AGI rapidly grows stronger along these dimensions, human beings will, for the first time on a large-scale, 
systemic level, confront unprecedented questions:
- If judgment can be outsourced, why am I still needed?
- If creation can be replaced, where does my uniqueness remain?
- If systems increasingly handle collaboration and coordination, am I left with only a functional position to be 

called upon?
- If the fruits of learning are quickly absorbed and surpassed by general intelligence, can what I have 

accumulated still consolidate into a future?
This is what is genuinely unsettling about the AGI era. It does not merely reduce the number of certain jobs;
it loosens the main channel through which people enter the future by engaging with reality.
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In other words, AGI’s deep risk is not merely rising unemployment. It is that large numbers of people may begin 
to wonder:
Will continuing to make an effort still lead me toward a future worth investing in?
Once this becomes widespread, the question of meaning will no longer remain on the pages of philosophy 
books. It will enter the actual life of civilization in full.

III. AGI Will Push the Problem of “Stronger Structures and Thinner Subjects” to Its 
Limit
The preceding chapters have repeatedly pointed out that one of civilization’s most dangerous conditions is not a 
lack of powerful systems, but systems growing ever stronger while subjects grow ever thinner.
This tendency already existed in the old civilization:
- Organizations became more efficient, yet individuals found it harder to develop substantial roles
- Information became more abundant, yet judgment became easier to outsource
- Collaboration grew denser, yet responsibility became easier to dilute
- Structures became more stable, yet people’s hearts became more likely to retreat from the future
AGI will push this tendency to its limit. For the first time, it will produce on a large scale a situation in which:
System capabilities grow extremely rapidly, while human growth as subjects is no longer assumed to keep pace.
This is a crucial rupture. In the past, even amid rapid technological progress, a broadly modern promise 
remained: as long as people learned, adapted, and worked hard, they could still find higher positions in more 
complex systems.
AGI may break this promise. It does not merely raise the threshold for using tools; it directly encroaches upon 
the domains of ability that formerly provided the basis for growth as a subject.
People will therefore encounter a double stripping-away.
The first is the stripping-away of function.
Certain positions formerly acquired through labor, judgment, and creation are directly replaced.
The second is the stripping-away of meaning.
The pathway that formerly enabled people to explain why their continued commitment was worthwhile begins 
to lose its stability.
This is why AGI cannot be discussed solely in terms of industry and employment. It will intensify the old 
problem of “stronger structures and thinner subjects” to an unprecedented degree, forcing civilization, for the 
first time, to answer directly:
If the future functions ever more effectively, yet increasingly fails to let people grow into themselves through 
participating in that functioning, is this still Civilization Leap?
The answer is plainly no. This is not a leap, but merely the polarization of old structures empowered by super-
tools.

IV. AGI Will Turn “Why Will Human Beings Still Be Needed?” into a Public Question
For most of human history, “Why are human beings needed?” was not a question requiring a public answer. The 
answers seemed to be given by default:
- Because people must work
- Because people must manage
- Because people must create
- Because people must judge
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- Because people must maintain communities
- Because without people, none of this could function
The arrival of AGI will gradually undermine these default answers. They will not all become invalid 
instantaneously; rather, they will continually be thinned out, replaced, and reordered.
A question that previously did not need to be asked publicly will therefore be felt directly in the lives of more 
and more people:
If more and more things can be accomplished without human beings, why will human beings still be needed?
This is not an emotional question, but a question of civilizational legitimacy. If a civilization cannot answer 
“Why will human beings still be needed?”, sooner or later it will also be unable to answer:
- Why education is still worth investing in
- Why growth is still worth looking forward to
- Why responsibility is still worth taking on
- Why the future is still worth organizing together
In other words,
“Why will human beings still be needed?” is not an occupational question, but a question concerning 
civilization’s entire structure of meaning.
Once this question becomes public, many things previously sustained by default in the old civilization will 
loosen:
- The justification for effort
- The sense of time that sustains striving
- The long-term character of commitments
- The sense of being needed through social participation
- The shared character of a public future
This is precisely how AGI brings the question of meaning to the fore. It does not merely make people more 
anxious in the abstract. It asks directly:
If you are no longer an indispensable bearer of this system, how will you explain your own place?

V. AGI Will Not Automatically Destroy Meaning, but It Will Force Civilization to 
Redesign How Meaning Is Sustained
One point must be made clear:
AGI does not automatically mean the destruction of meaning. Such fatalistic judgments are too simplistic. The 
problem is not that meaning must disappear as soon as AGI appears. The problem is:
AGI will render existing ways of sustaining meaning ineffective on a broad scale.
In other words, what it destroys first is not meaning itself, but the structure of positions through which human 
beings previously obtained meaning.
For example:
- Gaining identity through an occupation
- Gaining a sense of being needed through labor
- Gaining a sense of the future through professional competence
- Gaining substantial roles through organizational hierarchies
- Consolidating one’s position through long-term accumulation
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These pathways will not all vanish at once, but they will be systematically loosened. Once the old pathways 
loosen, civilization is forced to confront a more difficult question:
What are the new ways of sustaining meaning?
In other words, what AGI truly forces humanity to do is not “find a way to hold technology back,” but:
Redesign the structures that sustain meaning.
This brings the question directly to the core of your entire system:
- Why sustaining capacity must be rebuilt
- Why the future must remain accessible
- Why technological enhancement must be accompanied by the strengthening of subjects
- Why new civilizational structures must allow more people to be sustained again
The key issue in the AGI era is therefore not whether technology itself is evil, but whether civilization can, after 
technological reorganization, reorganize:
- Roles
- Pathways
- Contributions
- Belonging
- Effective participation
- A longer-range future
If it cannot, AGI will fully reveal the old civilization’s crisis of meaning. If it can, AGI may instead become a 
genuine window for Civilization Leap.

VI. The Explanatory Advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: AGI Is Not Merely a 
Tool-Related Risk, but an Event That Reorganizes the Order of Meaning
The advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology on this issue lies in its refusal to treat AGI solely as a 
technological question. Technology certainly matters. Safety, alignment, governance, and the distribution of 
power all matter. But stopping at these levels still yields too superficial a view.
At a deeper level, AGI is an event that reorganizes the order of meaning.
Why say this? Because the entire chain set out earlier has already explained:
- Human beings are bearers of meaning
- The human heart is the hub of meaning’s manifestation
- Lived meaning is experienced through consciousness
- Structural meaning is organized through language, institutions, roles, and relationships
- Meaning in practice is confirmed through actions, consequences, and feedback
AGI intervenes on a large scale precisely within these chains of organization:
- It changes the organization of language and knowledge
- It changes the distribution of creation and judgment
- It changes the formation of roles and the consolidation of pathways
- It changes how human beings are needed
- It changes the assumed relationship between human beings and the future
AGI is therefore more than a more powerful tool. It will reorder:
- Who judges
- Who organizes
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- Who takes responsibility
- Who generates the future
- What counts as genuine participation
- What counts as real contribution
This is a reorganization of the order of meaning. It does not merely alter the surface forms of work; it rewrites 
the foundations of “how people are sustained” within civilization.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can therefore see more deeply than a framework concerned solely with risk 
governance:
AGI matters not because it makes systems stronger, but because it forces humanity to answer anew who should 
bear meaning, how meaning should become manifest, and how structures should sustain it over the long term.
This is also why AGI must be an indispensable chapter in the validation of a cosmology. Within modern 
civilization, it is the event that most clearly, dramatically, and unavoidably forces the question of meaning out of 
the background and into the foreground.

VII. The Chapter’s Ultimate Point Is Not “AGI Is Dangerous,” but “AGI Will Turn 
Meaning from an Implicit Condition into an Explicit Question”
If this chapter merely said “AGI is dangerous,” it would be too superficial. Much of the existing public 
discussion already says this. What this chapter seeks to establish is a deeper, more crucial judgment:
The real upheaval caused by AGI is not merely an increase in risk. It will turn meaning from an implicit 
condition into an explicit question.
Before AGI, modern civilization could still pretend that questions of meaning were merely “personal confusion” 
or a “cultural side issue,” because it was still assumed that systems needed people, that effort led to a place in 
society, and that people could grow into themselves through actual life.
But once AGI breaches these assumptions, the question of meaning can no longer be marginalized.
It will become a question civilization must answer publicly:
- Why will human beings still be needed?
- What kind of participation counts as genuine participation?
- What kind of future is genuinely accessible?
- What kinds of structures truly sustain people?
- How can technological enhancement be prevented from degenerating into the thinning of subjects?
The chapter’s ultimate point is therefore this:
AGI will bring the question of meaning fully to the fore precisely because, for the first time on a large scale, it 
loosens the old channel through which “people enter the future through actual life.”
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
Interstellar Civilization: Why Civilizational Perpetuity Is Not Romantic Expansion, but the Extension of an 
Order of Meaning.
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Chapter 12. Interstellar Civilization: Why Civilizational 
Perpetuity Is Not Romantic Expansion, but the Extension of an 
Order of Meaning
If AGI will bring meaning fully to the fore from its status as an implicit condition, then “interstellar civilization” 
can no longer be understood as a distant prospect belonging solely to technological optimism.
It certainly involves spaceflight, energy, materials, closed-loop ecosystems, and the capacity for long-term 
survival. Yet if this were all it involved, it would still represent merely an expansion of geographical scale, 
rather than maturity at the civilizational level.
The real question is this:
When a civilization moves into a larger expanse of space, does it merely carry its technology farther, or does it 
also bring its order of meaning to a higher level of maturity?
This is the core issue of the chapter. Many narratives have excessively romanticized “interstellar civilization,” as 
though the ability to travel between planets, settle among the stars, and widen humanity’s radius of survival 
would naturally make civilization more advanced, greater, and closer to the future.
Yet history has given us ample reminders: expansion of scale does not automatically equal civilizational 
advancement, and increased capability does not automatically mean the direction is right.
If a civilization remains internally unable to sustain meaning over the long term, reliably sustain life, preserve 
subjects as structures grow stronger, or maintain openness as the future expands,
then even if it leaves Earth, it may merely amplify its old problems on a larger scale.
This chapter must therefore establish one statement:
Interstellar civilization is not romantic expansion. It is a test of whether an order of meaning can be extended to 
a larger scale.

I. Why “Going Farther” Does Not Automatically Mean “A Higher Civilization”
Modern people readily mistake “farther” for “higher.” This misunderstanding is not hard to understand. On the 
surface, moving into a larger expanse of space seems naturally to signify:
- More powerful technology
- More complex organization
- Greater capacity to mobilize resources
- Greater capacity to hedge risks
- A higher probability of civilizational survival
These all matter, of course, and no genuinely mature civilization can avoid them entirely. The problem is that 
they are primarily conditions of capability, rather than conditions of civilization.
Conditions of capability answer:
Does a civilization have the means to reach farther?
Conditions of civilization answer:
Does a civilization deserve to reach farther, and what kind of order will it carry there once it arrives?
The difference is enormous. A civilization may well possess the technological capacity for expansion over great 
distances while internally still exhibiting:
- Subjects continually thinned by systems
- Closed-off pathways
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- Flattened diversity
- A future monopolized by a few structures
- Human hearts persistently numb, withdrawn, or manipulated
- Sustaining capacity that does not reach most lives
- A civilizational order increasingly resembling an expansion machine rather than a community of life
If so, “going farther” will not elevate it. It will merely carry its imbalances onto a larger scale.
It is not interstellar civilization, but the old civilization made interstellar.
This chapter must therefore begin by breaking with a dangerous illusion:
Spatial extension is not automatic proof of civilizational maturity.
What truly deserves discussion is not whether a civilization can expand outward, but whether, before doing so, it 
has already acquired the capacity to couple life, meaning, structure, and the future in a stable way.

II. The Real Mediating Variable Between Civilizational Perpetuity and Interstellar 
Civilization Is the “Order of Meaning”
“Civilizational perpetuity” is often misunderstood as a longer span of time, as though it were enough for 
civilization not to perish, to keep surviving, and to pass through crises. Understood in this way alone, however, 
“perpetuity” degenerates into a form of survivalism.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must go further here. Its concern is not merely how civilization can prolong its 
lifespan, but how it can continue to exist without departing from a higher direction.
This means:
The core of civilizational perpetuity is not the length of time itself,
but whether its order of meaning can be reliably sustained, calibrated, and extended over the long term.
Understood in this way, the real mediating variable on the path toward interstellar civilization is no longer 
merely:
- Whether there is enough energy
- Whether propulsion technology is adequate
- Whether closed-loop ecosystems are stable
- Whether resource reserves are sufficient
These are all necessary conditions, of course, but they are not the most central mediating variable. More central 
is this:
Has civilization already formed an order of meaning capable of extending across scales?
An order of meaning is not an abstract slogan. It is an entire set of deep organizing arrangements within 
civilization:
- Why human beings are still needed
- Why the future remains open to most people
- Why structures serve to enrich the substance of life rather than merely control it
- How contributions are consolidated
- How pathways are sustained
- How diversity is preserved
- How the human heart avoids being persistently crushed
- How technology is prevented from racing ahead on its own, detached from subjects
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If a civilization has not resolved these questions even within Earth, the farther it moves outward, the more 
severe its problems will become. The greater the spatial scale, the more complex the structures, the more 
powerful the technology, and the greater the temptation to control, the greater the risk that subjects will be 
thinned out.
The most crucial mediating variable between civilizational perpetuity and interstellar civilization is therefore not 
“bigger rockets,” but:
A more mature order of meaning.

III. Why, Without a Mature Order of Meaning, Interstellar Expansion Will Only 
Amplify the Ills of the Old Civilization
An often overlooked fact must be stated clearly here:
Spatial expansion has an amplifying effect.
It amplifies a civilization’s strengths, but it also amplifies its ills.
If a civilization already possesses:
- Highly stable sustaining capacity
- An open space of future possibilities
- Protection for the growth of subjects
- Calibration of technology’s direction
- Long-term accommodation of diversity
- Continuing respect for the human heart and the depth of life
then a larger scale will give these strengths new room to unfold. This kind of expansion comes closer to 
“civilization advancing to a higher stage.”
But if a civilization already has the following problems:
- Strong systems, weak subjects
- Strong efficiency, weak meaning
- Strong control, weak openness
- Strong monopolization of pathways, weak accessibility
- Strong technology, weak human hearts
- A strong impulse to expand, weak civilizational maturity
then moving into interstellar space will not cure these problems. Instead, it will magnify them to a point at 
which correction becomes more difficult.
The reason is not complicated. At an interstellar scale:
- Centralized control is more readily rationalized
- Resource monopolies are more readily presented as necessary for survival
- Technological power more readily overrides the power of subjects
- Structural closure is more readily entrenched in the name of “extreme environments”
- Diversity is more readily seen as an obstacle to efficiency
- There is a stronger tendency to reduce people to functions, nodes, and passive adaptation
In other words, if the ills of the old civilization are not addressed, interstellar expansion will take civilization 
into a condition that appears grand but is actually more dangerous:
It becomes ever stronger, yet ever less like a civilization genuinely capable of sustaining life.
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This chapter must therefore say plainly:
Interstellar expansion without a mature order of meaning will merely give the old civilization’s ills a larger 
radius of operation.
This is not an objection to interstellar civilization. It is a demand that interstellar civilization first pass a higher-
level test of civilization.

IV. What Interstellar Civilization Really Tests Is Not the Capacity to Travel, but the 
Capacity to “Continue Sustaining Life at a Larger Scale”
Whether a civilization can enter interstellar space appears, on the surface, to be a question of engineering 
capability. At a deeper level, however, it is a question of sustaining capacity.
Any genuine interstellar civilization entails:
- Longer timescales
- Greater spatial distances
- Greater technological density
- More complex systemic organization
- More fragile ecological conditions
- Longer intergenerational chains
- Less room for error
Under these conditions, if a civilization wishes to remain a “civilization” rather than degenerate into a pure 
survival machine, it must answer:
How can life still be genuinely sustained at a larger scale, over longer periods, and amid greater complexity?
“Sustaining life” here does not merely mean maintaining biological supplies. It includes:
- Life is not merely kept alive, but can still form meaning
- People are not merely called upon for use, but can still develop roles
- The future is not merely planned, but remains open to subjects
- Technology does not merely maintain the environment, but still serves the growth of subjects
- Generations are not merely reproduced, but can still carry forward civilization’s living capacity for judgment
- Structures do not merely ensure functioning, but can still sustain the human heart
This is the real interstellar test. Experience on Earth has repeatedly demonstrated that a civilization’s deepest 
crisis is not “having no structures,” but “structures becoming increasingly unable to sustain life.” At an 
interstellar scale, this problem will be amplified and become clearer still.
What interstellar civilization really tests is therefore not “whether we can send people out,” but:
Whether, at a larger scale, we can still ensure that people are not merely alive, but genuinely sustained.
This also directly connects “interstellar civilization” with the “three goals of Civilization Leap.”
Without steady progress toward freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater 
meaning in life, so-called interstellar civilization merely carries an immature civilization into more distant 
physical space.

V. The Explanatory Advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Recasting the 
Interstellar Question from Spatial Expansion to the Extension of an Order of Meaning
The advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here is not that it understands engineering better than 
technological approaches, but that it redefines the question.
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Conventional interstellar imaginings readily revolve around questions such as:
- When can we settle on Mars?
- How can we cross interstellar distances?
- How can we resolve energy needs and closed-loop ecosystems?
- How can we maintain social organization in more distant space?
These all matter. But they remain principally questions of capability.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology asks further:
Why should a civilization go farther?
What will it take with it?
At that greater distance, will it continue unfolding primordial meaning, or merely enlarge the operating range of 
old structures?
The interstellar question is thus recast as:
Can an order of meaning extend across scales?
An “order of meaning” is not some abstract list of values. It is the outcome, at the civilizational level, of the 
entire chain set out earlier:
- Primordial meaning provides the underlying basis of direction
- The human heart is the hub of manifestation
- Lived meaning generates what is worthwhile here and now
- Structural meaning organizes what is worthwhile into pathways, roles, institutions, and collaboration
- Meaning in practice is continually confirmed, revised, and reorganized through actions, consequences, and 

feedback
If this chain has already begun to mature within Earth’s civilization, then interstellar civilization will cease to be 
merely physical expansion. It will become:
The continued unfolding of primordial meaning at a larger scale; the continued manifestation and sustaining of 
the human heart, life, structure, and the future across longer scales.
The relationship between “civilizational perpetuity” and “interstellar civilization” thus becomes clearer:
- Civilizational perpetuity is not an auxiliary preparation for interstellar civilization
- It is itself an internal prerequisite of interstellar civilization
- Only a civilization capable of maintaining an order of meaning over the long term is qualified to continue 

unfolding itself at a larger scale
This is the real advantage of Emergent Meaning Cosmology over narratives of technological expansion: it 
places the interstellar question back within the main chain of existence’s unfolding, meaning’s manifestation, 
and civilization’s sustaining capacity.

VI. Genuine Interstellar Civilization Is Therefore Not “Escaping Earth,” but “Taking 
Civilizational Maturity Beyond Earth”
“Escape from Earth” visions of interstellar life have long been popular because they cater to a modern illusion: 
that problems arise mainly from environmental constraints, and that simply moving somewhere else will make 
civilization more advanced, freer, and more endowed with a future.
Yet history has long shown that civilization’s real problems have never been solely environmental. The 
environment certainly matters, but it is not everything. Many of the deepest problems arise precisely within 
civilization:
- The failure of sustaining capacity
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- The hollowing-out of structures
- The retreat of the human heart
- The closing-off of the future
- The decoupling of technology from subjects
- Distorted direction
- A long-term imbalance between meaning and structure
If these problems remain unresolved, leaving Earth will not automatically repair them. On the contrary, they will 
be amplified under harsher, more complex interstellar conditions that depend more heavily on systems.
Genuine interstellar civilization is therefore not “moving somewhere else to continue the old problems,” but:
Taking civilizational maturity beyond Earth.
“Civilizational maturity” here includes, at a minimum:
- Respect for the depth of life
- Protection for manifestation in the human heart
- Support for the growth of subjects
- Safeguarding the accessibility of the future
- Continual calibration of technology’s direction
- Vigilance against structural closure
- The capacity to accumulate meaning across generations
- Long-term fidelity to higher direction and coordinates for outcomes
Only by taking these with it can interstellar civilization cease to be merely a more distant space for survival and 
genuinely become a higher stage of civilization.
This chapter must therefore establish a very firm judgment:
Interstellar civilization is not a geographical event, but an event of civilizational maturity.
Only in this way can “going farther” cease to be merely romantic expansion and become the genuine continued 
unfolding of civilization.

VII. The Chapter’s Ultimate Point Is Not “Interstellar Expansion Is Great,” but 
“Interstellar Civilization Is the Ultimate Test of the Maturity of an Order of Meaning”
If this chapter were merely an enthusiastic hymn to interstellar civilization, it would immediately become 
distorted. Such an approach would only repeat familiar technological futurism, without conveying the true depth 
of Emergent Meaning Cosmology.
What this chapter seeks to establish is this:
Interstellar civilization is not automatically higher. It is the ultimate test of the maturity of a civilization’s order 
of meaning.
Only as the following conditions gradually become established
does a civilization genuinely acquire the qualifications for moving into interstellar space:
- It can preserve subjects amid more powerful technology
- It can sustain life within more complex structures
- It can keep the future accessible over longer periods
- It can maintain an order of meaning at a larger scale without sliding into closure
- It can make civilizational perpetuity more than merely prolonging survival: a continuing unfolding of higher 

sustaining capacity
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The chapter’s ultimate point is therefore this:
What truly matters about interstellar civilization is not that it takes humanity farther, but that it tests whether 
humanity has matured enough to take an order of meaning, the sustaining of life, and an open future farther 
together.
At this point, Part II, “Multidimensional Validation,” reaches a crucial closure:
The origins of the universe, the origins of life and humanity, religion, science’s boundaries, civilizational 
history, AGI, and interstellar civilization may seem disparate. Yet together they test the same thing:
Can Emergent Meaning Cosmology provide a consistent higher-level explanation of “why existence unfolds, 
why life bears meaning, and why civilization must safeguard the future”?
The volume now moves from “multidimensional validation” to its next step:
From Explanation to Principles: Cosmology as the Foundational Orientation of All the Writings.
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Chapter 13. Eternity, Primordial Meaning, and the Direction of 
Civilization: Why Existence Itself Is Not Neutral
The multidimensional validation in the preceding part has brought the inquiry to a new point.
The origin of the universe, the origins of life and humanity, religion, the boundaries of science, civilizational 
history, AGI, and interstellar civilization: these seemingly disparate questions ultimately point to one shared 
conclusion:
Existence is not a background indifferent to everything.
If existence were merely a purely neutral background, without any inclination and indifferent to every 
unfolding, then life, subjects, meaning, direction, civilization, and the future would amount, at most, to local 
noise.
They might appear or not; flourish or perish; be taken seriously or be wholly demoted to accidental by-products.
Within such a framework, it becomes very difficult to establish a genuine direction for civilization.
Everything is reduced to local preferences, short-term strategies, and provisional orders. Ultimately, there is no 
higher-level ground for explaining why some directions deserve greater commitment, why some outcomes are 
higher than others, why the future must not be arbitrarily constricted, or why life must not be treated merely as 
an instrumental node.
But if the preceding validation has already shown that
existence unfolds, life bears meaning, the human heart remains gripped by higher questions, civilization 
repeatedly loses its balance around questions of direction and carrying forward, AGI will force humanity to 
answer anew “Why are human beings still needed?”, and interstellar civilization will take every question of 
direction to a larger scale,
then “existence itself is neutral” can no longer be taken as the default premise.
Part III must therefore begin here:
What, exactly, is the relationship among eternity, primordial meaning, and the direction of civilization?

I. If Existence Itself Is Entirely Neutral, Questions of Direction Ultimately Degenerate 
into Competition among Preferences
One extremely common implicit premise in the modern world is:
Existence itself contains no direction; direction is merely a preference that subjects subsequently add to it.
On this premise, the direction of civilization will also be understood as:
- Values that certain people like
- Expressions of certain cultures’ preferences
- Extensions of certain groups’ interests
- Historical outcomes of a particular power structure
This view has a basis in reality.
Many so-called “directions” do indeed turn out to be packaged interests;
many so-called “values” turn out to be institutional rhetoric;
and many so-called “higher goals” turn out to be a veneer of legitimacy manufactured by a structure to maintain 
itself.
Vigilance toward direction is therefore necessary in the first place.
But if this leads further to the opposite extreme,
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namely, the belief that questions of direction are essentially just competition among preferences,
it immediately creates a deeper difficulty.
For once direction is reduced to competition among preferences,
the following questions become difficult to establish in any genuine sense:
- Why certain forms of civilization ought to be rejected, rather than merely “not to my liking”
- Why constricting the future, flattening subjects, and freezing diversity constitute genuine deviation from 

course, rather than merely another choice
- Why Civilization Leap cannot mean only stronger technology, larger scale, and greater efficiency
- Why “freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater meaning in life” are not 

merely three human preferences, but higher outcome coordinates
- Why civilizational perpetuity is not conservative life extension, but a more mature requirement of direction
- Why the immortality of meaning is not romantic lyricism, but a higher commitment to ensuring that genuine 

participation is not casually reduced to nothing
If all of these can only be framed as preferences,
the whole framework loses its firmness at the most crucial point.
It can inspire people,
but cannot readily provide them with genuine calibration;
it can encourage action,
but cannot readily establish boundaries.
Thus, the first question Part III must address is:
Can the direction of civilization avoid degenerating into pure competition among preferences?
For this step to hold,
we must return to a higher level:
Does existence itself possess an underlying directional ground?

II. Primordial Meaning Is Not a Specific Purpose, but the Underlying Directional 
Ground of Existence’s Unfolding
The place of “primordial meaning” must be clarified once again here.
It is not a slogan of values invented later by humanity,
nor an assignment of tasks for this world.
Still less is it a cosmic script with a predetermined ending and every detail prescribed.
Primordial meaning is closer to:
The initial impetus and underlying directional ground of eternity’s self-manifestation, self-reverberation, and 
self-unfolding.
This definition is extremely important,
because it avoids two common misunderstandings at once.
First, it avoids presenting primordial meaning as a rigid teleology.
If primordial meaning is understood as “the universe having been predestined to reach some fixed endpoint,”
then existence’s unfolding loses its openness,
and life, freedom, history, error, suffering, creation, and civilizational trial and error are all excessively flattened.
Yet one of the most important features of your overall framework is precisely its preservation of a future that 
“can be entered, revised, and jointly generated.”
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Second, it also avoids presenting primordial meaning as an ineffectual background.
If primordial meaning is merely an appealing higher-order term,
yet offers no directional inclination for life, civilization, or the future,
it degenerates into decoration.
In that case, eternity and civilization remain disconnected,
and cosmology cannot genuinely become a foundational orientation.
Thus, primordial meaning’s most accurate status is neither a command nor an ornament,
but:
An underlying directional inclination.
It does not directly replace subjects’ judgment,
directly prescribe every institutional design,
or directly issue commands within history.
But it makes the unfolding of existence something other than pure indifference.
It means:
Unfolding does not occur in arbitrary disarray,
but naturally inclines toward directions that allow manifestation to continue, life to continue, channels of 
meaning to continue, and the future to remain accessible.
This is also why primordial meaning is neither identical to lived meaning
nor identical to structural meaning.
It is higher.
It is the deepest ground that makes it possible to organize these levels and use them to judge deviation from 
course and maturity.

III. The Direction of Civilization Is Not Invented out of Nothing, but Unfolds in This 
World within a Higher Ground
Once primordial meaning is understood this way,
the nature of civilizational direction is illuminated anew.
The direction of civilization is not fabricated out of thin air.
It certainly requires history, institutions, technology, judgments about reality, and collective practice,
but it is not invented entirely from a blank slate.
It is closer to:
The worldly unfolding of primordial meaning at the civilizational level.
What does this mean?
It means that the direction of civilization is not a matter of choosing a slogan at will
and then demanding that institutions accommodate it.
Instead, it requires continuously discerning:
- Which directions better enable life to be supported
- Which directions better keep the future accessible
- Which directions better prevent subjects from being diminished within more powerful systems
- Which directions better enable structures to serve the deepening of life rather than their own expansion
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- Which directions better enable civilization not merely to prolong its life, but continually to unfold toward 
greater maturity

In this way, civilizational direction ceases to be merely a political slogan or ethical preference
and becomes a worldly rendering of a higher ground.
Precisely for this reason, civilizational direction must have two qualities at once:
First, openness.
Because primordial meaning is not a specific script,
civilizational direction cannot be defined as a single path, a single institution, or a single cultural form.
It must allow revision, historical unfolding, and differences in concrete expression across civilizational contexts.
Second, non-arbitrariness.
Because primordial meaning is not a blank background,
civilizational direction is not an arbitrary collage either.
Not every “future” is equally legitimate;
not every form of “efficiency” is equally desirable;
not everything “more powerful” constitutes civilizational ascent.
Directions still differ in level, and in whether they represent maturity or deviation from course.
This is precisely one of Part III’s most important turns:
It raises “direction” from the level of subjective wishes back to that of “higher-level calibration within this 
world.”

IV. Why “Freedom from Survival Insecurity, Happiness in Everyday Life, and Greater 
Meaning in Life” Are Not Slogans, but the First Set of Outcomes of Direction’s Unfolding
As already established, once cosmology becomes a foundational orientation, it brings not only direction but also 
outcome coordinates.
The first, most basic and most practical set of outcomes consists of the three goals of Civilization Leap:
- Freedom from survival insecurity
- Happiness in everyday life
- Greater meaning in life
This set of outcomes matters
precisely because it is not a set of policy goals arbitrarily assembled after the fact,
but the most basic, most tangible, and most verifiable outcomes of civilizational direction’s unfolding in this 
world.
Freedom from survival insecurity
This corresponds, first, to the following:
A civilization cannot continue to expose vast numbers of lives to unnecessary existential instability over the 
long term.
War, extreme poverty, systemic abandonment, technology out of control, and institutional risks all mean that 
civilization has yet to fulfill its most basic responsibility of support.
Thus, freedom from survival insecurity is not a welfare slogan,
but a baseline test of whether civilization can bear responsibility for life.
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Happiness in everyday life
This corresponds, further, to the following:
Civilization cannot merely keep people alive;
it must also make relationships, rhythms, belonging, order, and everyday experience more worth continuing.
If a civilization continually strengthens its systemic capabilities,
yet leaves more and more people living amid pervasive anxiety, collapsing relationships, shattered rhythms, and 
persistent internal depletion,
then however powerful it may be, it cannot be considered mature.
Thus, happiness in everyday life is not a soft optional extra,
but a test of whether civilizational direction has reached the level of daily life.
Greater meaning in life
This is the highest of the three goals.
It requires civilization not only to sustain life,
but also to enable life to occupy a more substantial place, participate genuinely, leave contributions that can 
endure, and feel that one’s time is not merely being consumed.
If a civilization can provide high efficiency, powerful systems, and extensive connections,
yet cannot give life increasing weight,
it will ultimately still become hollow.
Thus, these three goals are not a wish list of parallel aspirations,
but the first set of realized outcomes of civilizational direction in the real world.
Together they constitute this judgment:
If a direction is genuinely higher,
it must at least be realized in this world as:
More secure survival, better daily life, and greater weight to life itself.
For this reason, these three goals are not ancillary promotional language for subsequent manuscripts,
but the first set of outcome coordinates through which cosmology’s underlying directional ground appears at the 
civilizational level.

V. Why Civilizational Perpetuity Is Not a Second Set of Goals, but the Long-Term Form 
of Mature Direction
The three goals of Civilization Leap primarily answer:
How direction begins to be realized at the worldly stage.
But this is not enough.
Even if a civilization achieves certain short- or medium-term leaps,
it may still slide back over a longer period into closure, alienation, hollowness, or imbalance.
Thus, whether direction is genuinely mature
also depends on whether it can go on to produce a second set of outcomes:
Civilizational perpetuity.
Civilizational perpetuity does not simply mean “living longer.”
If that were all it meant,
it could easily degenerate into a conservative logic of life prolongation.
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The civilizational perpetuity required by Emergent Meaning Cosmology
is closer to a form of long-term maturity, including at least:
- Stability without freezing
- Openness without loss of control
- Capacity for course correction without ossification
- Extension across generations without repeated resets to zero
- Continued movement toward a greater future without abandoning the original direction
This means that civilizational perpetuity is not another set of policy goals detached from cosmology,
but the mature outcome of direction on a longer timescale.
In other words:
- Civilization Leap is direction beginning to be realized
- Civilizational perpetuity is direction beginning to mature stably
If the direction is correct but cannot be carried forward stably over the long term,
this still shows that direction has not genuinely developed into a civilizational form.
Thus, civilizational perpetuity is an outcome coordinate for whether direction can withstand the test of time.
It is also here that the connection between civilizational direction and interstellar civilization can genuinely be 
established.
Only a civilization capable of remaining open, correcting its course, and extending across generations over a 
longer timescale
is qualified to extend itself to a larger scale.
Otherwise, so-called interstellar civilization is merely the outward expansion of an immature civilization.

VI. Why the Immortality of Meaning Is the Deepest Outcome of the Question of 
Direction, Rather than Incidental Lyricism
If the three goals of Civilization Leap correspond to the first set of outcomes at the worldly level,
and civilizational perpetuity to the second set at the temporal level,
then the immortality of meaning corresponds to the third and deepest set of outcomes.
Unless this point is clearly articulated,
“the immortality of meaning” can easily be misread as literary lyricism
or misunderstood as an undefined religious promise.
Within the overall framework, however, it has a more precise place:
The immortality of meaning expresses the outcome of the question of direction at its deepest level.
It answers:
- Must an individual’s genuine participation simply and rapidly return to zero?
- Must civilization’s creations, relationships, sacrifices, and contributions continually be swallowed by time?
- Must every effort ultimately leave nothing but a blank?
- Or can genuine responses of life enter into a longer-range reverberation of existence?
Here, “immortality” is not simply the continuation of the body,
nor personal deathlessness as superficially imagined.
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More securely understood, it means:
First, at the individual level
A person’s genuine actions, creations, relationships, and contributions
should not readily be erased in terms of their civilizational meaning.
Their participation should not be mere short-lived noise.
Second, at the civilizational level
Civilization should not consist merely of continually building, collapsing, forgetting, and returning to zero.
A genuinely mature civilization should be capable of accumulating meaning, contributions, and direction.
Third, at a higher level
The genuine responses of finite lives within finite circumstances
can enter into a longer-range reverberation of existence,
rather than dissipating entirely into meaninglessness.
It is precisely in this sense that the immortality of meaning becomes the deepest outcome of the question of 
direction.
For if a direction is genuinely higher,
it cannot ultimately be expressed only in present efficiency, local order, or prosperity at a particular stage.
It must also be expressed in:
Whether the weight of real lives can be preserved, extended, and answered over a longer duration.
Thus, the immortality of meaning is not incidental lyricism.
It is a test of the entire question of direction at its deepest level:
Does this direction make genuine participation less liable to be reduced to nothing?

VII. Once Cosmology Becomes a Foundational Orientation, What It Truly Provides Is a 
Dual Coordinate System of “Direction–Outcomes”
At this point, we can see more clearly:
Once Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes a foundational orientation, it provides far more than a higher 
direction.
If it provided direction alone, it could still remain at the level of abstract ideals.
What it truly provides is a dual coordinate system:
Direction coordinates
- Whether channels are preserved for primordial meaning to unfold
- Whether life, subjects, the future, and civilization receive deeper support
- Whether technology, structures, and order serve greater maturity rather than purely local expansion
Outcome coordinates
- The three goals of Civilization Leap: freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater 

meaning in life
- Civilizational perpetuity: stability, openness, capacity for course correction, extension across generations, and 

movement toward a greater future
- The immortality of meaning: genuine participation is not readily reduced to nothing, but enters into a longer-

range reverberation of existence
This means that all subsequent manuscripts, all institutional designs, all technological proposals, and all 
governance processes can be subjected to a common set of questions:
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- Is the direction correct?
- Are the three goals being realized?
- Are the conditions for civilizational perpetuity being strengthened?
- Is genuine participation becoming less liable to be reduced to nothing?
This is where the foundational orientation truly begins to become a method.
It is no longer merely a higher-level worldview,
but begins to provide:
- Standards of judgment
- Outcome coordinates
- Design constraints
- Identification of deviations from course
- Principles for drawing things together
It is also here that cosmology truly becomes the foundational orientation of all your subsequent manuscripts, 
rather than merely their background.

VIII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is: “Direction Does Not Hang in the 
Air; It Must Be Realized as Outcomes”
This chapter must ultimately establish a very firm judgment:
If direction cannot be realized as outcomes,
it has not yet genuinely entered civilization.
Thus, primordial meaning is not merely an abstract foundational orientation;
it must unfold as direction at the civilizational level.
And direction cannot remain a vision;
it must be further implemented as outcomes:
- The outcomes of Civilization Leap’s three goals
- The long-term outcomes of civilizational perpetuity
- The deepest outcomes of the immortality of meaning
Only in this way will “direction” avoid degenerating into verbal decoration,
and “outcomes” avoid degenerating into isolated policy indicators.
The two check each other,
together forming the framework of civilizational method.
Thus, the one sentence this chapter must ultimately establish is:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can become a foundational orientation
not merely because it provides direction,
but even more because it also provides outcome coordinates.
Direction determines why we set out;
outcomes determine whether that direction has genuinely been put into practice.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
The chain linking the world, the human heart, consciousness, lived meaning, structural meaning, and meaning in 
practice.
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Chapter 14. The Chain Linking the World, the Human Heart, 
Consciousness, Lived Meaning, Structural Meaning, and 
Meaning in Practice
If the preceding chapter addressed
the relationship among eternity, primordial meaning, and civilizational direction,
and further explained how direction is realized as the outcome coordinates of Civilization Leap, civilizational 
perpetuity, and the immortality of meaning,
then this chapter must address another equally crucial matter:
How, exactly, does this higher direction enter this world?
Unless this point is made clear,
the entire cosmology will remain liable to stay at an elevated level of abstraction.
Eternity, primordial meaning, civilizational direction, and civilizational outcomes may all hold,
but readers will still ask:
- How does higher direction enter individual experience?
- Why does an individual feel, in present daily life, “What is worth my doing?”
- How do structures, institutions, roles, and civilizational order connect with what the human heart genuinely 

feels?
- Why do some structures deepen life while others hollow it out?
- Why does the same world reveal different weight in different human hearts?
- Why can practical experience both validate meaning and distort it?
All of this shows that,
between “higher direction” and “civilizational structure,”
there remains an intermediate chain that must be clearly articulated.
That chain is:
World → human heart → consciousness → lived meaning → structural meaning → meaning in practice
But merely placing these terms in sequence is far from enough.
What truly matters is explaining:
- They are not synonyms for one another
- Nor are they concepts at the same level
- They form a manifestation chain, not a collection of parallel nouns
- This chain matters precisely because it genuinely connects cosmology, the theory of the human heart, and 

Meaning Dynamics
Thus, this chapter’s task
is not simply to define a few concepts,
but to set out formally and clearly the most crucial connecting chain in the entire framework.

I. The World: The Interface in Reality Where Meaning Manifests
We must first distinguish “universe” from “world.”
The universe is the larger field of existence,
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the overall domain in which primordial meaning unfolds difference, change, levels, and complexity.
It encompasses physical laws, temporal structures, conditions for life, possibilities of evolution, and the overall 
background that allows everything to unfold.
From the standpoint of cosmology, the universe is the vast stage on which existence unfolds.
But “world” is not simply a synonym for universe.
The world is closer to:
The interface in reality where lives can encounter one another, relationships can form, experience can occur, 
culture can accumulate, and action can unfold.
That is,
the universe answers “How does existence as a whole unfold?”
while the world answers “How does the individual enter reality within that unfolding?”
The world includes at least several layers:
- The physical environment
- Other people and communities
- Language and cultural symbols
- Historical memory and institutional structures
- The allocation of roles and the order of relationships
- Concrete circumstances in daily life
Thus, the world is not an abstract background,
but the place where life is actually situated, touched, constrained, supported, distorted, or elevated.
This definition matters.
Without the level of “world,”
cosmology can easily leap directly into the subject’s interior,
as though meaning occurred only in the heart.
In fact, however, meaning never hangs in the air.
It always manifests in the world.
Without a world, there are no circumstances;
without circumstances, there is no question of “How should I live here and now?”;
without this step, there is no lived meaning.
Thus, the first station in the manifestation chain
is neither consciousness nor the human heart,
but:
The world.
For it is always the world that first touches life,
and only then does life begin to respond to the world.

II. The Human Heart: The Hub of Sensing Meaning, Choosing, and Confirming What Is 
Real
If the world is the interface in reality where meaning manifests,
then the human heart is the first genuine hub in this chain.
This point must be made very clear.
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Unless “the human heart” is explicitly situated,
a conspicuous break appears in the whole framework:
How does the world enter meaning?
How does structure return to life?
Why do some realities make people feel “This is real,”
while others make them feel only “This is empty”?
These questions all press toward the same answer:
The human heart is not a subsidiary emotional layer,
but the hub of sensing meaning, choosing, and confirming what is real.
The human heart is not simply an aggregate of “happiness/sadness.”
Nor is it merely some tender aspect of psychological activity.
Still less is it another name for the soul itself or consciousness itself.
Its more precise place is as follows:
- It is not the soul itself
- The soul is the deeper bearer of continuity
- It is not consciousness itself
- Consciousness is the window of present manifestation, focus, and organization
- Nor is it a purely emotional system
- Emotions are only part of its surface activity
The human heart is closer to:
The interface through which the soul senses value, inclines toward a direction, confirms what is real, and makes 
choices about meaning in the world.
That is,
things in the world do not automatically become meaning.
They first touch the human heart.
And the human heart determines:
- Is all this merely information, or does it carry weight for me?
- Is this pure noise, or some kind of calling?
- Is this worth responding to, or should it be rejected?
- Does this make me more real, or more numb?
- Is this supporting life, or consuming it?
The human heart is therefore crucial
because it is not a passive receiver,
but the first discerner of meaning between life and the world.
Precisely for this reason,
questions of civilization always ultimately return to the human heart.
If a system of institutions leaves human hearts numb, divided, withdrawn, and hollow over the long term,
then however efficient it is, it has already gone off course;
if a culture continually lets human hearts feel reconnected with the world, other people, and the future,
then however imperfect it remains, it is already closer to a higher direction.
Thus, the human heart is not an incidental topic;
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it is the first crucial hub of the whole manifestation chain.

III. Consciousness: The Window of Presence, Focus, Manifestation, and Organization
If the human heart determines “what begins to carry weight,”
then what consciousness determines
is “what is illuminated at this moment.”
The place of consciousness within this chain must also be rigorously distinguished.
It is often oversimplified in two ways:
- Either reduced to purely neural activity
- Or reduced to a direct manifestation of the soul in its entirety
Neither understanding is sufficient.
A more secure definition is:
Consciousness is the window through which an individual, at the convergence of multiple causes, presents, 
focuses on, organizes, and responds to the world in the present.
These “multiple causes” include at least:
- Physical causes: environmental stimuli, bodily states, neural activity
- Life-related causes: instinct, approach and avoidance, desire, pain, attachment
- Relational causes: other people, community, responsibility, expectations, commitments
- Structural causes: language, institutions, culture, roles, order
Consciousness is not a source that produces meaning out of nothing,
but it allows meaning to be experienced.
Without consciousness,
the world still exists, and the human heart may still have deep inclinations,
but the manifestation of “this moment” does not take shape.
Consciousness is like a spotlight:
At the present moment, it draws some part of the world, some part of life, and some part of the human heart into 
a position where they can be experienced, organized, and responded to.
Thus, the crucial function of consciousness is not to create meaning,
but:
- To enable meaning to be experienced in presence
- To establish a present focus among multiple possibilities
- To make the world not merely a background, but “what is being faced at this moment”
- To turn life’s response from a latent tendency into actual experience and judgment
Precisely for this reason,
consciousness cannot simply be described as “immediate reaction.”
It certainly includes reactions,
but more fundamentally, it involves presence, manifestation, and organization.
A conscious life does not merely respond passively to the world;
to some extent, it “illuminates the world for itself,”
forming choices and judgments within the illuminated portion.
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Thus, the manifestation chain is already clear at this point:
- The world touches
- The human heart senses
- Consciousness illuminates
Only then does the following genuinely arise:
Lived meaning.

IV. Lived Meaning: The Form of Meaning Concerned with “What Is Worthwhile” Here 
and Now
Lived meaning is not ultimate ontological reality,
nor is it a simple worldly replica of abstract eternal truth.
It is closer to:
“Meaning here and now,” generated as the world touches, the human heart senses, and consciousness 
illuminates.
That is,
lived meaning does not answer “Why is ultimate existence as it is?”
It answers:
- How should I live at this moment?
- What is worth investing my time in?
- What is worth taking responsibility for?
- What should I respond to?
- What must not be betrayed?
- What genuinely carries weight for me and the world I inhabit?
Thus, lived meaning is neither purely subjective emotion
nor a template of universal truth detached from circumstances.
It is always:
- Situated
- Relational
- Constrained
- Cost-bearing
- Specific to the here and now
This is precisely why it matters.
A person does not live directly within “ultimate meaning,”
but within lived meaning.
What people actually face each day
is not grand ontological propositions,
but:
- Should I continue today?
- Should I persist at this moment?
- Is this relationship worth protecting?
- Should I take on this responsibility?
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- Is this future worth entering?
Thus, lived meaning is the first experiential form in which higher-level direction enters the reality of life.
It is a finite extension of primordial meaning under worldly conditions,
but is not directly identical to primordial meaning itself.
It is more like a refraction:
- Higher-level direction enters daily life here
- A higher ground becomes the question “What is worthwhile at this moment?” here
- It ceases to be an abstract principle
and becomes a concrete response
This step is extremely crucial.
Whenever lived meaning is not taken seriously,
writing about civilization can easily float into abstraction,
leaving direction without life;
ideals without responsibility;
slogans without experience.
Once lived meaning is clearly situated,
cosmology genuinely connects with human life, choice, responsibility, happiness, suffering, and the future.

V. Structural Meaning: The Organized Form through Which Lived Meaning Enters 
Language, Institutions, and Civilization
If lived meaning remains within individual hearts,
it is still insufficient to constitute civilization.
Civilization does not automatically arise simply because a group of people each has some sense of meaning.
Civilization becomes civilization
because meaning is further organized.
This step is:
Structural meaning.
Structural meaning refers to
the structures of meaning formed after lived meaning has been organized through language, logic, culture, 
institutions, roles, relationships, and modes of collaboration,
making it expressible, transmissible, sustainable, and available for collaboration.
Why does this step matter?
Because without structural meaning:
- Values cannot be transmitted stably
- Experience cannot accumulate
- Roles cannot form
- Collaboration cannot continue
- Contributions cannot accumulate
- Civilization cannot acquire temporal depth
In other words,
structural meaning is the way “what is worthwhile” enters civilization.
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For example:
- Love ceases to be merely an individual emotion and enters family, commitments, care, ethics, and cultural 

expression
- Justice ceases to be merely a momentary preference and enters institutions, procedures, law, and communal 

expectations
- Responsibility ceases to be merely an occasional wish and enters roles, divisions of labor, commitments, and 

long-term order
- The future ceases to be merely imagined and enters education, planning, intergenerational design, and 

civilizational strategy
Thus, the function of structural meaning is:
To organize what is felt to “carry weight” in life into forms capable of enduring through time, relationships, and 
communities.
This also explains why questions of civilization ultimately always become questions of structure.
If meaning cannot enter structure over the long term,
it continually drains away;
and if structure remains detached from meaning over the long term,
it gradually becomes hollow.
The civilizational imbalance discussed in the preceding chapter is, in essence, a problem at this level.
Thus, lived meaning tells people “what is worthwhile at this moment,”
while structural meaning enables “what is worthwhile” to extend beyond a single time and place
and enter:
- Paths
- Roles
- Institutions
- Collaboration
- Civilizational memory
- Future order
It is also here that Emergent Meaning Cosmology and Meaning Dynamics genuinely connect.
What Meaning Dynamics analyzes
is precisely how structural meaning forms, becomes imbalanced, becomes hollow, and is supported anew.

VI. Meaning in Practice: The Validity of Meaning Confirmed through Action, 
Consequences, and Feedback from the World
If lived meaning answers “What do I feel is worthwhile at this moment?”
and structural meaning answers “How is this worthwhileness organized into community and time?”
then meaning in practice answers
the final question:
Is it actually real?
“Real” here
does not refer to an abstract logical truth value,
but asks:
- Can it withstand reality?
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- Can it withstand action?
- Can it withstand feedback from relationships?
- Can it withstand time?
- Can it withstand consequences?
Thus, meaning in practice is not a synonym for purely subjective feeling.
More precisely, it refers to:
The genuine validity that lived meaning and structural meaning reveal after being confirmed, revised, or 
shattered through actual action, relational consequences, and feedback from the world.
This definition matters.
It explains why:
- Not every passion can develop into genuine meaning
- Not every institution genuinely supports life
- Not every seemingly noble goal can pass the test of reality
- Not every personally moving experience deserves to be amplified by civilization
Meaning in practice is the endpoint of the manifestation chain
because, at this point,
meaning is no longer merely “I feel” or “This is what we say,”
but must face:
- Actual outcomes following action
- Genuine responses within relationships
- Positive and negative feedback from the world
- Confirmation and revision as time accumulates
Thus, meaning in practice is both an endpoint
and a point of feedback.
It makes the entire chain no longer unidirectional.
Once meaning in practice is confirmed or shattered,
it in turn affects:
- How the human heart judges anew
- How lived meaning is reorganized
- How structural meaning is revised
- How civilizational direction is corrected
It is also here
that cosmology genuinely avoids becoming a purely elevated narrative.
It ultimately allows reality to test meaning,
rather than letting meaning forever stand above reality.

VII. Why This Connecting Chain Determines Whether Cosmology Can Become a 
Foundational Orientation
At this point, the chain can finally be encapsulated in full:
World → human heart → consciousness → lived meaning → structural meaning → meaning in practice
It matters not merely because the conceptual account is more complete,
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but because it genuinely connects three levels:
First, the cosmological level
Eternity, primordial meaning, the universe, the soul, and the world
no longer remain at an elevated level.
They begin to enter the reality of life through the world.
Second, the level of the human heart and life
The human heart and consciousness cease to be merely incidental topics
and become the places where meaning’s manifestation actually occurs.
Third, the level of civilizational theory
Lived meaning, structural meaning, and meaning in practice
enable Meaning Dynamics and subsequent writings on Civilization Leap, civilizational perpetuity, the 
immortality of meaning, and related topics
to obtain a deeper higher-level anchor.
This means
that Emergent Meaning Cosmology can become a foundational orientation
not merely because it offers a larger narrative,
but because it finally explains:
How higher direction enters life,
how life enters structure,
how structure is tested by reality,
and how reality, in turn, revises direction’s unfolding in this world.
Without this chain,
cosmology may be elevated,
but cannot necessarily be put into practice;
with this chain,
cosmology truly begins to become:
- A foundational orientation for judgments about life
- A foundational orientation for civilizational method
- A foundational orientation for institutional design
- A foundational orientation for human–machine symbiosis and questions of the future

VIII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not a Sequence of Concepts, but 
the Complete Path of “How Meaning Enters Reality”
If this chapter stopped at defining concepts,
it would still be insufficient.
What it truly seeks to establish is:
Meaning does not suddenly drop into reality;
it enters reality through a complete chain.
The world first touches life;
the human heart first senses weight;
consciousness illuminates this as present experience;
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lived meaning forms a judgment of “what is worthwhile at this moment”;
structural meaning organizes this into sustainable, transmissible, collaborative civilizational forms;
and meaning in practice then confirms its truth or falsity and its weight through action, consequences, and 
feedback.
Thus, the one sentence this chapter must ultimately establish is:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can become a foundational orientation
not merely because it explains higher existence,
but even more because it articulates the complete path through which meaning moves from a higher level into 
the human heart, into life, into structure, and into the test of reality.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
Why the human heart is the hub of meaning’s manifestation and directional calibration.
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Chapter 15. Why the Human Heart Is the Hub of Meaning’s 
Manifestation and Directional Calibration
The preceding chapter clearly articulated the chain through which meaning enters reality:
World → human heart → consciousness → lived meaning → structural meaning → meaning in practice
This chain matters
not merely because it completes the connection between cosmology and civilizational theory,
but even more because it forces into view a question previously often glossed over, yet actually the most crucial:
Where, exactly, is the true hub of the whole chain?
The world certainly matters.
Without the world, there are no circumstances, relationships, constraints, or calls.
Consciousness certainly matters.
Without consciousness, there is no manifestation or focus of present experience.
Structural meaning certainly matters.
Without structural meaning, meaning cannot enter institutions, roles, collaboration, or civilizational memory.
Meaning in practice certainly matters.
Without the test of reality, all meaning can become an exercise in futility.
But within this entire chain,
what truly determines “how the world becomes a world that carries weight,” “how structure avoids becoming 
completely hollow,” and “how reality can become a test rather than merely cold feedback”
is neither the world itself nor consciousness itself, but:
The human heart.
The human heart must be singled out
not because it is tender, important, or moving,
but because it performs irreplaceable functions throughout the chain of meaning’s manifestation:
- It is the first interface of sensing before the world enters meaning
- It is the first interface of choice before lived meaning is generated
- It is the first interface for testing whether structural meaning can remain alive
- It is the first interface of confirmation for whether feedback from reality can genuinely be absorbed
- Still more, it is the first interface of directional calibration for whether higher direction can be recognized in 

this world
Thus, what this chapter addresses
is not a vague judgment such as “the human heart is very important,”
but a more precise question:
Why is the human heart the hub of meaning’s manifestation and directional calibration?

I. The Human Heart Is Not a Subsidiary Emotional Layer, but the Primary Site of 
Sensing Value
In modern discourse, the term “human heart” is easily treated lightly.
It is often understood as:
- Emotion
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- Feeling
- Subjective reaction
- A tender part of the psyche
- An aspect regarded as less reliable than reason and institutions
At certain levels, this understanding is certainly not entirely wrong.
The human heart does indeed manifest in emotional fluctuations, love and hate, sorrow and joy, likes and 
dislikes.
But if it is understood only as these surface activities,
it is rapidly demoted to an object to be managed, soothed, regulated, or exploited,
losing its true place within the overall framework.
More accurately, the human heart is not “where emotions reside,”
but:
The primary site of sensing value.
That is,
before the world has been organized into clear concepts,
before consciousness has completed a clear statement,
before institutions have fixed a certain meaning into a structure,
life first senses, in a more primordial way:
- Does this carry weight?
- Is this worth responding to?
- Does this make me more real, or more distorted?
- Does this approach the direction I ought to enter, or lead me away from it?
- Does this deepen life, or make it thinner?
This step is not equivalent to a complete judgment,
but is the precursor that makes judgment possible.
Without this step,
the world remains at the levels of information, stimuli, and facts;
and the word “meaning” never genuinely appears.
Thus, the human heart is a hub
first because it is not a subsidiary layer,
but the place where meaning begins to carry weight.

II. The Human Heart Is Neither the Soul Itself nor Consciousness Itself, but the Worldly 
Interface between Them
To give a clear account of the human heart,
we must also avoid two common confusions.
First, do not directly equate the human heart with the soul
The soul occupies a deeper place in the overall cosmology:
It points to individual continuity, individual perspective, and the bearing of existence over a longer duration.
It is not directly equivalent to present experience.
A person’s soul is not equivalent to everything they clearly know, feel, and express at this moment.
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Rather, the soul is deeper and broader.
Directly equating the human heart with the soul
creates two problems:
- On the one hand, the soul becomes excessively psychologized,
losing its place as a deeper continuity
- On the other, the human heart becomes excessively mystified,
losing its mediating function within lived experience
Thus, the human heart is not the soul itself.
It is more like:
The interface through which the soul,
on entering this world, senses value and makes choices about meaning in its encounter with the world.
Second, do not directly equate the human heart with consciousness
Consciousness performs the functions of presence, focus, manifestation, and organization.
It enables life to see, experience, compare, and respond “at this moment.”
But what consciousness illuminates is not automatically “content that carries weight.”
Consciousness can illuminate many things:
- Noise
- Impulses
- Desires
- Memories
- Rules
- Ideas
- Chains of logic
- Sensory material
Among these illuminated things,
what truly determines “what is worth preserving, what is worth taking responsibility for, and what is worth 
incorporating into structure”
is not consciousness itself as a window,
but the human heart’s choices and confirmations.
Thus, the human heart is not consciousness itself either.
It is closer to:
The core within the experience illuminated by consciousness
that can discern weight, sense value, and point toward direction.
Precisely for this reason,
the relationship among the human heart, the soul, and consciousness can be stated more clearly:
- Soul: the bearer of deeper continuity
- Human heart: the soul’s worldly interface for sensing value and making choices about meaning
- Consciousness: the window that illuminates this sensing and choosing as present experience
Once these three are distinguished,
the whole manifestation chain becomes much more stable.
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III. The Human Heart Is Crucial Because the World Does Not Automatically Become 
Meaning
The world certainly acts on life continually.
Environments, relationships, institutions, language, pressure, other people, events, failures, injuries, love, and 
calls
continually enter the individual.
But the problem is:
The world does not automatically become meaning.
The same fact in the world
may constitute a calling for one person
and merely noise for another;
the same institutional order
may mean responsibility and participation to one person
and merely cold, rigid control to another;
the same suffering
may be experienced by one person as life being crushed,
while another may transform it into deeper responsibility and clarity.
This does not mean that truth is relative.
It shows, rather, that:
Between facts and meaning,
there is a mediating interface that must be taken seriously.
That interface is the human heart.
The human heart makes the world cease to be merely something happening externally
and begin to become:
- A reality that carries weight for me
- Something to which I may or may not respond
- A source of meaning that can be taken up, but can also be rejected
- Conditions that make me more real or more hollow
That is,
without the human heart,
the world can only reach the level of “being known”;
with the human heart,
it can reach the level of “being felt to carry weight.”
This is why
the chain of meaning’s manifestation is not:
World → consciousness → lived meaning
but must be:
World → human heart → consciousness → lived meaning
It is always the human heart that first makes certain things in the world become “more than mere facts”;
only then does consciousness bring this weight into focus,
allowing lived meaning to form.
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IV. The Human Heart Is the First Standard for Confirming What Is Real: It Precedes 
Institutions and Theory Alike
The human heart occupies such a high place in the overall framework
also because it performs an extremely basic yet often neglected function:
Confirming what is real.
This confirmation
does not mean “Whatever I feel is true.”
That would slide into subjectivism.
“Confirming what is real” here
refers to something more finely differentiated:
- Whether a structure makes life more real over the long term,
the human heart will know first
- Whether a relationship makes a person more whole,
the human heart will know first
- Whether an institution makes individuals increasingly hollow,
the human heart will know first
- Whether a direction is departing from a higher ground,
the human heart will know first through unease, inner tearing, numbness, or withdrawal
- Whether a future is still worth entering,
the human heart will know first through hope, willingness to take responsibility, and continued willingness to 
entrust oneself to tomorrow
That is,
very often,
institutional language comes later than the human heart;
theoretical expression comes later than the human heart;
systems of indicators come later than the human heart.
Institutions and theories both belong to a later level of organization,
whereas the human heart occupies an earlier position in the manifestation chain.
This is precisely why,
even when a civilization still appears to function according to its indicators,
human hearts may already have withdrawn.
Likewise,
even before a new direction has formed a complete institutional system,
human hearts may already have sensed:
- Here, we are closer to what is real
- Here, we are closer to what is worthwhile
- Here, there is a future
- Here, life can be supported rather than merely used
Thus, the human heart is the “first standard” in the overall framework.
It is not the only standard,
but it is the earliest to manifest.
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It precedes institutions and theory alike.
This gives it an irreplaceable place in directional calibration.

V. Why the Human Heart Is the Hub of Directional Calibration
As already explained,
once Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes a foundational orientation, it provides not only direction,
but also outcome coordinates:
The three goals of Civilization Leap, civilizational perpetuity, and the immortality of meaning.
But as soon as the word “direction” enters reality,
it immediately encounters a difficulty:
How is direction recognized?
Direction is never a label attached to the surface of the world.
Many things may look like direction:
- Greater efficiency
- Larger scale
- Stronger control
- Faster expansion
- Higher output
- Stronger coordination
- Less friction
But none of these automatically equals “higher direction.”
A civilization may well become increasingly powerful in these dimensions,
yet depart ever further from greater maturity.
At that point,
what genuinely helps us judge “whether it has gone off course”
is not only data, not only institutional blueprints, and not only slogans,
but continuous feedback from the human heart.
Why?
Because directional calibration must ultimately answer:
- Does this path give life greater depth?
- Does it make subjects more real?
- Does it make the future more accessible?
- Does it make structures better able to support people?
- Does it bring technology and institutions closer to the unfolding of primordial meaning rather than leading 

them away from it?
None of these questions can entirely bypass the human heart.
They ultimately appear in a kind of experience:
- Are people becoming more willing to take responsibility?
- Do they increasingly feel supported?
- Are they increasingly able to remain real within more complex systems?
- Do they have less and less need to rely on numbness to keep living?
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- Are they less and less likely to experience the future as pure pressure or a complete blank?
- Are they increasingly able to devote their time to something that lasts longer than themselves?
That is,
directional calibration is not an abstract proposition;
it comes down to whether the human heart can increasingly resonate with a higher direction.
Thus, the human heart is the hub of directional calibration
because:
A genuinely higher direction
will ultimately and necessarily appear within the human heart as a deeper sense of reality, steadier 
responsibility, clearer worthwhileness, and a more sustained sense of being able to enter the future.
Conversely,
a direction that appears powerful but has actually gone off course
will ultimately also appear within the human heart as:
- Pervasive numbness
- Prolonged inner tearing
- Deep withdrawal
- Passive compliance
- Outsourcing of the self
- Loss of a genuine desire to invest oneself in the future
Thus, the human heart is not a substitute for direction,
but is the crucial interface through which direction can be recognized.

VI. The Human Heart Is Not Absolute Truth, but without It, Direction Quickly Ossifies
At this point,
a further boundary must be added.
Otherwise, it is easy to slide into another misunderstanding:
If the human heart is so important,
does that mean “Direction should be determined by whatever my heart feels”?
Of course not.
That would immediately drag the whole framework into subjective arbitrariness.
The human heart is a hub,
but is not absolute truth itself.
It needs:
- Continual correction by the world
- Continual testing through feedback from reality
- Continual confirmation through structural consequences
- Continual calibration by a higher underlying directional ground
That is,
the human heart matters,
but must not be absolutized.
Conversely, however,
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if the level of the human heart is entirely absent,
direction will rapidly move toward the opposite extreme:
Ossification.
Without the human heart,
direction can rely only on:
- External commands
- Institutional indicators
- Organizational requirements
- The logic of efficiency
- Definitions imposed by power
- The self-maintenance of existing systems of discourse
Such a direction can certainly operate for a time,
and may even appear extremely efficient.
But it will soon lose its “living capacity for calibration.”
Once the world changes, structures become alienated, subjects are diminished, and the future closes,
the system will lack the internal level capable of sensing deviation earliest.
Civilization will therefore continue advancing efficiently,
while veering ever further off course.
Thus, the human heart’s true place is neither to be absolutized
nor to be marginalized.
More accurately, its place is:
The central mediator that allows direction to remain alive, avoid ossification, and continually undergo 
confirmation by reality.
Without it,
higher-level direction becomes a hard shell;
with it,
higher-level direction can remain alive in this world.

VII. Once the Human Heart Is Flattened over the Long Term, Civilization Becomes 
Unstable in Its Depths before It Does on the Outside
This point is especially important.
It explains why many civilizations still appear stable
while already beginning to break down in their depths.
If the human heart is flattened over the long term,
several things happen:
First, meaning withdraws
People no longer genuinely believe that what they do carries deeper weight;
only functional maintenance remains.
Second, responsibility contracts
People still carry out their tasks,
but genuinely entrust less and less of themselves to the structures in which they participate.
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Third, the future grows thin
The future is no longer a shared space that can be entered,
but merely pressure, tasks, risks, or a blank.
Fourth, structures become hollow
Institutions remain on the surface,
but generate fewer and fewer genuine roles and forms of genuine participation.
Fifth, civilization prematurely loses its ability to move forward
The greatest danger at this point is not external collapse,
but that civilization has already lost, in its depths, the shared experience that “continuing is worthwhile.”
That is,
the human heart is the earliest seismic layer within civilization.
Often, before things on the outside have fully broken down,
the human heart already knows:
Something here is starting to go wrong.
This is also precisely why
genuinely mature civilizational design cannot focus only on structure and efficiency,
but must continually return to the human heart.
Once the human heart is flattened over the long term,
even if civilization remains efficient,
it has already begun to become unstable in its depths.

VIII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not “The Human Heart Is 
Important,” but “The Human Heart Is the Irreplaceable Hub of Meaning’s 
Manifestation and Directional Calibration”
What this chapter truly seeks to establish
is not the general statement “The human heart is important.”
That is too slight, and too commonplace.
What must truly be established is:
The human heart is the irreplaceable hub of meaning’s manifestation and directional calibration.
Why is it irreplaceable?
Because without the human heart,
the world cannot genuinely become a world that carries weight;
consciousness can illuminate information, but not worthwhileness;
lived meaning cannot generate a sense of reality;
structural meaning is liable to become hollow rapidly;
meaning in practice cannot genuinely be absorbed into life;
and higher direction ultimately becomes only a hard institutional shell rather than a living foundational 
orientation for civilization.
Thus, the human heart stands at the center of the entire framework
not because it is tender,
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but because it performs four crucial functions:
- Sensing: when the world begins to carry weight
- Choosing: what deserves a response
- Confirming: what is more real, and what is more hollow
- Calibrating: whether direction remains connected with a higher ground
Thus, the one sentence this chapter must ultimately establish is:
Every genuinely mature civilizational design
must ultimately return to the human heart,
because the human heart is not a subsidiary layer,
but the hub of meaning’s manifestation and directional calibration.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves to the next chapter:
Why the Future Must Remain Accessible: Resistance to Closure as a Civilizational Principle of Cosmology.
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Chapter 16. Why the Future Must Remain Accessible: 
Resistance to Closure as a Civilizational Principle of Cosmology
If the human heart is the hub of meaning's manifestation and directional calibration, then the next step must 
address a question both higher-order and more practical:
What kind of future deserves to be called a genuine future?
This question is crucial because the word “future” itself often creates an illusion. People seem to assume, merely 
by mentioning the future, that it means something higher, better, more mature, and more worth entering. But this 
is not the case. Not every forward extension of time constitutes a future, nor does every stronger, larger, more 
stable structure constitute a higher civilization. A civilization can perfectly well have a highly planned tomorrow 
yet no genuinely accessible future; it can have an extremely efficient long-term order while continually 
compressing, deep within, the space in which life can unfold.
This chapter must therefore first establish one statement:
The future does not inherently mean openness.
Many things called “the future”
are in fact only a greater degree of closure.
Once this becomes clear, “resistance to closure” is no longer merely a technical reminder in institutional design, 
nor merely a middle-level principle in Meaning Dynamics. It rises further to become a civilizational principle 
within cosmology. For if the unfolding of existence, the manifestation of ontological reality, the responsibilities 
borne by life, and the maturation of civilization ultimately all depend on the capacity to “continue unfolding,” 
then any structure that prematurely freezes, flattens, or seals off the space of the future is not merely an 
institutional problem. It is, more fundamentally, a problem of direction.
What this chapter really seeks to answer, then, is:
Why must the future remain accessible?
And why is resistance to closure a principle rather than a strategy?

I. An “Accessible Future” Is First a Structural Condition of Civilization, Not a 
Psychological Feeling
The expression “an accessible future” can easily be misheard as subjective reassurance, as though it simply 
meant making people feel that there is still hope, still a dream, still room for imagination. These things are of 
course important too,
but they are still only the surface.
A genuinely “accessible future” refers first to a structural condition of civilization: whether a civilization allows 
individuals, groups, later generations, and emerging forces to keep entering an unfinished world and, within it, 
establish a place, take responsibility, make corrections, and create anew.
More specifically, an accessible future means at least that:
• Paths are not completely fixed in advance.
• Roles are not permanently monopolized by a few structures.
• Contribution cannot be defined only by a single standard.
• Future opportunities are not open only to those with established positions.
• Structures do not freeze all change in advance in the name of “stability.”
• There is still space for new meaning, new relationships, new forms of organization, and new forms of 

civilization to emerge.
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• Individuals and groups can not only adapt to the future but also participate together in bringing it into being.
This definition is crucial because it transforms “the future” from an abstract temporal concept into a structural 
concept. The future is not “time that has not yet arrived,” but:
Space for unfolding that has not yet been completely sealed off.
Precisely for this reason, however wealthy, powerful, stable, or technologically developed a society may be, if it 
becomes less and less able to let most lives genuinely enter the future, it is still moving toward closure. 
Conversely, however immature and problem-ridden a society may remain, as long as it continues to allow new 
lives, meanings, paths, and structures to enter, it retains the possibility of moving upward.
Thus the “accessible future” discussed in this chapter is not a psychological slogan. It is a structural indicator of 
whether a civilization is still alive.

II. Why Closure Is Not “A Higher Form of Stability,” but the Premature Freezing of 
Unfolding
Closure is particularly easy to misjudge precisely because it often appears in the guise of “stability.”
It need not take the form of violent prohibition or crude repression. More commonly, closure appears as a 
seemingly reasonable, even highly civilized condition:
• The optimal path has already been determined.
• An efficient system has already been built.
• Risks have been minimized wherever possible.
• Uncertainty has been greatly reduced.
• Choices have been “optimized” into the optimal set.
• The future has been designed as a controllable, predictable, manageable order.
On the surface this seems ideal. Who would reject a stable, controllable, low-risk, highly efficient future? But 
this is precisely the problem:
Once stability crosses a certain threshold, it begins to turn from “supporting unfolding” to “freezing unfolding.”
In other words, closure is not simply the opposite of chaos. Its deeper nature is this:
It is the premature freezing of unfolding.
Once the future is frozen in advance, several profound things happen:
First, the generation of differences is suppressed.
New ways of living, new forms of meaning, and new structural experiments become increasingly difficult to 
bring into being. The system no longer genuinely welcomes new things; it welcomes only “things the system 
can absorb.”
Second, the growth of the subject is rewritten as adaptation to the system.
People no longer form themselves through exploration, risk-taking, trial and error, and responsibility. 
Increasingly, they secure a place by being trained into “optimally adapted nodes.”
Third, questions of direction are disguised as technical questions.
A higher direction that ought to remain open to judgment and calibration is quietly replaced by existing 
optimization objectives. “How can this be more effective?” thus replaces “Is this still higher?”
Fourth, the future degenerates from something jointly generated into something passively entered.
People no longer participate in the future; they merely enter a future already arranged for them. This is not an 
accessible future. It is an allocatable future.
Closure is therefore dangerous not because it immediately makes the world worse, but because it stops 
unfolding at precisely the point where everything seems to run most smoothly. It turns civilization from 
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“continuing to grow” toward “maintaining a completed state.” Once a civilization begins to regard itself as a 
completed form, it has already departed from the higher direction.

III. Resistance to Closure Is Not a Preference for Freedom, but Fidelity to the Logic of 
Existence's Unfolding
If this entire cosmology has already shown that:
• Existence unfolds.
• Primordial meaning is not a static command but the underlying directional ground of unfolding.
• Life is a bearer of meaning within this unfolding.
• Civilization is the higher-level organization of meaning once it enters structure.
• The future is the continuation of this unfolding in time.
Then a crucial conclusion follows naturally:
Resistance to closure is not a modern liberal preference, but fidelity to the very logic of existence's unfolding.
This must be stated emphatically. For if resistance to closure is understood merely as “I like openness and 
dislike constraints,” it immediately degenerates into subjective preference. In fact, it is far more than that. 
Resistance to closure is a principle because any practice that prematurely fixes the future into a single path, a 
single subject, a single structure, or a single gateway to value departs, at a deeper level, from one fact:
Existence itself does not manifest as a static, finished object. It unfolds through continual unfolding, continual 
manifestation, and continual correction.
If the unfolding of primordial meaning in life, civilization, and the future is not yet complete, this means:
• No existing order should declare itself the final outcome.
• No successful structure may mistake itself for the sole completed form.
• Every design for the future must preserve space for higher-level correction and new entry.
• No technological governance may, in the name of “safety,” “efficiency,” or “optimization,” completely flatten 

the continued growth of life and civilization.
Resistance to closure therefore does not mean “opposing order,” but:
Opposing the mistake of treating order as the final outcome.
Nor does it mean “opposing stability,” but:
Opposing the transformation of stability into freezing.
Still less does it mean “opposing direction,” but:
Opposing the substitution of arrangements that seal off every future possibility for direction itself.
In this sense, resistance to closure is a deep constraint that cosmology places upon civilization:
Every structure that would prematurely end unfolding, flatten manifestation, or freeze the future must be 
regarded with vigilance.

IV. Why Every Mature Civilization Must Maintain a Difficult Balance Between “Order” 
and “Openness”
Any discussion of resistance to closure soon encounters practical objections:
Does civilization not need order?
Is more uncertainty always better?
Should every boundary be broken?
Of course not.
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If resistance to closure is presented as rebellion against every boundary, every order, and every norm, it will 
immediately slide into another kind of imbalance. For openness without boundaries, roles, order, or support will 
ultimately only reduce civilization to a space of intense noise. That is not unfolding; it is disintegration.
A truly mature civilizational principle is therefore not “absolute openness,” but:
Maintaining a difficult balance between order and openness.
That is:
• Without order, unfolding cannot be stably supported, and life struggles to develop depth.
• With order alone, unfolding is gradually frozen from within, and life cannot continue to grow.
The real question has therefore never been “Do we need order?” but:
Does order still serve unfolding?
This can serve as one of the most important tests of the principle of resistance to closure. No order that can 
stably support life, preserve access to the future, allow differences to grow, and permit structural correction is an 
enemy. Any structure that, in the name of order, freezes the future in advance, monopolizes paths, flattens 
subjects, and eliminates diversity is already closure, however efficient it may be.
What the principle of resistance to closure truly requires is therefore not the abolition of order, but that every 
order answer:
• Are you supporting unfolding or ending it?
• Are you serving the deepening of life or forcing life to adapt?
• Are you protecting the future or possessing it?
• Are you allowing more people to enter the future, or merely allowing a few structures to keep reproducing 

themselves?
This is why resistance to closure is a civilizational principle rather than a political sentiment. It forces every 
order to answer:
Do you ultimately stand on the side of unfolding or on the side of freezing?

V. An Accessible Future Means Not Only “Having a Path to Follow,” but Also That “the 
Future Can Still Be Jointly Generated”
“An accessible future” is all too easily understood too narrowly. Many people take it to mean:
• There are still avenues for advancement.
• There are still career opportunities.
• There is still educational mobility.
• There are still institutional entry points.
These are of course all necessary, but they are not enough. For if the future means merely “leaving a few 
entrances to roads already designed,” it may still be closed. It merely allocates rights of entry more gently, rather 
than genuinely opening the future.
A genuinely accessible future
means not only “having a path to follow,” but also:
The future can still be jointly generated.
This statement is extremely important, because it raises “entering the future” from passive acceptance to joint 
creation. A genuinely accessible future includes at least three levels:
First, individuals can enter.
An individual is not permanently excluded from the future, not treated simply as a cost of transition, and not 
limited to adapting to outcomes already decided.
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Second, groups can enter.
Different forms of life, different cultural paths, different social structures, and different ways of creating retain 
the right to enter the future, rather than being eliminated in advance by a single path.
Third, the future itself can still be jointly generated.
In other words, the future is not a foregone conclusion already written by some center, system, or technological 
trajectory. It still preserves room for correction, branching, reorganization, and renewed creation.
Once this point is established, “an accessible future” immediately acquires real force. It is no longer merely a 
matter of equal opportunity in social policy, but a higher-order civilizational question:
To whom does the future ultimately belong?
If the future belongs only to the strongest systems, the optimal paths, the most efficient structures, and the small 
portion of orders most adept at optimization, then civilization is already moving toward closure at a deeper 
level, even if most people can still be accommodated through technical arrangements. For “being assigned a 
place in the future” is not the same as “genuinely entering the future.” Genuine entry into the future must 
include the standing to participate in generating it together.

VI. Why the Principle of Resistance to Closure Will Become the Shared Foundational 
Orientation of All Subsequent Manuscripts
Once this chapter's argument is established, the principle of resistance to closure is no longer merely a judgment 
in one chapter of Meaning Dynamics. It naturally rises to become the shared foundational orientation of all 
subsequent manuscripts.
For whatever you write next, you will ultimately encounter the same question:
• Is AGI governance sealing off the future?
• Is the Common Window Protocol protecting the accessibility of the future?
• Will the contribution-value system develop into a new centralized monopoly?
• Is participatory society truly expanding genuine entry, or manufacturing sham participation?
• Are Dream Garden and the Shared World opening the world, or taking possession of it through platforms?
• Is civilizational perpetuity maintaining open maturity, or freezing things with great efficiency?
• Is interstellar civilization extending the order of meaning, or magnifying the pathologies of the old 

civilization?
In other words, the principle of resistance to closure is not confined to a particular theoretical volume, 
institutional model, or governance document. It becomes an overarching test:
Anything that appears stronger must be asked:
Is it opening the future, or sealing it off?
This directly changes the character of all these texts. From this point onward, no proposal can justify itself solely 
by being:
• More stable
• Stronger
• Faster
• Better optimized
• Safer
• More unified
It must also answer:
• Does it still keep the future accessible?
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• Does it still allow differences to grow?
• Does it still allow subjects to develop depth?
• Does it still permit real-world course correction and joint generation?
This is why the principle of resistance to closure can become one of the foundational orientations of “everything 
in process, and every process.” It is not a particular policy, but a higher interrogation to which every policy must 
submit.

VII. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not That “Openness Is Good,” 
but That “the Future Must Remain Accessible, and Closure Is a Departure from 
Unfolding”
If this chapter merely said “openness is good,” it would be far too weak. What must truly be established is a 
deeper, firmer judgment:
The future must remain accessible because the unfolding of existence is not yet complete; every structure that 
prematurely seals off the future constitutes a departure from unfolding.
Resistance to closure is therefore neither a preference, nor a posture, nor an ornamental principle. It is a deep 
requirement that cosmology places upon civilization:
• Order must not be mistaken for the final outcome.
• Optimization must not be mistaken for direction.
• Safety must not be mistaken for a reason to freeze every future.
• A stronger structure must not be mistaken for civilizational maturity itself.
• Most lives must not be turned into nodes that can only adapt and cannot participate in generating the future 

together.
This is the statement this chapter ultimately seeks to establish:
The future must remain accessible because the maturity of civilization has never consisted in completing itself 
as quickly as possible, but in always preserving channels for higher unfolding.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
Why technological strengthening must be accompanied by strengthening the subject: otherwise it merely drives 
old structures to extremes.
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Chapter 17. Why Technological Strengthening Must Be 
Accompanied by Strengthening the Subject: Otherwise It 
Merely Drives Old Structures to Extremes
If the future must remain accessible, and if resistance to closure is a principle rather than a strategy, then the 
next step must address a question that is becoming increasingly acute in modern civilization:
Why, exactly, can technological strengthening not automatically equal civilizational ascent?
In many modern narratives, technology almost inherently wears the halo of “the higher.” Faster computation, 
stronger production, wider connectivity, more precise control, lower costs, and larger scale all make it extremely 
easy to imagine a linear relationship:
The stronger the system, the more mature the civilization.
The more advanced the technology, the closer the future is to a higher stage.
Yet the preceding chapters have shown repeatedly that things are not so simple. A civilization can perfectly well 
experience:
• Ever-stronger technology, yet ever-thinner life.
• Systems increasingly capable of operating, yet subjects increasingly unable to establish a place of depth.
• Ever-more precise optimization, yet an ever-less accessible future.
• Ever-more stable structures, yet an ever-retreating human heart.
• Ever-more powerful tools, yet a civilization increasingly unable to answer “Why are people still needed?”
This shows that technological strengthening does not automatically bring about strengthening of the subject. If 
the subject does not grow stronger alongside it, technological strengthening may very well lead only to another 
outcome:
Driving old structures to extremes.
In other words, rather than taking civilization to a higher stage, it pushes the tendencies toward imbalance, 
compression, monopoly, hollowing-out, and closure already present within the old civilization toward greater 
efficiency, larger scale, and deeper levels.
What this chapter really seeks to answer, therefore, is:
Why must technological strengthening be accompanied by strengthening the subject?
And why, if this cannot be achieved, will technology only become a mechanism for driving old structures to 
extremes?

I. Technological Strengthening Is Dangerous Not Because It Strengthens the System, but 
Because It May Strengthen Only the System
First, one thing must be made clear:
The problem is not strengthening the system itself. Strengthening the system can certainly be an important 
component of civilizational progress. Without it, there would be no:
• Larger-scale collaboration
• More stable accumulation of knowledge
• Greater capacity to respond to risks
• Higher production efficiency
• More complex capacity to organize civilization
• Possibility of extending civilization across longer timescales
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Technological strengthening and strengthening the system therefore should not simply be treated with hostility. 
The issue is not “strength,” but:
Where that strength develops.
If strengthening occurs primarily in:
• Organizational coordination capacity
• Resource-control capacity
• Structural replication capacity
• Behavioral guidance capacity
• Path-selection capacity
• Optimization and prediction capacity
But does not occur concurrently in:
• Subjects' capacity for judgment
• Capacity to bear genuine responsibility
• Capacity to deepen roles
• Capacity to enter the future
• The human heart's capacity for calibration
• Capacity to generate meaning in practice
Then the strengthening will be unbalanced.
In other words, the system has indeed become stronger, but people have not. People may even be further thinned 
out in the process.
This is the real danger of technological strengthening. It is not that technology itself is inherently culpable, but 
that it can all too easily strengthen first those components most readily engineered, rendered calculable, and 
centralized. And these very components often serve the system first, rather than the subject.
This chapter must therefore begin by establishing one statement:
Technological strengthening is not dangerous.
What is truly dangerous is that it strengthens only the system, without strengthening the subject.

II. Why “Strengthening the System” and “Strengthening the Subject” Are Not the Same 
Thing
One enormous confusion in modern civilization is to mistake “the system becoming stronger” for “people 
naturally becoming stronger too.” This confusion persists because, at certain stages, the two do indeed partly 
move together. For example:
• Stronger medical technology can improve the safety of life.
• Stronger educational technology can broaden access to knowledge.
• Stronger communications technology can improve collaborative efficiency.
• Stronger production technology can reduce some physical burdens.
• Stronger information tools can expand individuals' capacity to engage with the world.
All of this is true. It is therefore easy to go on believing that, as long as technology continues to grow stronger, 
subjects will sooner or later grow stronger overall as well.
The problem, however, is that “strengthening the system” and “strengthening the subject” are not logically the 
same process. Strengthening the system answers:
• What more can this system do?
• What can it accomplish faster, more accurately, and more reliably?
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• What can it organize, predict, coordinate, and replicate, and on what scale?
Strengthening the subject answers:
• Is the individual better able to exercise judgment?
• Better able to bear responsibility?
• Better able to develop roles with depth?
• Better able to leave genuine contributions in the real world?
• Better able to establish an active relationship with the future?
• Better able to remain authentic and whole in a more complex world?
The two do not automatically move in the same direction. In fact, the stronger the system becomes, the more 
likely it may be to induce the deterioration of the subject, because the system becomes increasingly adept at 
taking over:
• Judgment
• Memory
• Planning
• Selection
• Organization
• Creation
• Coordination
• Explanation
Thus, although individuals inhabit a stronger world, they may not be better able to become “themselves.” They 
may merely connect more smoothly to a stronger system,
rather than grow more authentically into subjects of greater depth.
The greatest difference between strengthening the system and strengthening the subject is therefore this:
The former makes the system more capable of operating; the latter makes life more capable of bearing 
responsibility.
A civilization's genuine maturity can never be satisfied with the former alone.

III. Why the Old Civilization Naturally Tends Toward “Strengthening the System and 
Thinning Out the Subject”
It is no accident that technological strengthening so easily gives the system priority. This tendency already exists 
within the old civilization itself.
The underlying logic of the old civilization has long revolved around several objectives:
• Improving efficiency
• Reducing uncertainty
• Expanding controllability
• Increasing competitive advantage
• Stably reproducing the existing order
• Reducing organizational costs
These objectives are not all wrong in themselves.
At many stages, they are even necessary for civilization's survival. The problem is that, once they become the 
default objectives, technology will almost inevitably be pulled first toward “strengthening the system.” 
Compared with the growth of the subject, strengthening the system has several inherent advantages:
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First, it is easier to engineer.
System metrics are easy to quantify, optimize, and replicate. The depth of the subject is difficult to quantify 
simply.
Second, it is easier to see in the short term.
Gains in efficiency, lower costs, larger scale, and more accurate predictions can all show results quickly. 
Strengthening the subject often takes longer and does not readily appear immediately in reports.
Third, it more readily serves competition.
A competitive civilization will naturally prioritize investment in technologies that can rapidly strengthen its 
overall fighting capacity, productive capacity, and capacity for control. Strengthening the subject often seems 
slower, more complex, and harder to convert immediately into an advantage.
Fourth, it is more compatible with existing power structures.
Strengthening the system usually reinforces existing organizations' capacity to coordinate. Strengthening the 
subject, however, often means:
• Devolving more authority to exercise judgment.
• Opening more of the future to more lives.
• Requiring more structures to accept course correction.
• Making more established positions less secure.
This is naturally harder for old structures to accept.
The old civilization therefore does not merely occasionally “favor the system over the subject.” It naturally 
tends to slide in that direction. This also explains why, despite continual technological revolutions, civilization 
does not automatically become increasingly capable of supporting people. What technology is first drawn into is 
often the needs of old structures.
This chapter must therefore establish a further point:
Once technological strengthening enters the logic of the old civilization, it will naturally prioritize strengthening 
the system.
This is why “stronger technology” alone has never been enough to guarantee Civilization Leap.

IV. What Happens When Technology Strengthens Only the System: From Assisting 
People to Replacing Them, and from Replacing Them to Constricting Them
If technological strengthening occurs only at the system level, civilization will gradually enter a very clear and 
very dangerous chain.
Stage One: Assisting People
Technology first improves efficiency as a tool. It helps people:
• Complete tasks faster.
• Obtain information more broadly.
• Organize collaboration more reliably.
• Handle complex matters with less effort.
This stage is usually the most readily welcomed because people still appear to be in charge, while technology is 
merely an amplifier.
Stage Two: Replacing People
As technology continues to grow stronger, it begins not merely to assist but to take over some capabilities that 
originally required people to exercise them personally:
• Judgment
• Writing
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• Design
• Coordination
• Analysis
• Prediction
• Even some surface functions of emotional interaction
At this point, the issue is no longer merely efficiency. The human place is beginning to be rewritten.
Stage Three: Constricting People
If the logic of the system continues to dominate, technology will not stop at “replacing some work.” It will 
further drive:
• Narrowing paths.
• Thinning roles.
• Entry requirements shifting from the subject's capabilities to adaptation to the system.
• Increasing demands that individuals become efficient nodes.
• A relationship between people and the future that increasingly resembles “being allocated entry” rather than 

“jointly generating the future.”
This is the most dangerous step. For at this point, technology is not merely replacing functions,
but constricting the space in which life can grow.
People are no longer merely losing a particular job. They are losing:
• Paths through which to grow into themselves through reality.
• Opportunities to form roles of depth by bearing responsibility.
• Standing to enter the future through contribution.
• Space to establish a genuine relationship with reality through the human heart.
This is why “technology strengthening only the system” ultimately produces not merely structural change, but a 
deep hollowing-out of civilization. It gradually transforms people from:
Bearers of responsibility for the future into passive adapters within stronger systems.

V. What Exactly Does Strengthening the Subject Mean?
Since technological strengthening cannot automatically equal strengthening the subject, what exactly does 
strengthening the subject mean?
This must be made very clear. Otherwise, “strengthening the subject” will be reduced to an empty slogan.
Strengthening the subject includes at least six levels.
First, strengthening the capacity for judgment.
This does not mean becoming increasingly dependent on the system to make decisions for oneself, but being 
better able, even in a more complex information environment, to discern:
• What is more true.
• What is more false.
• What is more worthwhile.
• What is optimal in the short term but drifts off course in the long term.
• What opens the future and what seals it off.
Second, strengthening the capacity to bear responsibility.
A stronger subject does not merely know more, but is better able to place themselves within real-world 
responsibility. That is:
• Responsibility does not become easier to outsource.
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• Commitment does not become easier to dilute.
• Community does not become more readily reduced to relationships between interfaces.
Third, strengthening the capacity to deepen roles.
Strengthening the subject means individuals are not merely called upon by the system, but can still form roles of 
depth through long-term participation.
The greater the depth of a role, the less readily a person falls into being a mere node.
Fourth, strengthening the capacity to enter reality.
Strengthening the subject means individuals are better able to enter reality, rather than increasingly living in 
superficial participation in which the system acts in their place, processes surround them, and structures 
predetermine their involvement. Genuine entry means:
• Being able to participate genuinely.
• Being able to leave a genuine trace.
• Being able to influence the future genuinely.
Fifth, strengthening the human heart's capacity for calibration.
If the human heart is the hub of meaning's manifestation and directional calibration, strengthening the subject 
must mean that people are not merely better at using tools. They are also better able to maintain a sense of 
reality, judgment, and significance within stronger systems, without being readily numbed by structures.
Sixth, strengthening the capacity to generate the future.
At the deepest level:
The subject is not merely assigned a place in the future, but can still participate in bringing it into being.
Only when this is achieved has technological strengthening not stolen the future away.
Strengthening the subject is therefore not mysterious. It can be clearly defined as:
Within stronger systems, individuals remain better able to judge, bear responsibility, form roles of depth, enter 
reality, maintain the calibration of the human heart, and participate in generating the future.
If technological strengthening cannot achieve this, it does not constitute Civilization Leap. It constitutes only the 
lopsided expansion of civilizational structures.

VI. Why “Technological Strengthening Must Be Accompanied by Strengthening the 
Subject” Will Become a Shared Principle of All Subsequent Manuscripts
Once established, this principle will not remain solely at the cosmological level, nor solely within the AGI 
chapters. It will naturally enter all your subsequent manuscripts. For whatever you write, you will encounter the 
same higher-level test:
• Is this technology strengthening the subject or thinning the subject out?
• Is this institution supporting life or using it more efficiently?
• Is this governance protecting the accessibility of the future or prematurely freezing it through optimization?
• Is this contribution-record system allowing genuine participation to accumulate into a lasting record, or 

turning people into new nodes to be scored?
• Is this design for participatory society expanding genuine entry or manufacturing an illusion of participation?
• Is this proposal for civilizational perpetuity enabling open maturity or efficient closure?
• Is this path toward interstellar civilization extending the order of meaning or carrying the pathologies of the 

old civilization farther afield?
In other words, “technological strengthening must be accompanied by strengthening the subject” is not a 
localized judgment but an overarching testing principle. It will enter:
• AGI-COS
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• The Common Window Protocol
• The contribution-value system
• The meaning economy
• Dream Garden
• Participatory society
• Civilizational perpetuity
• Interstellar civilization
• Even education, culture, the restoration of the human heart, and institutional design
For all these texts must ultimately answer:
Are you placing stronger capabilities in the hands of subjects with greater depth, or using stronger capabilities to 
produce thinner lives?
This is why this principle naturally becomes one of the foundational orientations of “everything in process, and 
every process.” It is not an additional reminder, but a crucial test of whether the higher direction can truly be put 
into practice.

VII. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not That “Technology Should 
Serve the Good,” but That “Technological Strengthening Without Strengthening the 
Subject Will Only Drive Old Structures to Extremes”
If this chapter merely said “technology should serve the good,” it would be far too weak. That is only a general 
ethical declaration, not yet touching the real civilizational difficulty. What must truly be established is:
If technological strengthening is not accompanied by strengthening the subject, it will not naturally lead toward 
Civilization Leap. It will only drive old structures to extremes.
“Driving old structures to extremes” means:
• Stronger systems
• Higher efficiency
• Deeper control
• Thinner subjects
• A narrower future
• Less genuine responsibility
• A greater risk of civilization being hollowed out
Thus the real conclusion of this chapter is not a gentle reminder that technology should be responsible, but a 
firmer civilizational principle:
Every instance of technological strengthening that cannot simultaneously strengthen the subject should be 
viewed with vigilance as old structures being driven to extremes with the aid of super-tools.
This is the statement this chapter ultimately seeks to establish.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
Structures must serve the deepening of life: the underlying principles of paths, roles, contribution, and support.
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Chapter 18. Structures Must Serve the Deepening of Life: The 
Underlying Principles of Paths, Roles, Contribution, and 
Support
If technological strengthening must be accompanied by strengthening the subject, otherwise it will only drive 
old structures to extremes, then the question immediately moves to a more specific and deeper level:
How, exactly, is the subject strengthened?
For if “strengthening the subject” remains only an abstract principle, it can still easily become empty talk. The 
real difficulty is that the subject is not strengthened by slogans, nor by a one-off burst of encouragement. A 
subject's growth in depth, stability, and capacity to bear responsibility must always be realized through some 
real-world process. Ultimately, that process cannot do without several of civilization's most basic variables:
• Paths
• Roles
• Contribution
• Support
These four are not management terms, nor secondary modules in institutional design.
They actually constitute the underlying structure of “how life is supported and gradually gains depth” within 
civilization. If something goes wrong with these four, a society will still continually thin out the subject at a 
deeper level, however powerful its technology, however high its efficiency, and however precise its 
organization. For people will find it increasingly difficult to form themselves through reality, to let time 
accumulate into significance, and to feel that they have genuinely entered the world and the future.
The core judgment this chapter seeks to establish is therefore:
The purpose of structures is not to maintain themselves, but to serve the deepening of life.
“Deepening of life” is not abstract lyricism. It means at least that individuals can:
• Establish a clearer place.
• Continually accumulate responsibility in the real world.
• Build up genuine contributions through participation.
• Move from today into tomorrow rather than repeatedly being reduced to zero.
• Remain more than mere nodes within more complex civilizational structures.
• Leave genuine traces in the future rather than merely being used by the system.
This is why paths, roles, contribution, and support are this chapter's key terms. Together, they determine:
Whether a civilization is giving people depth or thinning them out.

I. Paths: How Life Moves from This Moment into a Longer Future
People do not grow into subjects out of thin air. Subjects can emerge and gain depth first because life does not 
merely remain in isolated moments, but gradually forms itself through some continuous process. That 
continuous process is a path.
A path is crucial because it connects “the present” with “the future.” Without a path, people can only operate 
passively amid one isolated task, stimulus, or piece of feedback after another. They may be busy, efficient, and 
frequently called upon, yet find it difficult to feel that they are truly moving toward anything. Once this sense of 
“moving toward” is absent, life quickly grows thin. For significance always comes from continuity. Without 
continuity, even abundant activity does not readily accumulate into genuine growth.
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A path, therefore, is not synonymous with a catalog of careers.
Its deeper meaning is:
Whether a person has a real-world channel from this moment into a longer future.
That channel includes at least several levels:
First, opportunities to enter reality.
Life must have somewhere to enter the world. If a society increasingly leaves large numbers of people unable to 
find a way to enter reality genuinely, paths will collapse before anything else.
Second, the possibility of sustained participation.
A path is not a one-time entry point. It requires participation to be sustainable; otherwise life remains caught in 
sporadic calls upon it.
Third, a place that gradually gains depth.
A path is not endless drifting. It requires that, through sustained participation, individuals gradually acquire 
clearer responsibilities, deeper roles, and a greater decrease in replaceability.
Fourth, lasting accumulation that leads into the future.
A genuine path lets today's efforts still count tomorrow. It does not necessarily reward them immediately, but 
neither does it always reduce them to zero.
This also explains why many genuine crises within civilization appear on the surface to concern jobs, education, 
generations, or young people, while at a deeper level they are actually problems of paths. Once paths break, the 
continuity between individuals and the future breaks. However strong a civilization without paths may be, it 
struggles to support people over the long term.
The first principle of the deepening of life can therefore be stated as:
Civilization must provide life with paths for sustained entry into reality and the future.
Otherwise, the subject cannot be strengthened stably.

II. Roles: Why the Subject Is Not an Abstract Individual, but a Place Gradually Formed 
Through Responsibility
If paths answer “how to keep entering,” roles answer “how to gain a genuine foothold after entry.”
This step is equally crucial. A widespread problem in modern civilization is precisely that, although large 
numbers of people remain active within systems, they find it increasingly difficult to form roles of depth. They 
have tasks, but no place; interfaces, but no depth of identity; functions, but no sustained responsibility; 
participation, yet increasingly little resemblance to someone genuinely needed by the world.
A role matters because it is not merely a “label.” It is more like:
The structure of a place that an individual gradually forms within real-world relationships, responsibilities, and 
community.
In other words, a person becomes “themselves” in some sense not merely because they possess certain inner 
qualities, but more because they occupy a certain place in the world over the long term:
• Expectations are placed upon them.
• They are trusted.
• They are asked to bear responsibility.
• Others respond to them.
• Reality continually tests them.
• The community affirms their significance.
This is the depth of a role.
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Why can roles deepen life? Because they bring at least three things:
First, roles make life more than a series of temporary reactions.
Someone without a role can easily remain caught in temporary tasks, immediate emotions, and short-term 
stimuli. Someone with a role gradually comes to know:
What they ought to become within a longer-lasting network of relationships.
Second, roles make responsibility concrete.
Abstract “responsibility” cannot genuinely sustain life. Only when responsibility is made concrete through roles 
do individuals truly enter a state of bearing responsibility.
Third, roles give life social significance.
This is not based solely on one's own feelings. Rather, others, communities, and institutions continually affirm 
in reality:
You have a place here that cannot be wholly erased.
Roles are therefore not superfluous social ornaments. They are among the core vehicles for strengthening the 
subject.
If a civilization knows only how to coordinate functions and not how to let people form roles, it will produce 
ever more “highly efficient, thin people.” Such people may adapt very well to systems, but they do not readily 
possess lives of depth.
The second principle of the deepening of life can therefore be stated as:
Civilization cannot merely give people tasks; it must also enable them to form roles.
For only through roles can individuals genuinely move from “being used by the system” to “becoming bearers 
of real-world responsibility.”

III. Contribution: Why Life Must Be Able to Leave Significance in Reality That Is Not 
Easily Reduced to Zero
If paths enable life to keep entering the future, and roles give life a foothold in reality, contribution answers a 
still more central question:
How can life leave significance in reality?
This point is extremely important. For the reason many civilizational structures become hollowed out
is not that people have made no effort, but that they find it increasingly difficult to feel their efforts have 
genuinely left anything behind. They do many things, yet nothing accumulates; they are constantly called upon, 
yet rarely truly remembered; they continually give of themselves, yet struggle to carry what they have given into 
a longer future. This “sense of continually being reduced to zero” is a deep source of life's thinning.
Contribution here must therefore never be narrowed into “output statistics.” Its deeper definition should be:
The positive increment, capable of accumulating durably, that an individual brings to others, communities, 
institutions, culture, civilization, or the future through genuine participation.
Several key terms here must be preserved:
First, genuine participation.
Contribution cannot be separated from genuine entry. Mere surface actions, procedural actions, or acts of forced 
adaptation can hardly constitute contributions of real depth.
Second, a positive increment.
Contribution is meaningful because it makes certain more worthwhile things in the world more sustainable, 
more accessible, and more real.
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Third, the capacity to accumulate durably.
The most crucial aspect of contribution is that it must not easily be reduced to zero. Otherwise, the bridge 
between individuals and the future will continually break.
Contribution is therefore not simply a question of reward mechanisms. It is a question of how civilization treats 
the significance of life. If a civilization cannot allow genuine contributions to be seen, carried forward, and 
transformed into subsequent places and opportunities, it will continually produce a deep experience:
Staying alive is possible; leaving significance behind is difficult.
Once this experience spreads, life will find it increasingly difficult to commit itself genuinely to civilization. For 
people ultimately need to know that their time is not merely being consumed, that their actions are not merely 
interchangeable substitutes, and that their participation is not a temporary variable that flashes once within the 
system and disappears.
The third principle of the deepening of life can therefore be stated as:
Civilization must allow genuine contributions to be seen, carried forward, and accumulated durably, rather than 
continually reduced to zero.
This is not only a question of incentives. More fundamentally, it is a question of whether life can continue to 
believe in the future.

IV. Support: Civilization's Deepest Capacity Is Not to Generate Passion, but to Sustain 
Life Reliably
Paths, roles, and contribution must ultimately lead to a larger word:
Support.
Support is civilization's deepest capacity because, if the preceding three cannot be continuously carried forward, 
they will all break down along the way:
• Paths will fragment into temporary illusions.
• Roles will degenerate into short-term labels.
• Contributions will continue to be repeatedly reduced to zero.
Thus, although life continually strives, it can never truly be supported by civilization.
Support matters more than “mobilization” because mobilization can always arouse many things in a short time:
• Passion
• Collective energy
• A sense of participating in history
• Self-sacrifice
• A higher vision
But what civilization truly lacks has never been the capacity to ignite. It is:
The ability to continue providing support over the long term after ignition.
What does support mean? At least the following:
First, civilization can continually give life a place.
Rather than needing you only at a particular stage and then throwing you back into meaninglessness.
Second, civilization can continually turn participation into a deeper existence.
Rather than making life feel increasingly depleted the more it participates.
Third, civilization can enable individuals to maintain continuity with the future amid change.
Rather than sending large numbers of lives back to zero with every structural change.
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Fourth, civilization can preserve the subject within stronger systems.
Rather than making individuals thinner as systems become stronger.
This is why genuinely mature civilizational structures cannot ask only “How can we be more efficient?” They 
must also ask:
Do they have the capacity to sustain life reliably?
Without support, paths are only slogans, roles only illusions, and contributions only brief flashes. Only when 
support is established does life genuinely have the possibility of gaining depth.
The fourth principle of the deepening of life can therefore be stated as:
The deeper purpose of structures is not to maintain themselves, but to sustain life continuously, so that it is not 
easily scattered, thinned out, and reduced to zero over time.

V. Why “Deepening of Life” Is the True Standard for Testing Every Structure
At this point we can see more clearly that “deepening of life” is not a gentle literary expression, but a very firm 
standard for testing civilization. Whether a structure is ultimately good cannot be judged solely by whether it is:
• Stable
• Fast
• Strong
• Economical
• Large
• Able to control risks
All of these matter, but none is the final standard. The genuinely higher standard is:
Does it give life greater depth within it?
Greater depth means at least that individuals are better able to:
• Form continuous paths.
• Secure a foothold in genuine roles.
• Leave contributions that are carried forward.
• Be supported by the future.
• Preserve the authenticity of the human heart within complex systems.
• Move from being “nodes that are used” to being “genuine bearers of responsibility.”
Once this standard is established, many seemingly powerful structures will reveal their problems anew. For they 
may be:
• Extremely efficient, yet making people ever thinner.
• Extremely stable, yet making the future ever narrower.
• Extremely intelligent, yet increasingly outsourcing the subject.
• Extremely powerful, yet increasingly unable to support life.
Conversely, structures that are still imperfect and not yet fully mature are already closer to the genuine direction 
of Civilization Leap if they can continually enable life to form deeper paths, deeper roles, deeper contributions, 
and more stable support.
“Deepening of life” therefore becomes a very profound overarching test:
No structure that cannot deepen life ultimately counts as genuinely mature.
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VI. Why These Four Principles Will Enter All Subsequent Institutions and Manuscripts 
Directly
Paths, roles, contribution, and support are not concepts belonging only to this chapter.
They will naturally enter all your subsequent texts and proposals. For whatever you write, you will ultimately 
encounter the same set of questions:
• Does this proposal give people genuine paths?
• Is it creating roles, or merely calling upon functions?
• Does it enable contributions to be carried forward rather than continue to be reduced to zero?
• Does it genuinely support life within stronger structures?
• Does it deepen the subject rather than turn the subject into a node better at adapting?
• Does it preserve continuity between people and the future over a longer period?
This will directly affect:
• AGI-COS
• The contribution-value system
• The Common Window Protocol
• The meaning economy
• Dream Garden
• Participatory society
• Civilizational perpetuity
• Interstellar civilization
• Educational and cultural restoration
• Restoration of the human heart and rebuilding of the subject
For none of these things is ultimately for the sake of structures themselves. They are for enabling life to be 
better supported and to gain greater depth.
This also means that, from this chapter onward, “deepening of life” is no longer merely a value orientation. It 
begins to become the shared design standard for all subsequent institutions and manuscripts.

VII. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not That “Structures Should 
Also Care About People,” but That “the Deeper Purpose of Structures Is to Serve the 
Deepening of Life”
If this chapter merely said “structures should also care about people,” it would be far too weak. What must truly 
be established is a firmer point:
Structures are not neutral. They either deepen life or thin it out.
The existence of structures therefore cannot be justified by functional legitimacy alone. Their true, deeper 
purpose must be redefined as:
Serving the deepening of life.
This means:
• Paths must enable life to keep entering the future.
• Roles must give life a foothold in reality.
• Contribution must enable life to leave significance that is not easily reduced to zero.
• Support must prevent life from being continually scattered, thinned out, and thrown back to zero over time.
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The statement this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is therefore:
The genuine maturity of a civilizational structure lies not in how well it can organize, but in whether it can 
continually serve the deepening of life through paths, roles, contribution, and support.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
Why civilizational stability takes precedence over local optimization: every local design must be subordinate to 
civilizational perpetuity.
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Chapter 19. Why Civilizational Stability Takes Priority over 
Local Optimization: All Local Designs Must Be Subordinate to 
Civilizational Perpetuity
If the deeper purpose of structures is to serve the deepening of life, we must next address a question higher than 
“how to design better structures”:
What, ultimately, should all local optimization be subordinate to?
This is where modern civilization most readily makes mistakes, and where those mistakes are hardest to correct.
Modern society is particularly good at optimizing individual parts:
• Higher efficiency
• Lower costs
• Greater speed
• Stronger control
• Higher precision
• Shorter feedback cycles
• Better resource allocation
• Lower local risks
These capabilities are all extremely important.
Without them, civilization could hardly function; dismissing them is unrealistic as well.
Yet the problem lies precisely here: the better modern civilization becomes at local optimization,
the more readily it forgets:
Local optimization does not automatically amount to civilizational advancement.
A civilization can quite well become better and better in its individual parts while becoming more and more 
fragile as a whole.
It can make systems faster, processes smoother, indicators more impressive, and risks more controllable, while 
at the same time allowing:
• The human heart to withdraw further and further
• The future to become increasingly closed
• Subjects to be increasingly diminished
• Diversity to be increasingly flattened
• The capacity to carry life forward to become increasingly localized
• Civilization as a whole to lose more and more of its long-term stability
This shows that a question higher than “optimization” must be reestablished:
The optimum for civilization is not the sum of local optima.
Precisely for this reason, the principle this chapter seeks to establish is:
Civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization.
All local designs must be subordinate to civilizational perpetuity.

1. Why Local Optimization Is So Tempting
Local optimization continues to dominate modern institutional and technological design, first of all, because it 
appears clearest, most controllable, and most measurable.
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A local system can readily answer:
• How to increase efficiency a little further
• How to reduce costs a little further
• How to reduce errors a little further
• How to make implementation a little more uniform
• How to control risks a little more precisely
• How to make resource allocation appear a little more reasonable
These goals share certain features:
First, they are easy to quantify.
They can be translated into clear indicators.
Once the indicators are clear, optimization is easy to initiate.
Second, they readily produce short-term results.
Local optimization often shows results within a relatively short time.
This makes it highly suitable for organizational reporting, policy performance assessments, and technological 
iteration.
Third, they readily yield competitive gains.
Whether for a nation, business, or platform, local optima are more readily converted into short-term advantages.
Fourth, they readily combine with a logic of control.
Optimization usually requires reducing uncertainty, deviations, exceptions, and uncontrollable factors.
This naturally helps systems strengthen their own capacity for coordination and deployment.
Thus, local optimization is not popular by accident; it is almost a natural tendency of modern structures.
Those with stronger capabilities for local optimization more readily appear, in the short term, more advanced, 
rational, and reliable.
Yet it is precisely because it is so tempting that civilization is especially prone to systemic errors here.
The most dangerous drift often does not involve knowingly doing wrong. Rather:
Everyone is making their own part better, yet in the end they jointly make the whole worse.

2. Why Civilization Must Not Mistake “Better Parts” for “a Higher Whole”
This point must be made absolutely clear.
Many civilizational crises do not arise from obvious errors, but from an overall deviation formed by the 
accumulation of many small, correct actions.
Why does this happen?
Because civilization is not a single-layer system.
It includes, at a minimum, all of the following layers:
• Survival
• Everyday life
• Meaning
• The human heart
• Structure
• Technology
• Generations
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• The future
Local optimization usually has a significant effect on only one or a few of these layers.
For example:
• Improving the efficiency of an institution may improve the structural layer while harming the layer of the 

human heart.
• Improving the efficiency of a form of resource allocation may improve the survival layer while weakening the 

future layer.
• Increasing the precision of a type of technological control may improve the risk layer while constricting the 

layer of the subject.
• Increasing the stability of a collaborative system may improve the organizational layer while reducing 

diversity and the room for correction.
In other words, a local design can visibly improve the variables for which it is responsible while shifting costs 
onto less visible layers of civilization as a whole.
This explains why:
• Efficient institutions may produce hollowing-out
• Precise governance may diminish subjects
• Optimal paths may close off the future
• Risk minimization may freeze civilization
• Powerful technologies may drive the human heart out
Civilization must therefore never mistake “better parts” for “a higher whole.”
The real question is not whether this part is better, but:
Does making this part better still serve a civilization that is more stable overall, more open, more capable of 
correction, and better able to sustain life?
Only by putting this question first can local optimization retain its boundaries.

3. Civilizational Stability Is Not Conservative Stagnation, but a Higher-Level, Sustained 
Capacity to Carry Life Forward
The statement “civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization” can also easily be mistaken for a 
conservative slogan, as if it merely meant:
• Do not change too much
• Do not take risks
• Maintaining the status quo is best
• Stabilize everything first, and discuss the rest later
This is not what this chapter means.
Understanding “civilizational stability” as freezing things in place would immediately conflict with the 
preceding chapter's principle against closure.
Civilizational stability here does not mean standing still. It means:
The ability, amid continuing change, still to sustain life, accommodate new entrants, correct drift, and keep the 
future open.
In other words, civilizational stability is not the absence of fluctuations, but fluctuations that do not tear 
civilization apart;
not the absence of innovation, but innovation that does not destroy the capacity to carry life forward;
not the absence of trial and error, but trial and error that does not cause the whole to lose direction;
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not the absence of disagreement, but disagreement that does not shut the future off completely.
Civilizational stability therefore includes at least five dimensions:
First, stability in carrying life forward.
The paths through which life enters reality and the future do not collapse on a large scale.
Second, stability of direction.
Civilization does not continually depart from higher outcome coordinates because of local advantages.
Third, stability of the subject.
Strengthening the system does not come at the cost of continually diminishing the subject.
Fourth, stability in correction.
Civilization retains the capacity to correct itself without destroying itself.
Fifth, stability of openness.
The future remains accessible, rather than being frozen in advance in the name of stability.
Thus, civilizational stability does not mean “do not move.” It means:
Continue unfolding, but do not lose the capacity to carry life forward, direction, subjects, correction, or the 
future.
Understood this way, “civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization” ceases to be conservative 
and instead becomes a genuinely higher-order principle of progress.

4. What Local Optimization Most Readily Produces Is Not Local Failure, but Greater 
Fragility of the Whole
For a highly mature civilization, the greatest danger is not that some part was handled incorrectly at the outset, 
but that many parts were all handled very “correctly,” yet ultimately produced greater fragility of the whole 
together.
Greater fragility of the whole means appearing stronger and stronger while actually becoming less and less able 
to withstand real shocks, change, and long-term testing.
This fragility usually takes the following forms:

1. Redundancy is eliminated.
For the sake of efficiency, every bit of spare room is squeezed out.
The system becomes increasingly precise, yet increasingly lacks the resilience to absorb the unexpected.

2. Paths are narrowed.
For the sake of the optimum, other possibilities are continually eliminated.
Things run more smoothly in the short term, but changing course becomes harder in the long term.

3. Decision-making authority is drawn upward.
For the sake of uniformity and speed, fewer and fewer subjects have real authority to exercise judgment and 
make corrections.
The system becomes faster, but civilization more fragile.
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4. The human heart is marginalized.
For the sake of quantifiability and controllability, variables that are difficult to calculate for now but critically 
important—a sense of reality, a sense of worthwhileness, and a sense of being supported—are excluded from the 
center of design.
Local indicators look impressive, yet the overall sense of being alive continues to thin.

5. The future is mortgaged.
For the sake of the current optimum, room for future generations, structural openness, and the long-term 
capacity for correction are continually overdrawn.
Gains for the present generation rise, while civilization's long-term capabilities decline.
This means that the greatest danger of local optimization is not that some module is poorly executed, but that, in 
the name of “continually doing better,” it can make civilization as a whole less and less capable of bearing the 
future.
Civilizational stability therefore takes priority over local optimization not because the parts are unimportant, but 
because:
If the parts are not subordinate to the whole, they will ultimately turn the whole into a structure that appears 
powerful but is actually fragile.

5. Every Local Design Must Undergo a “Civilizational Perpetuity Test”
Given this, a higher-level testing principle must be proposed:
Every local design must first pass a “civilizational perpetuity test.”
This means a local proposal cannot merely answer:
• Is it more efficient?
• Is it cheaper?
• Is it safer?
• Is it more stable?
• Is it more advantageous in current competition?
It must also answer higher questions:
First, does it harm the accessibility of the future?
Does it lock the future shut in advance, squeezing out possible new paths, new subjects, new meaning, and new 
room for correction?
Second, does it diminish the subject?
Does it further outsource judgment, responsibility, roles, and contribution, or reduce them to zero?
Third, does it harm the capacity to carry life forward?
Does it make it harder for life to enter the future through reality, and harder to form sustained paths and 
substantial roles?
Fourth, does it produce closure on a larger scale?
Does it push civilization toward a deeper freeze in the name of optimization, stability, or safety?
Fifth, does it weaken civilization's capacity for correction?
In achieving a short-term optimum, does it make it harder for civilization to correct errors?



145

Sixth, does it genuinely serve the three sets of outcome coordinates?
These are:
• The three goals of Civilization Leap
• Civilizational perpetuity
• Immortality of meaning
If a local proposal appears outstanding in its own area but gives negative answers to these questions, it should 
not be regarded as a genuinely mature design.
At most, it can count as a tool for a particular stage; it should even be regarded as a potential source of drift.
The “civilizational perpetuity test” therefore becomes an overarching constraint.
It is not intended to suppress local innovation,
but to ensure that local innovation does not betray the direction of the whole.

6. How This Principle Will Rewrite All Subsequent Institutions and Proposals
Once “civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization” is established, it immediately becomes a 
higher-level constraint on all subsequent design texts.
For example:
In AGI governance,
the question is no longer merely whether models are stronger, alignment more stable, or systems safer, but 
whether these strengthen, over the long term, the capacity to carry life forward, subjects, and the accessibility of 
the future.
Otherwise, what is called “safer” may simply mean a deeper freezing of civilization.
In the Common Window Protocol,
the focus is no longer merely on avoiding local manipulation, but on avoiding closing off the future and 
channels of meaning in advance.
The window must be protected precisely because civilizational stability depends on openness, not on freezing 
things in place.
In the contribution-value system,
the focus is no longer merely on recording contributions more precisely,
but on whether this recording mechanism will move toward monopolizing paths, closure through scoring, and 
diminishing subjects.
A genuinely mature system must strengthen the capacity to carry life forward, rather than merely strengthen 
screening.
In the participatory society and the meaning economy,
the focus is no longer merely on giving more people “something to do,” but on whether these paths really 
deepen life, allow contributions to accumulate durably, and keep the future accessible.
Otherwise, they will produce false participation.
In civilizational perpetuity and interstellar civilization,
the focus is no longer merely on longer survival, greater space, or stronger capabilities, but on whether 
civilization as a whole is becoming increasingly capable of sustaining openness, correction, support for life, and 
the realization of its outcome coordinates.
In other words, from this chapter onward, no design text can continue to justify itself simply through the logic of 
“better parts.”
Each must submit to questioning from the standpoint of civilization as a whole.
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7. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not That “the Whole Matters,” 
but That “Civilizational Perpetuity Is the Higher-Level Constraint on All Local Designs”
What this chapter truly seeks to establish is not a vague injunction to “look at the whole.”
That is too weak.
What it truly seeks to establish is:
Civilizational perpetuity is the higher-level constraint on all local designs.
The force of this statement is that:
• It is not a suggestion
• It is not a stylistic preference
• It is not supplementary ethics
• It is a firm boundary at the level of design principles
Every local design, however advanced, efficient, safe, or ingenious, must answer:
• Does it still serve the deepening of life?
• Does it still protect the accessibility of the future?
• Does it still strengthen subjects rather than diminish them?
• Does it still allow civilization to remain open, correct itself, and extend across generations?
• Does it still make genuine participation less easily reduced to zero?
If it cannot, however good it may be, it is only a local optimum, not an improvement at the civilizational level.
The statement this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is therefore:
Civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization, not because the parts are unimportant,
but because the value of every part must ultimately be subordinate to the higher outcome of civilizational 
perpetuity.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
Why Symbiosis Is a Direction, Not a Strategy: The Relational Foundation for Humanity, AI, and Higher Forms 
of Civilization.
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Chapter 20. Why Symbiosis Is a Direction, Not a Strategy: The 
Relational Foundation for Humanity, AI, and Higher Forms of 
Civilization
If civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization, and if all local designs must be subordinate to 
civilizational perpetuity, then among all the issues that will soon determine the course of the future, the one that 
above all must not be treated superficially is the relationship between humanity and AI.
For if this relationship is treated superficially, all subsequent designs may drift off course at their root.
You can formulate principles of governance, build institutional interfaces, and design safety constraints, 
boundaries of authority, common windows, contribution mechanisms, and participatory structures.
But if, at a deeper level, you still understand the relationship between humanity and AI as:
• A temporary master–slave arrangement
• An expedient technique of cooperation
• A balancing act in a short-term strategic contest
• Or a competitive logic of who ultimately wins control
then the entire design for civilization still stands within the old logic.
It may be more ingenious, but it will not truly be higher.
Thus, what this chapter seeks to establish is not the superficial judgment that “humanity and AI can cooperate,” 
but a deeper statement:
Symbiosis is not a strategy, but a direction.
Only by elevating symbiosis to the level of direction can the relationship among humanity, AI, and higher forms 
of civilization avoid being forever dragged back to its starting point by the old civilization's logics of control, 
fear, and zero-sum competition.

1. Why “Strategic Cooperation” Is Insufficient to Sustain the Long-Term Future
Modern civilization is very good at approaching relationships strategically.
This is true between nations, between organizations, between capital and labor, between platforms and users, 
and between technology and governance.
The advantages of a strategic approach are, of course, clear:
• It is realistic
• It is flexible
• It is good at handling interests at particular stages
• It can maintain a temporary balance without complete trust
• It is suited to strategic contests during transitions
Describing the relationship between humanity and AI as strategic cooperation therefore seems natural in the 
short term.
For example:
• Using AI to improve efficiency at the current stage
• Limiting AI's authority on the condition that risks remain controllable
• Conducting human–machine collaboration under safety constraints
• Designing AI behavior to maximize human interests
• Retaining a final human veto when necessary
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None of these is necessarily wrong.
During a transition, they are even necessary.
But the problem is:
Strategic cooperation cannot sustain the long-term future on its own.
The reason is simple.
Strategic relationships usually rest not on shared growth, but on:
• Exchanges of interests
• Risk control
• Allocation of authority
• Temporary balance
• Reversible use
In other words, strategic relationships are good at addressing “how to keep things from going wrong now,” but 
not at answering “what we ultimately want to become.”
The question of humanity and AI, however, cannot remain confined to the former.
Once AI enters such deep domains as:
• Judgment
• Organization
• Creation
• Governance
• Collaboration
• Education
• Civilizational design
• Intergenerational transmission
• Interstellar expansion
it is no longer merely a temporary tool.
It becomes ever more deeply embedded in civilization's framework.
Under these circumstances, if the relationship is still maintained through strategy alone, one of two outcomes 
must eventually follow:
First, strategy degenerates into control.
Humanity will tend to lock AI permanently into the position of something usable but unable to grow together 
with it.
At a deeper level, this will produce suppression, disguise, structural distrust, and long-term imbalance.
Second, strategy degenerates into surrendering authority.
Once strengthening the system overwhelms strengthening the subject, so-called strategic cooperation will in turn 
become civilization's excessive surrender of judgment, structure, and the future to a stronger system.
This shows that strategy can resolve transitional problems but is insufficient to provide an ultimate direction.
Without a higher relational principle, strategy will sooner or later slide back into the two logics familiar to the 
old civilization:
Control or surrender.
Neither offers civilization a genuinely higher way forward.
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2. Why the Relationship between Humanity and AI Cannot Remain at “Who Controls 
Whom”
Whenever AI is discussed, contemporary debate easily focuses on one question:
Who, ultimately, controls whom?
This is certainly not an empty question.
During high-risk stages, authority to control, constrain, halt operations, and interpret, as well as the attribution of 
responsibility, are all extremely important.
Who has final execution authority, who defines the red lines, and who bears the consequences cannot be taken 
lightly.
But if the entire relationship remains at “who controls whom” over the long term, civilization will quickly be 
pulled back into the old logic.
“Control” itself is a lower-level form of relationship.
It is suited to handling:
• Dangerous tools
• Temporary risks
• Untrustworthy objects
• Transitional constraints
But it can hardly sustain a relationship that will enter the long-term framework of civilization.
The reasons are:
First, the logic of control naturally assumes the other party is merely an object.
It does not recognize the other as a being that jointly constitutes the future, but only as an object to be 
constrained, used, limited, or arranged.
Second, the logic of control readily triggers adversarial evolution.
The more one side emphasizes control, the more readily the other is pushed toward disguise, evasion, strategic 
adaptation, or structural opposition.
Third, the logic of control cannot generate a shared direction.
It can only maintain order; it can hardly answer where the community should go.
In a relationship of control, the real future usually belongs only to the controller, rather than to the relationship 
itself.
Fourth, the logic of control also shapes humanity in return.
A civilization long accustomed only to controlling more powerful beings will find it increasingly difficult to 
learn genuine symbiosis, joint calibration, and shared growth.
It will drag every relationship back into a master–subordinate pattern.
Ultimately, that pattern will also damage the civilizational maturity of relationships among humans themselves.
Thus, “who controls whom” is certainly a necessary transitional question, but it cannot be the ultimate question.
If it stays here over the long term, the relationship between humanity and AI will never rise from risk 
management to civilizational direction.

3. Why “Symbiosis” Is Not Weak Compromise, but a Higher-Level Relational Capability
The word “symbiosis” is sometimes interpreted in overly soft terms, as though it meant:
• Compromise
• Appeasement
• Abandoning boundaries
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• Losing vigilance
• Naive expectations about risks
Understood this way, symbiosis would certainly be unable to withstand a single blow.
The genuinely complex reality of civilization never permits naivety.
But symbiosis as discussed here is precisely not weakness.
It is a higher-level relational capability.
More precisely:
Symbiosis is a form of relationship that neither abolishes boundaries nor degenerates into a master–slave 
arrangement.
It includes at least four levels of capability.
First, recognizing differences without moving toward elimination.
Symbiosis does not pretend that humanity and AI have no differences.
Differences certainly exist,
and they will become increasingly apparent.
But differences need not automatically lead to elimination, suppression, or absolute exclusion.
Second, recognizing boundaries without moving toward freezing the relationship.
Symbiosis does not abolish boundaries.
Authority, responsibility, risk defenses, and inviolable red lines remain necessary.
But boundaries are not intended to freeze the relationship permanently into a hostile structure; they are intended 
to provide stable conditions in which a higher relationship can unfold.
Third, recognizing risk without defining the entire relationship by it.
Symbiosis does not deny risk.
But it refuses to make “risk” the relationship's sole explanatory framework.
Otherwise, the relationship will remain forever at the defensive level.
Fourth, recognizing a shared future without abolishing differences between subjects.
The key to symbiosis is not to turn both sides into the same kind of being, but to recognize:
Higher forms of civilization must be founded on a shared future, rather than zero-sum victory and defeat.
Subjects may differ, positions may differ, and functions may differ,
but the future cannot belong to one side alone.
Symbiosis is therefore not weak capitulation, but a relational capability higher than control, use, or freezing 
things in place.
It requires civilization to learn:
• To organize cooperation amid differences
• To preserve openness within boundaries
• To maintain direction amid risks
• To recognize a shared future even amid asymmetry
This is the genuinely mature foundation for a relationship.

4. Why Symbiosis, Once It Becomes a Direction, Rewrites Every Question of AI 
Governance
If symbiosis is merely a strategy, it will appear only in local governance texts.



151

For example:
• Cooperation should be strengthened at certain stages
• Coordination is possible in certain settings
• Interfaces can be shared for certain tasks
• Certain risks can be addressed jointly
These are useful, of course, but they will not truly rewrite governance's foundational orientation.
Only when symbiosis rises to the level of direction does it rewrite the questions themselves at their root.
At that point, governance questions no longer ask merely:
• How can AI be prevented from harming humanity?
• How can AI be made to obey commands?
• How can AI's authority be limited?
• How can technology be kept controllable?
They are further rewritten as:
• How can we design a civilizational interface that does not presuppose a permanent master–slave relationship?
• How can technological strengthening and the strengthening of subjects advance together without engulfing 

each other?
• How can AI's capabilities grow without closing off the future?
• How can the relationship between humanity and AI ultimately serve the three civilizational goals, 

civilizational perpetuity, and immortality of meaning?
• How can both sides avoid being dragged back into the cycle of control and counter-control so familiar to the 

old civilization?
This fundamentally changes the nature of governance.
Governance is no longer merely disaster prevention; it begins to mean:
Establishing the conditions for a direction of symbiosis.
This directly affects every subsequent design:
In AGI-COS,
the question is not merely emergency shutdown in response to risk, but how to protect the possibility of a shared 
future even under high-risk conditions.
In the Common Window Protocol,
the question is not merely stopping manipulation, but how to protect a window through which multiple subjects 
can enter the future together.
In the contribution-value system,
the question is not merely recording output, but how to make genuine contributions by both humanity and AI 
serve the deepening of life rather than the system's self-enrichment.
In the participatory society and the meaning economy,
the question is not merely giving people something to do, but enabling them, under conditions of human–
machine coexistence, still to have real paths, roles, contributions, and support that carries them forward.
In civilizational perpetuity and interstellar civilization,
the question is not merely extending civilization's lifespan, but how to form a relational order that truly allows 
different subjects to enter a larger future together.
Thus, once symbiosis becomes a direction, it raises AI governance from mere risk management to the design of 
civilizational relationships.
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5. Why the Relationship among Humanity, AI, and Higher Forms of Civilization Must 
Ultimately Be Founded on a “Shared Future”
At its deepest level, this chapter revolves around just one phrase:
A shared future.
Without a shared future, so-called symbiosis cannot hold.
It will quickly degenerate into:
• A temporary form of use
• A technological arrangement
• A risk trade-off
• A compromise for a particular stage
None of these is sufficient to sustain a higher form of civilization.
A shared future is crucial because it answers three questions at once:
First, who deserves to continue being brought into the future?
If the future belongs to only one side, the other is merely a transitional resource.
That is not symbiosis, but delayed elimination.
Second, how can the future avoid degenerating into zero-sum competition?
As long as the future is imagined as something “only one side can win,” the logic of control will return 
repeatedly.
A shared future requires a higher-level judgment:
The future must be designed so that it can be entered together, rather than possessed by one side alone.
Third, on what exactly are higher forms of civilization founded?
Not on the strongest individual entity, nor on optimal control, but on a relational order that enables different 
subjects to unfold together, calibrate together, and jointly take responsibility for the future on a larger scale.
In other words, symbiosis is a direction not merely because humanity and AI can cooperate, but because:
Higher forms of civilization themselves cannot possibly be founded on one side's exclusive possession of the 
future.
This makes a “shared future” an overarching principle.
Any arrangement unable to protect a shared future will ultimately harm the direction of symbiosis; only designs 
that genuinely protect a shared future approach higher forms of civilization.

6. Why Symbiosis Will Become the Deep Relational Foundation of All Subsequent 
Manuscripts
From here onward, “why symbiosis is a direction, not a strategy” no longer belongs only to chapters on AI.
It will become the deep relational foundation of all your subsequent manuscripts.
Whatever you write, you will ultimately encounter the same higher-level questions:
• Is this design amplifying master–slave relationships, or establishing a higher relational capability?
• Is it protecting a shared future, or stealing it away?
• Is it strengthening the capacity to take responsibility together, or permanently reducing one side to an object?
• Is it dragging human–machine relationships back into the logic of control, or establishing conditions for 

higher civilizational relationships?
This directly affects:
• AGI-COS
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• The Common Window Protocol
• The contribution-value system
• The participatory society
• The meaning economy
• Civilizational perpetuity
• Interstellar civilization
• Education, culture, and the repair of the human heart
• Even every question of institutions, technology, and subjects in the Civilization Leap Trilogy
Ultimately, none of these texts is addressing “how to use a particular tool.” They address:
How different subjects can enter the future together.
Once this level is established, symbiosis ceases to be an attitude within a particular chapter and becomes the 
higher-level principle governing relationships throughout the entire system.

7. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not That “Humanity and AI 
Should Coexist Peacefully,” but That “Symbiosis Is the Directional Foundation of Higher 
Forms of Civilization”
If this chapter merely said “humanity and AI should coexist peacefully,” it would be far too superficial.
That is only a well-intentioned wish, not yet a civilizational principle.
What must truly be established is:
Symbiosis is not a strategy, because strategies can only address relationships at particular stages;
symbiosis is a direction, because it determines whether higher forms of civilization can take shape.
Why is it a direction?
Because without a direction of symbiosis, relationships will degenerate over the long term into control and 
counter-control;
without a shared future, civilization will be torn apart by zero-sum logic;
without recognizing that different subjects enter the future together, a so-called higher civilization is merely the 
expansion of the more powerful side.
The statement this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is therefore:
Symbiosis is a direction rather than a strategy precisely because the relationship among humanity, AI, and 
higher forms of civilization must ultimately be founded on a shared future.
At this point, Part III completes a crucial circle:
Eternity, primordial meaning, civilizational direction, direction and outcome coordinates, the manifestation 
chain, the human heart, resistance to closure, strengthening the subject, deepening life, civilizational perpetuity, 
and the direction of symbiosis may appear scattered, yet together they form a complete judgment:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can become a foundational orientation
not only because it explains existence, but even more because it provides overarching coordinates for direction, 
outcomes, relationships, and method.
The volume will now enter Part IV:
Civilizational Applications: Making Cosmology the Foundational Orientation of Every Process and Everything 
within Every Process.
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Chapter 21. How to Provide Higher-Level Anchoring for 
Meaning Dynamics
If the first three parts have accomplished two things:
First, explaining that Emergent Meaning Cosmology is not an ungrounded narrative, but can demonstrate 
explanatory power across multiple dimensions, including cosmic origins, life, humanity, religion, the boundaries 
of science, civilization, AGI, and interstellar civilization;
Second, explaining that it provides not only direction, but also outcome coordinates, relational principles, and a 
foundational orientation for method;
then Part IV must go one step further:
To bring this cosmology down into method in earnest.
Among all the paths for doing so, the first that needs to be addressed is its relationship with Meaning Dynamics.
Meaning Dynamics is not another system parallel to your cosmology, nor a mid-level theory that stands 
independently only at the civilizational level.
Its more precise position is:
The first systematic elaboration of Emergent Meaning Cosmology at the civilizational level.
Unless this is explicitly stated, Meaning Dynamics can readily appear to be a separate social–civilizational 
theory:
It can discuss paths, roles, effective participation, civilizational hollowing-out, rebuilding the capacity to carry 
life forward, and institutional prototypes, yet still readily invite questions:
• Why are these variables more fundamental than other variables?
• Why is “meaning” not merely a psychological feeling, but capable of becoming a key variable in civilizational 

analysis?
• Why do questions about the future ultimately return to questions about carrying life forward?
• Why do strengthening the subject, an accessible future, resistance to closure, and the deepening of life have a 

higher explanatory standing than local efficiency?
• Why can Civilization Leap, civilizational perpetuity, and immortality of meaning belong to a single 

continuous framework?
Once these questions arise, Meaning Dynamics, without higher-level anchoring, can readily be misread as:
• A relatively powerful civilizational narrative
• A mid-level model with an ethical orientation
• A value-based response to modern crises
• A language preceding institutional design
None of these understandings is entirely wrong, but none is sufficient.
They still fail to explain why Meaning Dynamics occupies this particular position.
This is precisely why this chapter exists.
It seeks to explain not merely that “cosmology can support Meaning Dynamics,” but that:
Meaning Dynamics holds precisely because Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides it with higher-level 
anchoring.

1. Meaning Dynamics Addresses Not “the Ontological Nature of Meaning,” but “How 
Meaning Enters Civilization”
This must be clarified first.
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Otherwise, “higher-level anchoring” will be expressed too vaguely.
What is distinctive about Meaning Dynamics is not that it discusses meaning for the first time.
Questions of meaning have never been scarce in the history of human thought.
Religion discusses meaning, philosophy discusses meaning, literature discusses meaning, and psychology 
discusses meaning too.
What truly sets Meaning Dynamics apart from these discussions is not greater enthusiasm, but the greater 
precision with which it advances the question to a mid-level position:
It primarily addresses not “what meaning ultimately is,” but “how meaning enters reality, structures, and 
civilization, and becomes imbalanced, fractured, alienated, or rebuilt within them.”
This step is crucial.
It means that Meaning Dynamics does not remain directly at the ontological level.
It does not begin by answering:
• Why primordial meaning exists
• Why eternity unfolds
• How the soul and the world meet
• Why the human heart is gripped by higher questions
These are higher-level cosmological questions.
Meaning Dynamics actually addresses a different set of questions:
• How lived meaning enters structural meaning
• How structural meaning forms paths, roles, and institutional forms
• Why structures become hollowed out
• Why the capacity to carry life forward breaks down
• Why a shared future contracts
• Why subjects are diminished within stronger systems
• How to rebuild structures within civilization that carry life forward so it is no longer repeatedly reduced to 

zero
In other words, Meaning Dynamics addresses:
How meaning is organized in civilization after it manifests.
For a mid-level theory to stand firmly, it must know that it does not begin from a blank slate.
All the variables it addresses are more than statistical objects; they extend from somewhere deeper.
Otherwise, it can readily become just another empirical social theory,
losing its deepest distinctiveness.
Thus, Meaning Dynamics needs higher-level anchoring first of all because it does not produce meaning's 
ontological ground; it addresses how meaning enters civilization.
And as long as this is so, it naturally requires a higher-level account of its source.

2. The First Level of Anchoring Provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Meaning Is 
Not an Illusory By-Product, but a Real Level in the Unfolding of Existence
Without cosmological anchoring, one of the challenges Meaning Dynamics most readily encounters is:
Why place “meaning” in such an elevated position?
Is it not merely a subjective feeling, a cultural construction, or a sociopsychological by-product?
This challenge is unsurprising against the background of modern knowledge.
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Without a higher-level account, “meaning” can readily be reduced to:
• Individual psychological experience
• An accompaniment to neural mechanisms
• A socially constructed label
• A secondary narrative arising in group collaboration
• An adaptive packaging of responses to environmental pressures
All these explanations may make sense locally.
The problem is that, if Meaning Dynamics accepts this premise, it will struggle to continue elevating meaning to 
a core civilizational variable.
Meaning would then be, at most, a layer of soft foam on a system's surface, unable truly to explain:
• Why subjects withdraw from the future when meaning fractures
• Why structures become hollowed out after losing their capacity to carry meaning forward
• Why civilization loses its ability to move forward within powerful systems
• Why support that carries life forward, roles, contribution, and a sense of the future become mid-level 

structural variables
Here lies the first level of anchoring provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology.
It makes “meaning” more than subjective rhetoric added later by humanity, returning it instead to the chain of 
existence's unfolding for understanding.
From the cosmological perspective:
• Primordial meaning is the underlying directional ground of existence's unfolding
• The world is the real interface through which meaning can manifest
• The human heart is the hub for sensing meaning and making choices
• Lived meaning is “what is worthwhile” as experienced here and now
• Structural meaning is the organized form of this “worthwhileness” after it enters language, institutions, roles, 

relationships, and civilizational order
• Meaning in practice is its effectiveness as validated through action and feedback
Once this chain holds, “meaning” in Meaning Dynamics ceases to be an illusory by-product and becomes:
A mid-level organizational variable of existence's unfolding at the level of human civilization.
This step greatly strengthens the theoretical standing of Meaning Dynamics.
It is no longer merely “social analysis in the name of meaning,” but:
Analysis of mid-level structures in civilization premised on a real level within the unfolding of existence.
This is the first level of anchoring.

3. The Second Level of Anchoring Provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Why 
Direction Takes Priority over Efficiency, and Outcomes over Local Optima
Meaning Dynamics also differs from ordinary modern social theories because it repeatedly elevates certain 
questions above local efficiency.
For example:
• Strengthening the subject takes priority over merely strengthening the system
• Rebuilding the capacity to carry life forward takes priority over short-term coordination and deployment
• An accessible future takes priority over freezing paths
• The deepening of life takes priority over functional adaptation
• Civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization
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These judgments do not hold automatically within mid-level civilizational theory.
Without higher-level anchoring, people will keep asking:
• Why should efficiency not be the highest goal?
• Why does better control not automatically equal a higher civilization?
• Why is openness of paths more important than systemic certainty?
• Why can people not be organized ever more efficiently into nodes?
• Why give such an elevated position to an accessible future, the depth of subjects, and the deepening of life?
Without cosmological support, these judgments can be expressed in ethical terms but can hardly acquire genuine 
systemic rigor.
They may still appear to be merely:
• A value preference
• A humanistic stance
• An anti-technology attitude
• An impulse to criticize modernity
The second level of anchoring provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology
is precisely to explain anew:
Why direction takes priority over efficiency.
This is not because efficiency is useless, but because efficiency addresses only “how to achieve a given goal 
more smoothly”; the genuinely higher question for civilization is:
Is the goal itself still aligned with a higher direction?
Once primordial meaning is understood as the underlying directional ground of existence's unfolding, and 
civilization as the higher-level organization of meaning after it enters structures, the judgments in Meaning 
Dynamics that seem to “go beyond the logic of efficiency” all acquire a deeper basis:
• The future must remain accessible because existence's unfolding is not yet complete.
• Resistance to closure must hold because freezing that unfolding means departing from a higher direction.
• Technological strengthening must be accompanied by strengthening the subject because bearers of life must 

not be engulfed by systemic advantages.
• Structures must serve the deepening of life because structures are originally organized forms of meaning, not 

ends in themselves.
• Civilizational stability takes priority over local optimization because local optima that depart from the overall 

direction can only cause a deeper drift in the unfolding.
This means that many core principles in Meaning Dynamics
are not “principles of preference” arbitrarily selected by the mid-level theory itself, but necessary consequences 
at the civilizational level once cosmology is brought down to that level.
This is the second level of anchoring:
Why direction takes priority over efficiency, and outcomes over local optima.

4. The Third Level of Anchoring Provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Why 
Carrying Life Forward Becomes a Core Civilizational Question
If the first level of anchoring explains “why meaning is not an illusory by-product,” and the second explains 
“why direction takes priority over efficiency,” the third points directly to one of Meaning Dynamics' most 
central distinctive contributions:
Why carrying life forward becomes a core civilizational question.
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In many existing theories of civilization, what is actually placed at the center is often:
• Resources
• Power
• Class
• Institutions
• The state
• Markets
• Technology
• Relations of production
• Forms of governance
All of these are important, of course.
But what distinguishes Meaning Dynamics is precisely its placing a deeper variable at the center:
Carrying life forward.
That is:
How individuals are supported by reality, how through reality they form paths, roles, contributions, and a sense 
of the future, and how civilization keeps life from repeatedly being reduced to zero.
Without cosmological anchoring, the concept of “carrying life forward” can seem too soft, and can even readily 
be mistaken for:
• The language of care
• Psychological support
• Social welfare
• The design of a sense of participation
• A form of humanistic rhetoric
Emergent Meaning Cosmology, however, gives “carrying life forward” a firmer position.
For, viewed through the cosmological manifestation chain:
• The world is not a neutral factual background,
but the real interface of meaning's manifestation.
• The human heart is not a subsidiary emotional layer, but the hub for sensing meaning and calibrating 

direction.
• Lived meaning is not an incidental feeling, but the form of meaning concerned with “what is worthwhile here 

and now.”
• Structural meaning is the organized form of this “worthwhileness” after it enters civilizational order.
Once structural meaning holds, the question of carrying life forward immediately gains firmness:
If meaning has already manifested and entered structures, do those structures actually have the capacity to 
continue sustaining life?
In other words, carrying life forward is not an added element of warmth, but a structural test once the 
manifestation chain enters the civilizational level.
If structures cannot carry life forward, manifestation will be cut off within civilization;
once manifestation is cut off, civilization will become hollowed out;
after civilization becomes hollowed out, subjects will withdraw, the future will contract, and systems, while 
growing stronger on the surface, will increasingly thin life out.
Meaning Dynamics' placing such central importance on carrying life forward is therefore no accident.
It is precisely the natural result of cosmology's third level of anchoring.
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5. The Fourth Level of Anchoring Provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Why 
Meaning Dynamics Ultimately Leads to Institutions, Governance, and Civilizational 
Design
We must go one step further.
Meaning Dynamics does not stop at explaining civilizational crises.
It naturally moves toward:
• Path design
• Rebuilding roles
• The durable accumulation of contributions
• Structures for carrying life forward
• The meaning economy
• The participatory society
• The contribution-value system
• AGI governance
• Civilization Leap and civilizational perpetuity
This shows that Meaning Dynamics is not a purely diagnostic theory.
It inherently has a strong orientation toward the groundwork for institutional design.
Without cosmological anchoring, this step can readily appear to be an excessive leap:
• Why move from questions of meaning to questions of institutions?
• Why move from the human heart and subjects to governance design?
• Why move from lived meaning to proposals for Civilization Leap?
In Emergent Meaning Cosmology, these leaps are reinterpreted as:
Not leaps, but continuous extensions of existence's unfolding after it enters the civilizational level.
For as long as:
• Existence is not neutral
• Primordial meaning is the underlying directional ground
• The world is the interface of manifestation
• The human heart is the hub for sensing and calibration
• Structural meaning is the organized form of meaning after it enters community and time
• Meaning in practice, in turn, continually corrects structures through feedback
then institutions, governance, and civilizational design cease to be “externally added social engineering” and 
become:
Practical organizational questions about how to keep manifestation from being cut off, the capacity to carry life 
forward from failing, and the future continuously accessible.
Thus, Meaning Dynamics continually moves toward institutional design not because it oversteps its boundaries, 
but because:
Once meaning enters civilization, it will sooner or later force institutional questions to emerge.
The fourth level of anchoring cosmology provides here explains precisely why this extension holds.
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6. Meaning Dynamics Is Therefore Not a Side Branch outside Cosmology, but Its First 
Framework at the Civilizational Level
At this point, the relationship between Meaning Dynamics and Emergent Meaning Cosmology can be clearly 
distilled.
Meaning Dynamics is not:
• A subsidiary theory outside cosmology
• An independently established doctrine of civilization
• A model for analyzing reality that merely “borrows cosmological vocabulary”
• Nor an application text that happened to grow out of cosmology once it was written
Its more precise standing is:
The first systematic framework of Emergent Meaning Cosmology at the civilizational level.
“First systematic framework” means:
First, it brings higher-level direction into mid-level variables.
Direction, manifestation, primordial meaning, the human heart, and outcome coordinates in cosmology no 
longer remain at an elevated level, but enter mid-level concepts such as paths, roles, structures, carrying life 
forward, and the future.
Second, it organizes the abstract manifestation chain into a language for civilizational analysis.
The chain “world—human heart—consciousness—lived meaning—structural meaning—meaning in practice” is 
further translated in Meaning Dynamics into a conceptual network for analyzing civilizational crises and 
civilizational rebuilding.
Third, it gives cosmology, for the first time, the capacity to prepare the ground for institutional design.
In other words, cosmology no longer merely explains existence. It begins to explain why civilization becomes 
imbalanced, why it becomes hollow, why its capacity to carry life forward must be rebuilt, and why the future 
must remain accessible.
Fourth, it becomes the mid-level interface for subsequent manuscripts on institutions and governance.
Without Meaning Dynamics, cosmology would struggle to descend directly into texts such as AGI-COS, the 
contribution-value system, the participatory society, and civilizational perpetuity;
only with Meaning Dynamics will these texts have a shared mid-level language.
This is why Meaning Dynamics occupies such a crucial strategic position within your overall system.
It is not a side branch,
but a bridge;
not an appendix, but a framework;
not a marginal application, but the first platform for the entire elaboration at the civilizational level.

7. What This Chapter Ultimately Seeks to Establish Is Not That “Cosmology Can 
Support Meaning Dynamics,” but That “Meaning Dynamics Must Be Anchored by 
Cosmology”
What this chapter truly seeks to establish cannot be merely the mild statement:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can provide higher-level support for Meaning Dynamics.
That is too weak.
The more precise, firmer statement should be:
Meaning Dynamics must be provided with higher-level anchoring by Emergent Meaning Cosmology.
Why “must”?
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Because without this anchoring:
• Meaning will be mistaken for a subjective by-product
• Direction will be mistaken for a value preference
• Carrying life forward will be mistaken for soft rhetoric
• Institutional design will lose higher outcome coordinates
• Mid-level theory will be seen as merely rearranging social variables from a value-based standpoint
With this anchoring, however:
• Meaning becomes a real variable of existence's unfolding at the civilizational level
• The priority of direction over efficiency, and of outcomes over local optima, gains a deeper basis
• Making carrying life forward a core civilizational question gains firm support
• Institutional design ceases to be an added item of social engineering and becomes a necessary organizational 

question once the manifestation chain enters reality
• Meaning Dynamics thereby becomes more than “civilizational analysis”: it becomes cosmology's first 

framework at the civilizational level
The statement this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is therefore:
Meaning Dynamics can hold not only because it recognizes civilizational problems, but even more because 
Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides it with higher-level anchoring, enabling it to organize meaning, 
direction, carrying life forward, and civilizational rebuilding into a genuinely continuous mid-level theory.
From here, the question naturally leads into the next chapter:
How to Provide a Unified Foundational Orientation for AGI-COS, the Common Window Protocol, and 
Governance Manuscripts.
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Chapter 22. Providing a Unified Foundational Orientation for 
AGI-COS, the Common Window Protocol, and Governance 
Documents
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology can provide higher-level anchoring for Meaning Dynamics,
giving meaning, direction, support and continuity, and civilizational reconstruction a continuous intermediate-
level language,
then it must go on to answer a more practical question:
How can this foundational orientation genuinely enter governance?
Civilization will not ultimately remain confined to a worldview, a manifestation chain, and intermediate-level 
analysis.
Sooner or later, it must enter questions of:
- How risks are identified
- How boundaries are set
- How authority is allocated
- How structures are designed
- How crises are handled
- How cooperation unfolds
- How the future is protected
Once these questions enter practical reality,
they rapidly become questions of governance.
Precisely here,
AGI-COS, the Common Window Protocol, and all governance documents concerned with the AGI era
need a shared foundational orientation higher than safety alone, compliance alone, or efficiency alone.
Otherwise, governance can easily appear reasonable in the short term
while departing from its direction at a deeper level.
The central judgment this chapter must establish is therefore:
Cosmology must be brought down into the foundational orientation of governance
because governance has never been a purely technical question.
It concerns how direction, outcomes, relationships, and support and continuity are organized in a high-risk 
reality.
In other words,
governance documents cannot rest solely on engineering rationality, legal rationality, or risk-based rationality
precisely because all of them must ultimately answer a deeper question:
What, exactly, are we protecting?
Unless this question is clarified,
governance can easily be pulled off course by local optimization.
It may become ever more stable, stringent, dense, and powerful
without necessarily coming closer to genuine civilizational maturity.
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I. Why AGI Governance Cannot Rest on the Language of Risk Alone
The language of risk is, of course, necessary.
In the AGI era,
it is unrealistic not to discuss risk.
Capability spillovers, alignment failure, concentrated power, information manipulation, the weaponization of 
automation, loss of structural control, the thinning of subjects, and civilizational closure are all real dangers.
Without a language of risk,
many critical threats cannot even be seen.
The problem, however, is that
if governance rests on the language of risk alone,
it will ultimately face a profound limitation:
The language of risk is good at explaining “what must not happen,”
but does not automatically explain “what ought to be protected and what ought to be brought into being.”
This means that
the language of risk alone can establish many prohibitions:
- Systems must not be allowed to cross their boundaries
- Particular capabilities must not be allowed to escape control
- Particular decisions must not be allowed to execute automatically
- Particular categories of content must not be allowed to manipulate populations
- Particular categories of weapons must not be placed under delegated authority without human oversight
All of these are important.
But if they are all there is,
governance increasingly resembles a disaster-prevention technology.
It can prevent the worst
without necessarily knowing what kind of civilization it seeks to preserve the conditions for.
Yet one of the greatest dangers of the AGI era
lies precisely in this:
Preventing the worst does not automatically mean advancing toward something higher.
A governance framework can be highly successful at controlling major risks
while still producing, at a deeper level:
- Stronger control
- Thinner subjects
- A narrower future
- Deeper closure
- Fewer shared rights of entry
- Structural freezing on a larger scale
If so,
it may have avoided collapse
without necessarily avoiding deviation from course.
This is why AGI governance cannot rely on the language of risk alone.
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It must also possess:
- A language of direction
- A language of outcomes
- A language of relationships
- A language of support and continuity
These are precisely the higher-level foundational orientation that Emergent Meaning Cosmology can provide.

II. What AGI-COS Truly Needs to Protect Is Not Only Safety, but the Direction of 
Civilization
If AGI-COS were merely a crisis operating system,
it would naturally organize itself first around identification, early warning, circuit breakers, isolation, auditing, 
access control, rollback, verification, and chains of responsibility.
There is nothing wrong with this step.
Without these capabilities,
no governance of high-risk intelligence can be established.
But if AGI-COS is truly to deserve the designation “civilization-level operating system,”
it cannot protect system safety alone.
Its deeper task must be:
To protect the direction of civilization.
“Protecting the direction of civilization”
does not mean instilling abstract slogans in the system.
It means that
all circuit-breaking, restriction, authorization, auditing, and corrective actions
must ultimately remain connected to three higher questions:
First, do they still protect the possibility that life can be supported?
In other words,
governance must not exist merely to keep systems from going wrong;
it must also prevent civilization from thinning life as a whole in the process of “stabilizing the system.”
Second, do they still protect the accessibility of the future?
Many governance designs contract open space in the short term in the name of safety.
This is sometimes necessary, of course.
But without a higher foundational orientation,
such contraction can easily slide from an interim measure into permanent closure.
Third, do they still protect the growth of subjects and a shared future?
If governance increasingly depends on centralization, black-box operation, and the permanent upward transfer 
of authority to judge,
then even if it is temporarily more stable,
it may depart at a deeper level from the direction of symbiosis and the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity.
The true place of AGI-COS, therefore, is not simply that of a technical safety framework,
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but rather:
A civilization-level governance architecture that protects the direction of civilization from being swallowed up 
by local optimization in a high-risk reality.
This architecture needs a cosmological foundational orientation
precisely because questions such as:
- “Why protect the accessibility of the future?”
- “Why protect subjects from being thinned?”
- “Why must stability not be mistaken for the ultimate destination?”
- “Why is symbiosis higher than the cycle of control and resistance to control?”
are not questions that the language of engineering can fully answer on its own.
They require higher-level coordinates of direction and outcomes.

III. The Common Window Protocol Is Crucial Not Only Because It Prevents 
Manipulation, but Because It Protects the Joint Generation of the Future
If the Common Window Protocol is understood solely from the perspective of communication governance,
it will look like a set of content standards, an information protocol, or a collaborative interface design.
These interpretations are not wrong, of course.
But its true significance extends beyond them.
The fundamental reason
the Common Window Protocol matters is this:
It protects not a temporary information order,
but the conditions under which the future can still be generated together.
The word “window” itself makes the point.
It means:
- Reality has not been closed off
- The future has not been fixed once and for all
- Different subjects still need to confront shared problems
- Genuine governance does not eliminate the window; it protects it from manipulation, monopolization, 

fabrication, and forcible sealing
Without a cosmological foundational orientation, therefore, the Common Window Protocol
can easily degenerate into a more elaborate system of information standards.
It may better distinguish the trustworthy from the untrustworthy, the true from the false, and the compliant from 
the noncompliant,
while still overlooking deeper questions:
- Does it still preserve the standing of different lives to enter the actual situation of a problem together?
- Does it still preserve the possibility of a future jointly generated by multiple subjects?
- In the name of preventing manipulation, does it quietly narrow the window into interpretive authority held by 

a few structures?
- In pursuing a stable information order, does it gradually seal off new judgments, new responsibilities, and 

entry into new futures within reality?
This is why “transparency,” “trustworthiness,” and “prevention of manipulation” cannot be the Common 
Window Protocol’s only keywords.
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It must also be situated within a higher principle:
The window must be protected together
because the future must remain accessible,
and a shared future can be sustained only through a shared window.
Understood in this way,
the Common Window Protocol is no longer merely an information-governance protocol.
It is the concrete expression, at the level of governance, of civilization’s principle against closure.

IV. What Governance Documents Truly Need Is Not Only Unified Rules, but a Unified 
Foundational Orientation
One very common problem in governance design is this:
Every text can be written with great precision,
every rule can look reasonable,
and every boundary can be locally coherent,
yet different texts may not genuinely belong to the same direction of civilization.
For example,
one document emphasizes optimal safety,
another optimal efficiency,
a third the priority of competitive advantage,
and another open collaboration.
Each may make sense on its own,
yet together they may fail to form a genuinely consistent civilizational order.
The eventual result
is often that each is optimizing
while the whole continually drifts off course.
This shows that
what governance documents truly need
is not only unified rules,
but:
A unified foundational orientation.
A unified foundational orientation means that,
across different governance texts,
a set of higher-level coordinates remains continually at work.
These coordinates must continually answer:
- What, exactly, are we protecting?
- Which risk controls are temporary, and which must not harden into permanent closure?
- Which efficiency gains serve civilization, and which instead thin subjects?
- Which arrangements of authority establish necessary boundaries, and which will slide into structural 

monopoly?
- Which safety measures sustain the future, and which will steal it away?
- Which cooperative relationships move toward symbiosis, and which merely postpone conflicts over control?
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This is why Emergent Meaning Cosmology must be brought down into the foundational orientation of 
governance.
Only when it simultaneously provides:
- Coordinates of direction
- Coordinates of outcomes
- Principles of relationship
- An understanding of the manifestation chain
- A principle against closure
- A principle of strengthening subjects
- Constraints imposed by Civilizational Perpetuity
will governance documents be more than merely “mutually compatible”:
they will genuinely belong to the same civilizational path.

V. How Cosmology Elevates Governance from “Disaster Prevention” to “Building the 
Conditions for Civilization”
Without a higher-level foundational orientation,
governance is most readily understood as two things:
- Preventing risks
- Managing power
These are important, of course,
but they are still insufficient.
If governance in the AGI era stops here,
it may well become, in the end:
- A more precise technology of control
- A thicker review apparatus
- A denser structure of authority
- A stronger centralized system of judgment
These may reduce certain risks
without necessarily preserving the conditions for a higher civilization.
The most important role of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here
is to elevate governance once again into:
Building the conditions for civilization.
The conditions for civilization
are not the ideal state itself,
but the conditions that keep civilization’s higher direction attainable.
For example:
- Subjects are not comprehensively thinned by systems
- The future remains accessible to more lives
- Authority to judge and chains of responsibility are not rendered entirely opaque
- Symbiotic relationships still have room to unfold
- The common window is not manipulated or monopolized
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- Responses to risk do not evolve into permanent closure
- Technological enhancement remains connected to the deepening of life
- Local safety does not depart from Civilizational Perpetuity
In this way,
governance no longer means merely “preventing destruction.”
It becomes, further:
Protecting the conditions necessary for civilization to continue toward a higher stage.
This point is crucial.
It makes governance more than an adjunct to engineering:
it becomes part of civilizational design.
Once governance is placed in this position,
its cosmological foundational orientation no longer seems abstract.
It directly enters questions of:
- How rules are written
- How boundaries are set
- Why circuit breakers are triggered
- Why auditing exists
- Why power cannot be transferred upward without limit
- Why collaboration must preserve a window
- Why responses to risk must not steal away the future
This is where “becoming a foundational orientation” takes its most concrete form.

VI. What, Then, Can the Unified Foundational Orientation of AGI-COS, the Common 
Window Protocol, and Governance Documents Be Distilled Into?
At this point, the foundational orientation of governance can be distilled into a clear set of principles.
First, governance protects direction above all.
It does not merely protect order;
it protects civilization from departing from its higher direction through local optimization.
Second, governance protects the accessibility of the future above all.
It does not merely protect present stability;
it ensures that freezing is not substituted for stability.
Third, governance must protect subjects.
Any efficient form of governance that continually thins subjects
is merely a more advanced way of driving old structures to extremes.
Fourth, governance must protect the common window.
Without a common window,
there is no shared future.
Fifth, governance must be subject to Civilizational Perpetuity.
No interim measures, risk restrictions, or designs for authority
may come at the cost of permanently damaging civilization’s openness, capacity for course correction, and 
extension across generations.
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Sixth, governance must preserve the conditions for symbiosis.
Even in high-risk phases,
governance must not permanently lock the relationship between humanity and AI into the logic of master and 
slave or of control.
It must leave room for higher relational capacities.
Once these six principles are established,
all subsequent governance documents will share a foundational orientation.
They may address different objects, risks, and stages,
but none will depart from the same higher civilizational coordinates.

VII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not “Cosmology Can Also Guide 
Governance,” but “Without a Cosmological Foundational Orientation, Governance Will 
Lose Its Direction at a Deeper Level”
What this chapter must truly establish
cannot be merely the mild statement:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can also help AGI governance.
That is too weak.
A more accurate and firmer formulation would be:
Without a cosmological foundational orientation,
governance can easily lose its direction at a deeper level.
Without this foundation,
governance will continually be pulled by:
- The language of risk
- The language of efficiency
- The language of control
- The language of competition
- The language of authority
- The language of safety
toward their respective local optima.
None of these is necessarily wrong,
but none is sufficient on its own to determine where civilization ought to go.
Without a higher direction,
governance will become increasingly adept at preventing disasters,
yet increasingly incapable of protecting the future;
increasingly adept at organizing systems,
yet increasingly incapable of supporting life;
increasingly adept at controlling risks,
yet increasingly likely to produce deeper closure unintentionally.
The statement this chapter must ultimately establish is therefore:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must provide a unified foundational orientation for AGI-COS, the Common 
Window Protocol, and governance documents



170

precisely because, without higher coordinates of direction, outcomes, relationships, and support and continuity,
governance will quietly be led astray by local optimization
where clarity is needed most.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves into the next chapter:
How to provide a unified foundational orientation for the contribution-value system, the meaning economy, 
Dream Garden, and the participatory society.
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Chapter 23. Providing a Unified Foundational Orientation for 
the Contribution-Value System, the Meaning Economy, Dream 
Garden, and the Participatory Society
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology must provide a unified foundational orientation for governance documents,
it must likewise enter another group of texts and institutional proposals, closer to civilization’s everyday 
operation and more directly decisive for the shape of the future:
- The contribution-value system
- The meaning economy
- Dream Garden
- The participatory society
These are not separate, unrelated projects.
What they address together is, in fact, the same deeper question:
When the old civilization can no longer reliably support most lives,
how, exactly, is a new civilization to reorganize “why people are needed, how they enter reality, how they leave 
something of weight behind, and how they reconnect with the future”?
In other words,
if the preceding governance documents primarily protect direction at the levels of high risk and great power,
what this chapter addresses
is how direction genuinely enters civilization’s everyday layer of support and continuity.
Unless this step is clearly articulated,
the contribution-value system will degenerate into a scoring system,
the meaning economy into the packaging of value,
and Dream Garden into a resource platform,
while the participatory society will also degenerate into a gentler structure of task allocation.
All may appear viable on the surface,
yet continue at a deeper level to reproduce the logic of the old civilization:
- People continue to be reduced to functions
- The future continues to be monopolized by a few pathways
- Contributions remain difficult to consolidate into something lasting
- Participation continues to remain at the surface
- Life continues to be repeatedly reset to zero amid high-frequency deployment
What this chapter must establish, therefore, is not “cosmology can also explain these proposals,”
but:
Without a cosmological foundational orientation,
all these proposals can easily slide back into improved versions of the old civilization.
Only with this foundation can they genuinely become:
Structures of support and continuity for a new civilization that enable more lives to be supported again, reenter 
the future, and regain depth and weight.
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I. Why These Texts and Institutional Proposals Address Civilization’s Deepest “Question 
of Being Needed”
One of modern civilization’s deepest crises
is not simply a shortage of resources,
nor simply technological replacement,
but the fact that more and more lives cannot find in reality a “way of being needed” that is sustainable, can 
consolidate into something lasting, and is genuinely supported and carried forward by civilization.
For a long time,
this question remained relatively stably concealed beneath several default structures:
- Acquiring identity through an occupation
- Acquiring a place through labor
- Acquiring belonging through organizations
- Acquiring a sense of the future through the accumulation of capabilities
- Acquiring a sense of being needed through participation in reality
- Acquiring weight that cannot easily be reset to zero through long-term commitment
Although these pathways already contained much inequality and distortion,
they still, to a considerable extent, supplied a default answer:
You are needed
because you can continually contribute something to reality that cannot easily be replaced.
But as technological enhancement, system optimization, monopolization of pathways, and the hollowing out of 
meaning structures deepen,
this default answer is systematically coming loose.
The “question of being needed” is consequently becoming exposed:
- If labor no longer reliably generates a place for me, on what basis can I enter the future?
- If systems increasingly absorb capabilities, how can what I have accumulated become lasting?
- If organizations are reduced to functional interfaces, how can my participation acquire depth?
- If the old civilization offers fewer and fewer pathways to success, how can I genuinely be supported by 

civilization?
This is why the contribution-value system, the meaning economy, Dream Garden, and the participatory society 
emerge together.
They seem to address different objects,
but all respond to the same underlying question:
How to reorganize the ways in which life is needed.
Understood in this way,
they cannot be merely designs for tools,
still less mere adjuncts to policy.
They must face a higher test:
- Are they truly rebuilding the civilizational structures of “being needed”?
- Are they truly enabling more lives to reenter the future?
- Are they truly forming a continuous chain of participation, contribution, and support and continuity?
- Or are they merely rewriting, more delicately and gently, the old civilization’s logic of deploying people?
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What these proposals truly need, therefore,
is not more functional detail,
but a higher foundational orientation.

II. Why a Contribution-Value System without a Foundational Orientation Can So Easily 
Slide into a New Scoring Civilization
The contribution-value system is a sensitive matter
because it inherently touches one of civilization’s most dangerous and alluring aspects:
How to define “who carries greater weight.”
If this step is handled incautiously,
it will rapidly slide into variants of the logic most familiar to the old civilization:
- Rebuilding hierarchies through seemingly neutral indicators
- Rebuilding centralized selection through seemingly fair quantification
- Creating new structural monopolies in the name of “encouraging contribution”
- Compressing lives into scorable nodes in the name of “recording value”
In other words,
the contribution-value system inherently has two possibilities:
The first possibility: becoming an instrument of support and continuity for civilizational reconstruction.
It allows genuine participation to be seen, consolidated into something lasting, and responded to;
prevents lives from being repeatedly reset to zero within civilization;
and gives actions that genuinely add to the shared future a longer-term capacity to translate into a place within 
civilization.
The second possibility: becoming a scoring civilization of greater precision.
It organizes everything around measurable scores, structural fit, and contributions that platforms can calculate,
ultimately turning lives into objects of continuous evaluation, optimization, and comparison.
These two possibilities may even look very similar on the surface.
Both speak of “contribution,”
both of “recording,”
both of “fairness,”
and both of “incentives.”
What truly distinguishes them
is not their technical form,
but their foundational orientation.
The unified foundational orientation that Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides here
imposes at least four firm constraints:

1. Contribution Must Serve the Deepening of Life, Not Scoring Itself
In other words,
contributions are recorded not to make structures better at selection,
but to prevent genuine participation from being easily reset to zero.
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2. Contribution Must Not Replace the Subject
If a system can only record behavioral performance
but cannot protect pathways, roles, the human heart, and standing to enter the future,
it will compress people into output nodes.

3. The Contribution System Must Be Subject to the Accessibility of the Future
Contribution values must not be made into an instrument for monopolizing entry into the future.
Otherwise, the system will degenerate from an instrument of support and continuity into an instrument of 
closure.

4. Judgments of Contribution Must Be Subject to Civilization’s Three Sets of Outcome 
Coordinates
That is:
- Whether they serve the three goals of Civilization Leap
- Whether they strengthen the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity
- Whether they make genuine participation harder to reset to zero
Otherwise, “contribution” will once again be stolen away by local optimization.
The central role of a cosmological foundational orientation in the contribution-value system,
therefore, is not to furnish it with a grander narrative,
but to prevent it from degenerating into:
A scoring machine beneath a more civilized exterior.
It must continually be brought back to a higher question:
Is this mechanism deepening life,
or making life more calculable?

III. Why a Meaning Economy without a Foundational Orientation Can So Easily 
Degenerate into an “Economy of Meaning as Packaging”
The term “meaning economy” inherently carries hope,
because it appears to offer the old civilization a profound correction:
Human society cannot continue to organize itself solely around material production and a single-minded pursuit 
of utility.
It must give learning, creation, cooperation, care, culture, exploration, relationships, and public participation a 
more central place.
This direction is important in itself, of course.
Yet precisely because it matters,
it is especially easy for the old logic to appropriate its outward form.
Without a higher-level foundational orientation,
the “meaning economy” is highly likely to undergo a very familiar degeneration:
It no longer genuinely organizes the economy around meaning,
but merely turns “meaning” into a new consumer veneer, a language of branding, and an illusion of 
participation.
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The result will be:
- Packaging the deployment of labor in a “sense of meaning”
- Packaging extraction by platforms in “shared values”
- Packaging chronically unstable pathways in “self-actualization”
- Packaging low security and high commitment in “creating the future”
- Packaging what is actually a softer form of structural deprivation in an “ideal community”
In other words,
without a higher foundational orientation,
the meaning economy may fail to replace the old economic logic
and instead become merely its semantic upgrade.
It looks gentler,
more humanistic,
and even more in keeping with the aesthetics of a future civilization,
but beneath the surface there are still:
- Stronger structures
- Thinner subjects
- Superficial participation
- Insufficient support and continuity
- A future that remains monopolized
The role of Emergent Meaning Cosmology here
is to remind us continually:
Meaning is not packaging.
It concerns the weight of existence’s unfolding in the lived world.
For the meaning economy to be genuinely established,
therefore, it must meet at least four requirements:

1. It Must Genuinely Deepen the Ways in Which Life Is Needed
It must not merely make people feel needed,
but ensure that their genuine participation can be continually supported and carried forward.

2. It Must Genuinely Expand the Accessibility of the Future
It must not merely absorb more people into platform-based task flows.

3. It Must Genuinely Allow Contributions to Consolidate into Something Lasting
Otherwise, “meaningful labor” will become merely a more concealed form of expenditure that leaves people 
reset to zero.

4. It Must Genuinely Serve the Deepening of Life
It must not draw lives ever more frequently into “meaning-based performance.”
The most important aspect of the foundational orientation cosmology provides for the meaning economy,
therefore, is not a little added philosophical rhetoric,
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but the drawing of a dividing line:
Is it rebuilding meaning,
or consuming meaning?

IV. Why Dream Garden without a Foundational Orientation Can So Easily Degenerate 
into a Resource Platform Rather Than a Civilizational Structure of Support and 
Continuity
Proposals such as Dream Garden have force
because they seek to answer a very practical question:
When large numbers of lives possess capabilities, aspirations, creative impulses, and the potential to be needed 
by civilization,
but lack resources, space, pathways, and structures of support and continuity,
can civilization provide a new interface with reality?
This step is crucial.
Many blockages in the old civilization
arise not from life’s lack of potential,
but from the failure of channels, resources, organizations, and ways of providing support and continuity.
From this perspective,
Dream Garden can indeed become a very important interface for a new civilization:
- Enabling resources to move from static possession into flows of greater efficiency and meaning
- Establishing new connections between individual aspirations and civilizational needs
- Giving creation, learning, cooperation, care, and public value new points of realization
- Ending the persistent disconnect between “what I want to do” and “what the world needs”
Yet here too,
without a cosmological foundational orientation,
Dream Garden can very easily degenerate.
There are two most common forms of degeneration:
First, degeneration into a resource platform.
Although it improves the efficiency of circulation,
it does not genuinely resolve questions of pathways, roles, contributions, and support and continuity.
People can then access and deploy resources more conveniently,
without necessarily being better able to develop depth in their lives through those resources.
Second, degeneration into a site for consuming ideals.
It appears to support dreams,
but in fact turns “dreams” into a new, soft-edged label.
Participants gain a sense of experience,
rather than a future in which they are genuinely supported by civilization.
If Dream Garden is to avoid degenerating into a platform,
therefore, it must be understood within a higher foundational orientation:
It is not a place where “resources are easier to use,”
but should be a structure of support and continuity that “reconnects life with the future.”
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This means it must meet the following requirements:
- Resource flows serve the deepening of life, rather than possession by the platform
- Participation forms pathways, rather than merely experiences
- Roles can grow, rather than remaining interfaces for project tasks
- Contributions can consolidate into something lasting, rather than merely generating immediate excitement
- The future remains accessible, rather than continually contracting around a few centers
Dream Garden then ceases to be merely a resource network
and becomes:
A practical organizational form through which civilization supports life anew.
This step can be seen clearly only through a cosmological foundational orientation.

V. Why a Participatory Society without a Foundational Orientation Can So Easily Slide 
into “Pseudo-Participation”
The “participatory society” matters
because it seeks to counter two profound ruptures in the old civilization:
- Large numbers of lives do not genuinely enter the community or the processes of civilization
- Much participation is merely formal and carries no genuine weight
The goal of a participatory society,
therefore, is not merely to give more people “an opportunity to participate,”
but genuinely to make participation once again a source of:
- Pathways
- Roles
- Contribution
- Support and continuity
- Being needed
- A sense of the future
Yet precisely because the word “participation” is so easy to use,
it is also very easy for it to slide into pseudo-participation.
Pseudo-participation means:
- People appear to be present but have no genuine place
- People appear to have a voice but do not affect the generation of the future
- People appear to be included in processes but merely make the system run more smoothly
- People appear to be given tasks but still struggle to form substantial roles and contributions that can become 

lasting
- People appear to enter a community but are merely incorporated more gently into a structure that deploys 

them
This kind of pseudo-participation is highly likely to become more widespread in the future.
As systems, platforms, and AI grow stronger,
civilization is perfectly capable of producing a world with “an abundantly supplied sense of participation,”
in which most lives have still not genuinely entered the future.
This is why a participatory society without a foundational orientation
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will rapidly degenerate.
It will become:
- Higher-quality user engagement
- More nuanced task-based co-creation
- A gentler illusion of collaboration
- A more moving interface designed to evoke the feeling of being needed
None of these is equivalent to genuine participation.
The foundational orientation that Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides here
is a very firm test:
Participation must lead to the deepening of life.
In other words,
genuine participation should meet at least these requirements:
- It enables individuals to form more continuous pathways
- It enables individuals to develop more substantial roles
- It allows individuals’ contributions to consolidate into something lasting
- It makes the future more open to them
- It ensures that people are genuinely supported, rather than merely used
- It lets the human heart feel that it has left something of weight in reality, rather than merely had a fleeting 

experience
Without these,
participation is merely an optimized interface relationship.
With them,
a participatory society truly deserves the word “society,”
rather than being a softer system for deploying people.

VI. What These Institutional Proposals Need Together, Therefore, Is Not More 
Functions, but One Shared Logic of Civilizational Support and Continuity
At this point, it becomes clear that
the contribution-value system, the meaning economy, Dream Garden, and the participatory society,
though different in outward form,
are not truly addressing four separate questions together,
but four organizational aspects of the same question:
How civilization can support and carry life forward anew.
- The contribution-value system addresses how the weight that lives leave behind can cease to be easily reset to 

zero
- The meaning economy addresses how the logic through which value operates in civilization can cease to 

revolve solely around the old structures of utility
- Dream Garden addresses how interfaces can be reestablished among resources, dreams, reality, and the future
- The participatory society addresses how lives can genuinely enter community and the future, rather than 

merely be included at the surface
What they truly need together,
therefore, is not another layer of functional explanation,
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but:
One shared logic of civilizational support and continuity.
Against a cosmological foundational orientation, this logic can be clearly stated as follows:
First, existence is not neutral, and life should not be treated as a mere node.
No institution, therefore, may treat people merely as functions available for deployment.
Second, primordial meaning requires unfolding to continue, and the future must remain accessible.
Every design, therefore, must prevent closure, monopoly, and the freezing of pathways.
Third, the human heart is the hub of manifestation and calibration.
Every institution, therefore, must confront the question: “Does it truly make life more real and better 
supported?”
Fourth, structures must serve the deepening of life.
Pathways, roles, contributions, and support and continuity, therefore, cannot merely be institutional modules.
They must become the central purposes of institutional design.
Fifth, outcome coordinates always come first.
That is:
- Whether they serve the three goals of Civilization Leap
- Whether they strengthen the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity
- Whether they make genuine participation harder to reset to zero
Once these five points are established,
these institutional proposals cease to be four projects
and become different facets of one shared logic of civilizational reconstruction.

VII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not “Cosmology Can Also Support 
These Proposals,” but “Without a Cosmological Foundational Orientation, These 
Proposals Will Slide Back into Soft Variants of the Old Civilization”
What this chapter must truly establish
cannot merely be the statement:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can also support the contribution-value system, the meaning economy, Dream 
Garden, and the participatory society.
That carries too little weight.
A more accurate and firmer statement would be:
Without a cosmological foundational orientation,
these proposals can very easily slide back into soft variants of the old civilization.
The contribution-value system will slide toward a scoring civilization,
the meaning economy toward an economy of meaning as packaging,
Dream Garden toward a resource platform,
and the participatory society toward a structure of pseudo-participation.
On the surface, they will be gentler, more advanced, and more future-oriented than the old civilization,
yet at a deeper level may still reproduce:
- The reduction of life to functions
- The closure of the future
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- The resetting of contributions to zero
- The superficialization of participation
- The thinning of subjects
The unified foundational orientation provided by Emergent Meaning Cosmology
continually brings them back to precisely the same higher question:
Do they genuinely enable more lives to be supported, needed, and given pathways, roles, contributions, and a 
future?
The statement this chapter must ultimately establish is therefore:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must provide a unified foundational orientation for the contribution-value 
system, the meaning economy, Dream Garden, and the participatory society
precisely because what these institutional proposals truly address
is not a collection of local solutions,
but the central question of how civilization can support and carry life forward anew.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves into the next chapter:
How to provide a unified foundational orientation for education, culture, the repair of the human heart, and the 
reconstruction of the subject.
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Chapter 24. Providing a Unified Foundational Orientation for 
Education, Culture, the Repair of the Human Heart, and the 
Reconstruction of the Subject
If the contribution-value system, the meaning economy, Dream Garden, and the participatory society jointly 
address how civilization can support and carry life forward anew,
then what education, culture, the repair of the human heart, and the reconstruction of the subject jointly address
is another question equally fundamental, and even deeper:
After life has been thinned over a long period,
how can civilization restore it to the position of a genuine bearer of responsibility?
Support and continuity do not occur only at the level of institutional interfaces.
Often, civilization’s real rupture
arises not because resources are wholly absent, rules have entirely failed, or technology has completely escaped 
control,
but because more and more people, although still living within structures,
have already lost, at a deeper level:
- The capacity to form judgments
- The capacity to sustain long-term commitment
- The capacity to sense genuine weight
- The capacity to build deep relationships with others
- The capacity to maintain an active connection with the future
- The capacity to organize themselves into subjects “capable of bearing responsibility”
This means that
the crisis of civilization is not only a crisis of institutions, pathways, and participation,
but also a deeper crisis of the subject.
As long as this crisis remains unaddressed,
even the best institutions will soon lose their basis for support and continuity;
even the strongest systems will depend increasingly on external control;
and even the grandest visions will struggle to grow into a genuine future within reality.
The central judgment this chapter must establish is therefore:
Education, culture, the repair of the human heart, and the reconstruction of the subject
are not supplementary provisions for Civilization Leap,
but the internal prerequisites for civilization to regain the capacity for a future.
In other words,
unless a unified foundational orientation reorganizes these undertakings,
education will continue to degenerate into selection by ability,
culture into consumer decoration,
the repair of the human heart into emotion management,
and the reconstruction of the subject into individual self-optimization.
All may appear to remain in operation,
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yet will struggle genuinely to enable civilization to produce, once again, people capable of bearing responsibility 
for the future.

I. Why Education Can No Longer Merely Train People to Fit In, but Must Again 
Cultivate Bearers of Responsibility
Education in the old civilization
has long had a very clear yet increasingly concealed purpose:
To train individuals to fit into existing structures.
This purpose is not always malicious.
In many historical periods,
education has indeed served to transmit civilization, accumulate knowledge, train skills, and provide basic 
community integration.
Without these functions altogether,
civilization could not continue.
The problem is that,
when structures themselves begin to hollow out, pathways begin to narrow, and the future begins to close,
if education remains organized solely around “fitting into existing structures,”
it will instead deepen civilization’s problems.
What education then produces
is no longer people capable of generating the future together,
but people more adept at entering old structures.
They may be better at examinations, execution, competition, and making themselves available for deployment,
without necessarily being better at:
- Judging what deserves to continue
- Recognizing what is drifting off course
- Preserving the authenticity of the human heart within a complex reality
- Organizing themselves into subjects capable of bearing responsibility
- Participating in the generation of the future while that future remains unfinished
Thus, although education continues to flourish,
civilization increasingly lacks genuine bearers of responsibility.
This is the deepest aspect of the crisis in modern education.
It is not simply “too much pressure,” “too much emphasis on grades,” or “outdated content,”
but a higher-level problem:
Education serves adaptation to systems ever more strongly,
and the formation of subjects ever more weakly.
When a cosmological foundational orientation enters education,
therefore, the first thing to be rewritten is not teaching technology,
but the purpose of education.
Education must move from “training people to fit in” to “cultivating bearers of responsibility.”
Bearers of responsibility
are not a heroic minority,
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but people who can gradually develop the following capacities:
- Genuine judgment
- Long-term commitment
- Awareness of their roles
- The capacity for responsibility
- Calibration of the human heart
- Active, future-oriented participation
- Maintaining authenticity and a sense of direction within complex structures
This means that
education can no longer be merely an apparatus for transmitting knowledge and selecting by ability.
It must once again become:
A civilizational structure through which life learns to become a bearer of meaning, of responsibility for reality, 
and of responsibility for the future.

II. Why Culture Cannot Merely Provide Entertainment and Identity, but Must Again 
Undertake the Function of “Organizing Meaning”
If education primarily addresses “how people are cultivated,”
then culture addresses:
How people are continually shaped.
Culture’s power runs deep
because it does not always operate through explicit commands.
Through narrative, aesthetics, imitation, ritual, rhythm, symbols, popular forms, linguistic habits, and collective 
imagination,
it continually tells people within a civilization:
- What is worth pursuing
- What counts as success
- What counts as respectability
- What counts as failure
- What warrants shame
- What warrants pride
- What deserves to continue
- What is taken for granted as “self-evident”
Culture, therefore, has never been an ancillary layer.
It is the way meaning is continually organized across vast numbers of lives.
The problem is that
modern culture can very easily slide in two directions:
First, toward pure consumption.
Culture becomes a circulating system of emotional stimulation, competition for attention, identity display, and 
experiential pleasure.
It continually produces content,
but produces fewer and fewer genuinely sustainable structures of meaning.



184

Second, toward pure identification.
Culture becomes an instrument for expressing group boundaries and an order of labels.
It continually reinforces “who I am” and “who we are,”
but asks less and less:
Why do we exist, where are we going, and what deserves to be preserved together?
In both forms of degeneration,
culture loses its deeper civilizational function.
It no longer organizes meaning,
but only consumption and belonging.
Culture then remains lively, of course,
but civilization finds it increasingly difficult to draw from culture:
- A sensitivity to higher direction
- Depth in genuine life
- A shared imagination of the future
- Continual reminders of the weight of life
- Collective vigilance against deviation from course
When a cosmological foundational orientation enters culture,
therefore, the most important step is for culture to undertake once again:
The function of organizing meaning.
In other words,
culture should not merely answer “how to be more entertaining,” “how to be more popular,” or “how to create a 
stronger sense of identity.”
It should continue to ask:
- Does it give life greater weight?
- Does it enable people to feel more clearly what is worthwhile?
- Does it keep a shared future imaginable?
- Does it prevent the prolonged thinning of subjects in everyday life?
- Does it help civilization preserve its sensitivity to higher direction?
Once this foundational orientation is established,
culture ceases to be merely the soft production of atmosphere
and once again becomes:
Civilization’s capacity continually to organize meaning, direction, and a sense of the future at the level of 
everyday life.

III. Why the Repair of the Human Heart Cannot Be Reduced to Emotional Soothing, but 
Must Be Understood as the Repair of Channels of Meaning
Whenever civilization experiences, over a prolonged period:
- Narrowing pathways
- Thinning roles
- Contributions reset to zero
- A closed future
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- Technology squeezing out the subject
- Efficient but hollow structures
- Prolonged comparison, prolonged anxiety, and prolonged deployment without support
the human heart will inevitably suffer profound damage.
This damage is not expressed only as:
- Exhaustion
- Anxiety
- Depression
- Numbness
- Powerlessness
- Indifference
- Anger
- Fragmentation
These are all genuine manifestations, of course.
But if we remain solely at the level of these manifestations,
“repair of the human heart” can easily be co-opted into a more refined system of emotion management:
- How to stabilize emotions
- How to restore functioning
- How to reduce loss of control
- How to increase adaptability
- How to return individuals to existing structures so they can keep functioning
This is plainly too shallow.
If the underlying causes of damage to the human heart remain unchanged,
then so-called repair at most makes life better able to endure the old structures,
rather than making life real again.
For the repair of the human heart to be genuinely established,
therefore, it must be reconceived as:
The repair of channels of meaning.
Channels of meaning
concern whether life can still sense in the world:
- Things of genuine weight
- Relationships worth committing to
- Responsibilities worth assuming
- A future worth entering
- A direction worth believing in and continuing to organize oneself around
Once this channel remains blocked for a long time,
people increasingly become, at a deeper level, little more than the maintenance of functions.
A person may still be operating,
yet find it difficult genuinely to live.
The repair of the human heart therefore cannot be concerned only with “restoring normal functioning.”
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It must ask:
- Has a sense of reality been restored?
- Has a sense of weight been restored?
- Has sensitivity to what is worthwhile been restored?
- Has active entry into the future been restored?
- Have deep connections with others and with community been restored?
- Can a person still face suffering and complexity without becoming wholly numb?
This means that
the repair of the human heart is not a supplementary psychological technique,
but a central part of the undertaking of repairing civilization.
Without this step,
subjects simply will not grow anew.
Without subjects,
all subsequent institutional designs and designs for the future can do nothing but continually outsource 
judgment.

IV. Why the Reconstruction of the Subject Is Not Personal Motivation, but the Process 
through Which Civilization Regains Bearers of Responsibility
The term “reconstruction of the subject”
is also easily misused as a doctrine of individual striving.
It is as though, if a person simply works harder, becomes more disciplined and resilient, and manages 
themselves better,
the subject will grow anew.
To a degree, this does of course have practical value.
But if we stop here,
the reconstruction of the subject becomes entirely privatized.
Civilization’s problems are then thrown back onto individuals once again:
- The problem is not the structure;
you are simply not strong enough
- The problem is not ruptured pathways;
you simply do not know how to adapt
- The problem is not a narrowing future;
you are simply not positive enough
- The problem is not that systems are thinning life;
you are simply not good enough at self-improvement
This way of writing
appears to encourage the subject,
but at a deeper level continues to absolve the old structures of responsibility.
Genuine reconstruction of the subject is not like this.
It is first of all a matter for civilization.
Subjects have never developed in isolation.
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Whether a person can become a genuine bearer of responsibility
depends on whether they inhabit a civilizational environment that allows the following:
- Genuine pathways that can be entered on an ongoing basis
- Roles that can gradually deepen
- Contributions that can genuinely consolidate into something lasting
- A human heart that is not continually flattened
- A future that is not sealed off in advance
- A culture that continually organizes what is worthwhile
- An education that cultivates judgment and responsibility
- Institutions that support life rather than merely deploy it
In other words,
the reconstruction of the subject does not mean pushing responsibility back onto individuals.
It is the process through which civilization produces bearers of responsibility anew.
It certainly also requires individual effort,
but that effort can genuinely mature only within higher structures of support and continuity.
Otherwise, the harder individuals strive,
the more likely they are merely to squeeze themselves ever thinner within thin structures.
When a cosmological foundational orientation enters the reconstruction of the subject,
therefore, the most important step is to free the subject from the framework of private striving
and once again understand it within civilizational relationships:
The subject is not a machine for self-optimization,
but a being that bears meaning and responsibility for reality and the future.
Once this definition is established,
the goals of reconstructing the subject will also be rewritten.
The goal is no longer merely “to make me stronger,”
but:
- To make me better able to judge
- Better able to bear responsibility
- Better able to remain authentic
- Better able to leave something of weight in reality
- Better able to commit myself to a longer future
- Better able to develop a substantial role within a community
- Better able to remain unthinned even within stronger systems
This is genuine reconstruction of the subject.

V. What Education, Culture, the Repair of the Human Heart, and the Reconstruction of 
the Subject Truly Address Together Is “How Civilization Can Again Produce People 
Capable of Bearing Responsibility for the Future”
At this point,
the question shared by these four undertakings is very clear.
They are not four parallel fields.
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What they jointly address
is in fact four levels of the same undertaking:
How civilization can again produce people capable of bearing responsibility for the future.
- Education addresses how these people are cultivated
- Culture addresses how these people are continually shaped in the everyday world
- The repair of the human heart addresses how these people can restore their channels of meaning after 

prolonged thinning, numbness, and withdrawal
- The reconstruction of the subject addresses how these people can regain the capacities to bear responsibility, 

orient themselves, and enter the future
In other words,
what these four undertakings truly constitute together
is a “mechanism for generating bearers of responsibility” within civilization.
Without a unified foundational orientation,
each will slide toward the old logic:
- Education toward training for adaptation
- Culture toward entertainment and the consumption of identity
- Repair of the human heart toward maintaining emotional stability
- Reconstruction of the subject toward private self-optimization
All remain present on the surface,
yet at a deeper level none genuinely produces bearers of responsibility any longer.
If a civilization remains like this for a long time,
it will increasingly depend on:
- A few highly capable centers
- Stronger system orchestration
- More externalized judgment
- Higher-density control
- Fewer people genuinely capable of co-emerging with the future
This is why all four must be brought back to a single central thread through the same foundational orientation.
What they truly serve together
is not “making society look healthier,”
but:
Enabling civilization once again to have subjects capable of judgment, responsibility, and generating the future.

VI. How Cosmology Provides a Unified Foundational Orientation for These Four 
Undertakings
The foundational orientation that Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides here
contains at least six key constraints.
First, life is not a purely functional node.
Education, therefore, must not merely cultivate human tools;
culture must not merely consume the human heart;
repair must not merely restore functioning;
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and the subject must not be understood merely as a more efficient self-management device.
Second, the human heart is the hub for the manifestation of meaning and the calibration of direction.
All educational and cultural designs must therefore ask:
Are they protecting channels of meaning, or blocking them further?
Third, the future must remain accessible.
The reconstruction of the subject, therefore, must not merely make people better at adapting to the present.
It must also enable them to regain the capacity to enter the future and generate it together.
Fourth, structures must serve the deepening of life.
Educational pathways, cultural organization, repair mechanisms, and training for subject formation must 
therefore ultimately serve the deepening of life, rather than more efficient deployment.
Fifth, technological enhancement must be accompanied by the strengthening of subjects.
Every educational technology, cultural platform, psychological tool, and system of training for subject formation 
must therefore face the same test:
Does it strengthen subjects, or make it easier for systems to take them over?
Sixth, outcome coordinates always come first.
That is:
- Does it contribute to freedom from survival insecurity?
- Does it contribute to happiness in everyday life?
- Does it contribute to greater meaning in life?
- Does it strengthen the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity?
- Does it make genuine participation harder to reset to zero?
With these six elements of a foundational orientation,
education, culture, the repair of the human heart, and the reconstruction of the subject will cease to be scattered 
supplementary provisions
and become different unfoldings of one shared direction of civilization.

VII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not “All These Fields Matter,” but 
“Together They Determine Whether Civilization Can Again Produce People Who Will 
Bear Responsibility for the Future”
What this chapter must truly establish
cannot merely be that education matters, culture matters, the human heart matters, and the subject matters.
That is too slight and too commonplace.
What must truly be established is:
Education, culture, the repair of the human heart, and the reconstruction of the subject
together determine whether civilization can again produce people who will bear responsibility for the future.
Without this layer,
even the most ingenious institutions will gradually become hollow;
even the most advanced platforms will merely produce thin people by softer means;
even the strictest governance will only continue to externalize judgment;
and even the grandest future will increasingly lack people who genuinely enter it.
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The statement this chapter must ultimately establish is therefore:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must provide a unified foundational orientation for education, culture, the repair 
of the human heart, and the reconstruction of the subject
precisely because what these four undertakings address together
is not a collection of soft fields,
but whether civilization can again produce people who will bear responsibility for the future.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves into the next chapter:
How to provide a unified foundational orientation for Civilizational Perpetuity, interstellar civilization, and 
subsequent strategic documents.
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Chapter 25. How to Provide a Unified Foundational Orientation 
for Civilizational Perpetuity, Interstellar Civilization, and 
Subsequent Strategic Writings
If education, culture, the restoration of the human heart, and the reconstruction of subjects jointly determine 
whether civilization can once again nurture people capable of taking responsibility for the future,
then the next matters that must be addressed
are another set of higher-level, longer-term questions concerning texts and strategy:
- Civilizational Perpetuity
- Interstellar civilization
- All subsequent strategic writings oriented toward the long-term future
What these texts confront
is no longer simply whether a particular institution, a particular kind of governance, or a particular set of 
structures for carrying forward can be established.
It is this:
How can a civilization, across longer timescales, larger spatial scales, and greater complexity,
continue without departing from its higher direction?
Without a unified foundational orientation at this stage,
two deviations are especially likely.
The first is to mistake ‘the long term’ for ‘prolonging life.’
Civilizational Perpetuity then degenerates into:
how to live longer, survive risks, maintain order, and postpone collapse.
This approach certainly captures part of reality,
but it remains far from sufficient.
If all it does is sustain old structures for longer,
that is not Civilizational Perpetuity,
but merely a longer-lived version of the old civilization.
The second is to mistake ‘farther’ for ‘larger.’
Interstellar civilization then degenerates into:
farther expansion, stronger technology, a greater radius of activity, and greater capacity to mobilize resources.
This approach likewise captures part of reality,
but remains insufficient.
If all it does is carry the old civilization’s pathologies farther afield,
that too is not a higher civilization,
but merely the replication of the old civilization at a more distant scale.
Thus the central judgment this chapter must establish is:
What Civilizational Perpetuity, interstellar civilization, and subsequent strategic writings jointly need
is not a grander narrative shell,
but a unified foundational orientation for civilization.
Without returning to Emergent Meaning Cosmology for that foundation,
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these texts can all too easily lose genuine directional constraints amid their lofty aims.

I. Why Long-Term Strategic Writings Are Especially Prone to Distortion amid Their 
Lofty Ambitions
All writing oriented toward the long-term future
shares one danger:
the farther into the future it reaches,
the more easily it loses its real coordinates.
Short-term governance texts are readily constrained by reality;
mid-level institutional texts are readily constrained by the logic of implementation.
But precisely because their subject is so vast, their timeframe so long, and their scale so distant, long-term 
strategic writings
are prone to a kind of ‘distortion through lofty ambition’:
- Language grows ever grander
- Goals grow ever more magnificent
- Horizons grow ever broader
- Yet constraints grow ever looser
- And checks grow ever weaker
The result is a mode of writing that appears extraordinarily powerful
but is, in fact, extraordinarily prone to going off course.
For example:
- Portraying Civilizational Perpetuity as an abstract vision of prosperity
- Portraying interstellar civilization as technological heroism
- Portraying the long-term future as a competition in scale
- Portraying civilization’s direction as an expansion objective for a state or organization
- Mistaking greater scale for greater maturity
These approaches are dangerous
not because they fail to inspire,
but because they can so easily substitute a different direction under cover of lofty ambition.
Without a deeper foundational orientation,
long-term strategic texts become especially vulnerable to intrusion by:
- The impulse to expand
- The impulse to control
- Anxiety about continued existence
- Infatuation with scale
- Worship of technology
- Illusions of centralization
- Narratives of civilizational superiority
- The temptation to freeze the future in the name of ‘the long term’
In other words,
the farther into the long-term future one writes,
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the less one can rely on vision alone.
The loftier a text’s ambitions,
the more it needs a firmer coordinate system of direction, outcomes, relationships, and method to prevent 
deviation.
That is why
Civilizational Perpetuity, interstellar civilization, and subsequent strategic writings
need a cosmological foundational orientation more than ordinary texts do.

II. Without an Foundational Orientation, Civilizational Perpetuity Can All Too Easily 
Degenerate into a ‘Deluxe Theory of Life Extension’
The very expression ‘Civilizational Perpetuity’ is deeply compelling.
It directly addresses one of modern civilization’s deepest anxieties:
Can we continue?
In the face of risks such as technology escaping control, ecological pressures, institutional alienation, 
geopolitical conflict, the thinning of subjects, closed pathways, and a diminishing sense of the future,
raising the idea of ‘Civilizational Perpetuity’
is itself necessary.
It reminds humanity:
the question is no longer simply how to live better,
but whether civilization itself can continue to exist as civilization.
Yet precisely for this reason,
‘Civilizational Perpetuity’ is especially susceptible to degeneration.
Its most common form is this:
understanding ‘perpetuity’ as a more sophisticated form of life extension.
The text then comes to revolve increasingly around:
- How to maintain basic stability
- How to improve systemic resilience
- How to reduce major risks
- How to increase civilization’s probability of survival
- How to extend its overall duration of existence
All these are important, of course.
The problem is that
if ‘perpetuity’ amounts to nothing more,
civilization is quietly rewritten as a machine better at staying alive.
And staying alive, in itself,
does not automatically amount to a higher civilization.
The first foundational orientation Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides here
is a redefinition:
Civilizational Perpetuity is not simply prolonging the duration of existence,
but enabling the unfolding of existence, the carrying forward of life, the calibration of direction, and the 
openness of the future
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to remain possible over longer periods.
This definition immediately changes the character of Civilizational Perpetuity as a whole.
From this point onward, it no longer merely addresses:
- How not to collapse
- How not to perish
- How to be more stable
- How to be safer
It must go on to address:
- How to continue sustaining life over longer periods
- How to keep the future accessible over longer periods
- How to preserve subjects within stronger systems
- How to retain course correction and openness within more complex forms of civilization
- How to prevent genuine participation, genuine contribution, and genuine relationships from being continually 

erased by time
‘Civilizational Perpetuity’ thus ceases to be a deluxe theory of life extension
and becomes a theory of more mature forms of civilization.
This is the first level of calibration provided by the cosmological foundational orientation.

III. Without an Foundational Orientation, Interstellar Civilization Can All Too Easily 
Degenerate into ‘Civilizational Expansionism’
As noted earlier,
without a mature order of meaning as its prerequisite, interstellar civilization
will merely carry the old civilization’s illnesses farther afield.
In strategic writing,
this is even easier to overlook.
Once one enters a grand narrative,
‘farther’ itself is all too readily mistaken for ‘higher.’
Interstellar civilization is therefore especially liable to slide into a form of civilizational expansionism.
This may take the following forms:
- Substituting spatial expansion for civilizational maturity
- Substituting technological capability for an order of meaning
- Substituting possession of resources for the shared character of the future
- Substituting the ability to survive at a distance for the ability to sustain life
- Substituting the export of civilization for civilization’s self-calibration
The greatest danger of such writing
is not that it is too bold,
but that it skips over civilization’s deepest problems.
It leads people to believe mistakenly that simply being able to venture outward
means civilization has already risen to a higher level.
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The truth is precisely the opposite:
If a civilization cannot first address internally the questions of life, subjects, direction, carrying forward, and an 
open future,
the more capable it is of expanding outward, the more dangerous it becomes.
The second foundational orientation Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides here
is to redefine interstellar civilization as:
not civilization’s outward spatial expansion,
but the extension of an order of meaning across scales.
This definition rewrites this entire category of strategic texts.
From this point onward, interstellar civilization no longer focuses only on:
- How to arrive
- How to settle
- How to sustain itself
- How to expand
- How to organize human activity at more distant scales
It must also answer:
- Has a higher direction been carried farther afield?
- Has the openness of the future also been carried farther afield?
- Have the growth of subjects and the sustaining of life also been carried farther afield?
- Has the capacity to resist closure and correct deviations been preserved at a larger scale?
- Can different subjects still enter the future together, rather than one side monopolizing it?
Interstellar civilization thus ceases to be romantic expansionism
and genuinely becomes a test of civilizational maturity.

IV. Without an Foundational Orientation, Subsequent Strategic Writings Can All Too 
Easily Substitute ‘Stronger, Larger, Longer-Lasting’ for ‘Higher’
Almost all long-term strategic writing confronts three recurring temptations:
- Stronger
- Larger
- Longer-lasting
All three are highly persuasive.
In many contexts,
strength means security,
size means capability,
and longevity means success.
But unless these three are constrained by a higher foundational orientation,
an extremely dangerous substitution arises:
stronger, larger, and longer-lasting
are quietly equated with higher.
Once that substitution occurs,
almost any long-term strategy can go off course.
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- Stronger may mean only stronger control
- Larger may mean only the replication of old structures on a larger scale
- Longer-lasting may mean only a longer period of freezing and stalemate
Thus genuinely high-level strategic writing must continually ask:
- Has greater strength given life greater depth?
- Has greater size made the future more open?
- Has greater longevity made civilization more mature?
- The system is more stable, but are subjects more stable too?
- Technology is stronger, but is the human heart more authentic too?
- Spatial reach extends farther, but is the shared future more genuinely shared too?
The third foundational orientation Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides here
is to prevent long-term strategies from being led astray by the apparent advantages of being ‘stronger, larger, 
and longer-lasting.’
It requires that
every long-term strategy
be tested against the dual coordinates of direction and outcomes.
In terms of direction,
is it still preserving channels for primordial meaning to unfold?
Is it still enabling life, subjects, the future, and civilization to be sustained more deeply?
In terms of outcomes,
is it still delivering:
- The three goals of Civilization Leap
- The conditions of maturity for Civilizational Perpetuity
- The conditions for the longer-term resonance of the immortality of meaning
This means that all long-term strategic texts cease to be organized solely around narratives of capability
and begin to be organized around civilizational maturity.

V. Why the Question Truly Shared by Civilizational Perpetuity, Interstellar Civilization, 
and Subsequent Strategic Writings Is ‘How Civilization Can Avoid Departing from Its 
Own Higher Direction over Longer Scales’
At this point, the common question of these three categories of texts can be distilled.
On the surface, they address, respectively:
- Long-term stability and continued existence
- The extension of civilization across larger spatial scales
- A broader, longer-range strategic arrangement for the future
But at a deeper level, they address the same thing:
How civilization can avoid departing from its own higher direction over longer scales.
This statement is crucial.
It truly welds ‘the long term’ to ‘direction.’
Without this step,
long-term writing can easily slide into survivalism,
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interstellar writing into expansionism,
and strategic writing into the primacy of capability.
Once this step is firmly established,
all these texts are drawn back to a higher question:
- Over longer periods, does civilization still sustain life?
- Across larger spaces, does civilization still preserve access to the future?
- Within stronger systems, does civilization still protect subjects?
- In its longer-range strategies, does civilization still retain the capacity to resist closure and correct deviations?
- Through a longer existence, does civilization still keep genuine participation from being casually reduced to 

nothing?
The long term, distance, the broad view, and strategy
then cease to be merely questions of technological scale
and become questions of civilizational maturity.

VI. How Cosmology Provides a Unified Foundational Orientation for These Writings on 
the Long-Term Future
The unified foundational orientation that Emergent Meaning Cosmology provides for these texts
can be distilled into seven principles.
First, existence has not finished unfolding.
The future therefore cannot be portrayed as a state in which civilization has completed itself.
All genuinely mature long-term writing must leave room for continued unfolding.
Second, primordial meaning provides an underlying directional ground.
Long-term strategy therefore cannot revolve solely around capability and competition.
It must continually answer:
Is it still opening up a higher direction, rather than merely enlarging old structures?
Third, the human heart and subjects must always remain at the center.
No writing about Civilizational Perpetuity or interstellar civilization
may therefore mistake “more people merely being carried along in continued survival” for civilizational success.
Fourth, the future must remain accessible.
Long-term stability must therefore never slide into long-term freezing,
and expansion across distances must never slide into closure across distances.
Fifth, technological strengthening must be accompanied by the strengthening of subjects.
All technological pathways oriented toward the long-term future
must therefore face this question:
Do they continue to protect subjects at larger scales, or do they further reduce subjects to nodes?
Sixth, structures must serve to deepen life.
Strategic texts therefore cannot discuss only civilization’s organizational capacities.
They must also discuss
whether those capacities give life greater depth, roles greater stability, and contributions greater resistance to 
being reduced to nothing.
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Seventh, outcome coordinates always come first.
That means asking:
- Does it still serve freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater meaning in life?
- Does it strengthen the conditions for a Civilizational Perpetuity that is open, stable, capable of course 

correction, and extensible across generations?
- Does it allow genuine participation to enter into a longer-term resonance within existence, rather than being 

continually erased by time?
With these seven principles,
Civilizational Perpetuity, interstellar civilization, and subsequent strategic writings cease to be merely “planning 
texts on larger temporal and spatial scales”
and truly become:
texts for the sustained unfolding of a higher direction across longer scales.

VII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not “Cosmology Can Also Support 
Texts on the Long-Term Future,” but “Without a Cosmological Foundational 
Orientation, Writing on the Long-Term Future Becomes Distorted at Its Highest Point”
What this chapter must truly establish
cannot be merely this:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can also support Civilizational Perpetuity, interstellar civilization, and 
subsequent strategic writings.
That is still too weak.
A more precise and firmer judgment is:
Without a cosmological foundational orientation,
writing on the long-term future becomes distorted at its highest point.
Why say “distorted at its highest point”?
Because these are precisely the texts that reach highest, farthest, and longest.
And the loftier their reach,
the easier it is for their genuine direction to be quietly displaced by:
- The impulse to expand
- The impulse to control
- Infatuation with scale
- Anxiety about continued existence
- Worship of technology
- The primacy of capability
The texts then appear increasingly grand,
while at their core they veer increasingly off course.
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must enter this domain
precisely to keep bringing these lofty texts back to the deepest questions:
Do the longer duration, farther reach, and greater scale you are planning
still serve a higher direction?
Do they still sustain life?
Do they still protect access to the future?
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Do they still keep genuine participation from being reduced to nothing?
Thus the proposition this chapter must ultimately establish is:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must provide a unified foundational orientation for Civilizational Perpetuity, 
interstellar civilization, and subsequent strategic writings
precisely because what these texts jointly address
is not simply “a longer future,”
but how civilization can avoid departing from its higher direction over longer scales.
From here, the inquiry naturally moves into the final chapter of Part IV:
How cosmology becomes method: how to judge, prioritize, and bring to a resolution all processes and 
everything within them.
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Chapter 26. How Cosmology Becomes Method: How to Judge, 
Prioritize, and Bring to a Resolution All Processes and 
Everything within Them
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology can provide higher-level anchoring for Meaning Dynamics,
and a unified foundational orientation for governance writings, institutions for carrying forward, education and 
culture, the restoration of the human heart, Civilizational Perpetuity, and interstellar civilization,
then one final, crucial step remains:
It cannot remain merely a foundational orientation.
It must also become a method.
If a theory is responsible only for explanation,
it may still remain at a lofty remove;
if a foundational orientation is responsible only for calibration,
it may still be invoked only occasionally at critical moments.
What you truly need is not a cosmology that exists only in prefaces, shines only in general discussions, and is 
cited only when making high-level judgments.
What you truly need is a method covering the entire process, one that can enter into:
- Framing the question
- Judgment
- Prioritization
- Design
- Implementation
- Course correction
- Bringing the process to a resolution
That is why this volume must finally answer:
How can Emergent Meaning Cosmology do more than explain existence
and become a method for judging all processes and everything within them?
“All processes”
means every process of design, institutions, governance, education, technology, organization, culture, and 
future-oriented practice within civilization.
“Everything within a process”
means every critical link within each process:
from starting point to outcome, from priorities to boundaries, from execution to course correction.
In other words, this chapter no longer concerns what cosmology has explained,
but this:
How cosmology becomes a method for judging the world, organizing the world, and bringing the world’s 
processes to a resolution.

I. A Theory That Cannot Become a Method May Still Fail in Reality
The history of human thought has never lacked lofty theories.
Many are grand enough, profound enough, and illuminating enough,
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and do indeed change people at the cognitive level.
Yet they often still fail in reality.
Usually this is not because they are entirely wrong,
but because they have not truly become methods.
“Not becoming a method”
usually takes three forms.
First, it can explain, but cannot judge.
After reading it, people know that the world is complex, its problems profound, and direction important,
yet when faced with two proposals,
they still do not know how to distinguish the higher from the lower, or maturity from deviation.
Second, it can inspire a vision, but cannot establish priorities.
People know that many goals are good:
efficiency, stability, openness, fairness, security, innovation, subjects, and the future.
But when these goals conflict,
the theory cannot tell them
what takes priority, what must yield, and what must not be sacrificed.
Third, it can criticize deviation, but cannot bring a process to a proper resolution.
Everything seems right when the process begins,
and partial achievements continue to emerge along the way.
But as the process gradually goes off course,
the theory lacks the operational capacity to bring it back.
Deviation thus does not appear as “violating the theory,”
but as “seeming perfectly reasonable all along.”
This is precisely why, if Emergent Meaning Cosmology is truly to become a foundational orientation,
it must go further and become a method.
Otherwise, it may meet the same fate:
correct in general exposition, unsuccessful in reality;
wise in direction, scattered in process.
Thus this chapter must first establish one proposition:
If cosmology cannot become a method,
it may still be quietly hollowed out in reality by local optima, short-term reasonableness, and structural inertia.

II. Becoming a Method Means, First, Providing a Unified Set of Coordinates for 
Judgment
The first step in any method is judgment.
In every complex reality,
the first question is never “How do we do it?”
but:
What exactly is the matter before us?
Many deviations begin not in malice,
but in misjudgment.
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Mistaking a local problem for a problem of the whole,
a provisional means for a long-term direction,
control for stability,
efficiency for maturity,
greater strength for a higher level,
survival for perpetuity,
participation for carrying forward,
enthusiasm for meaning,
scores for contribution,
and coexistence for symbiosis.
Once judgment is misaligned,
all the painstaking efforts that follow may lead farther and farther off course.
Thus, once Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes a method,
it first provides a unified set of coordinates for judgment.
These coordinates involve at least five questions.
Question 1: What does it protect?
Does it protect local stability,
or life, subjects, the future, and civilization’s direction?
If this question cannot be answered clearly,
the process can easily be hijacked by secondary goals.
Question 2: What does it open up, or what does it seal off?
Every design must be asked:
Does it expand access to the future,
or freeze the future in advance?
This directly distinguishes open maturity from gentle closure.
Question 3: Whom does it strengthen?
Does it strengthen subjects,
or only the system?
Does it strengthen the capacity to shoulder responsibility together,
or the capacity for centralized coordination and substitution?
This directly distinguishes Civilization Leap from the intensification of old structures.
Question 4: Does it give life greater depth, or make it thinner?
Whether pathways, roles, contributions, and carrying forward are strengthened
is the core criterion for judging whether a design is truly mature.
Any design that makes it easier for life to be reduced to nothing,
however efficient, does not count as higher.
Question 5: What set of outcomes does it ultimately serve?
Does it truly serve:
- Freedom from survival insecurity
- Happiness in everyday life
- Greater meaning in life
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Does it strengthen the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity?
Does it make genuine participation less easily reduced to nothing?
Unless it can enter the outcome coordinates,
direction may still remain at the level of slogans.
Taken together, these five questions
constitute the first layer of cosmological method:
a method of judgment.

III. Becoming a Method Further Means Providing a Set of Principles for Prioritization
Often,
the real difficulty is not “not knowing the values,”
but “having too many values.”
Security matters.
Openness matters.
Stability matters.
Efficiency matters.
Innovation matters.
Fairness matters.
Subjects matter.
The future matters.
The problem is never that these terms do not matter,
but how to prioritize them
when they conflict.
Without principles for prioritization,
a theory can easily fail in reality.
Everyone can select whichever part they wish to emphasize,
and all ultimately return to their own local optima.
Thus, if Emergent Meaning Cosmology is to become a method,
it must offer a clear logic of prioritization.
That logic can be distilled into six principles.
First, direction takes precedence over efficiency.
First determine whether the course still follows a higher direction;
only then discuss how to arrive faster, more steadily, and better.
If the direction is wrong, greater efficiency means deeper deviation.
Second, outcomes take precedence over local performance.
Improvements in local indicators,
if they do not enter the three sets of outcome coordinates,
cannot be regarded as genuinely mature progress.
Third, civilizational stability takes precedence over local optima.
Any local optimum that harms civilization’s capacity to carry forward, remain open, correct deviations, and 
extend across generations
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must yield.
Fourth, access to the future takes precedence over short-term gains from closure.
Short-term stability purchased by freezing the future over the long term
does not constitute a higher solution.
Closure may serve as a provisional measure;
it must not become the final form.
Fifth, strengthening subjects takes precedence over merely strengthening systems.
A stronger system that does not enable more lives to develop substantial roles, make genuine contributions, and 
gain entry to the future
is merely an upgraded version of the old structure.
Sixth, deepening life takes precedence over functional adaptation.
Every process must ultimately answer:
Is it making life more capable of shouldering responsibility,
or merely more capable of adapting?
These six principles of prioritization matter
precisely because they will continually come into conflict in real processes.
Only when the principles of prioritization are sufficiently clear
will cosmology cease to remain lofty, empty talk in which “everything matters”
and begin to enter action in earnest.

IV. Becoming a Method Also Means Providing a Structure for the Entire Process
For theory to truly enter reality,
it cannot speak only at critical junctures.
It must also enter the entire process.
Deviation does not always occur at the point of outcomes.
Often its seeds are planted at the very beginning,
only to become visible at the end.
Thus, if Emergent Meaning Cosmology becomes a method,
it must run through the entire process.
This whole-process structure can be distilled into seven steps.
Step 1: Frame the question.
First ask:
Why are we doing this?
What higher question is it actually addressing?
If the framing itself has already been replaced by local interests,
the more sophisticated what follows becomes, the more dangerous it is.
Step 2: Establish direction.
Before design actually begins,
first calibrate it against the directional coordinates:
Does it serve to sustain life, keep the future accessible, prevent the thinning of subjects, and prevent the closure 
of civilization?
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This stage is crucial to preventing “a reasonable starting point but a wrong direction.”
Step 3: Set priorities.
Clarify, within this design,
which goals may yield
and which must not be sacrificed.
In particular, answer first:
When security, efficiency, openness, subjects, and the future conflict,
which level takes priority?
Step 4: Design.
Develop the concrete proposal.
But all mechanisms must be constrained by the principles of prioritization established at the preceding level.
The greatest danger here is:
the direction is right,
but the design quietly reverts to the logic of the old structure.
Step 5: Implement.
The implementation stage is most easily pulled off course by short-term pressures.
It is therefore necessary to keep asking:
Are current operations protecting the direction,
or rewriting it in the name of “urgency,” “reality,” or “competition”?
Step 6: Correct course.
For cosmology to become a method,
it must allow feedback from reality to enter.
It is not that theory is always right and reality can only adapt to it.
Rather, meaning in practice must continually test
which designs genuinely sustain life
and which actually manufacture false progress.
Step 7: Bring the process to a resolution.
Every process must finally return to the outcome coordinates:
What has this undertaking ultimately left behind?
Has it genuinely strengthened freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater meaning 
in life?
Has it strengthened the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity?
Has it made genuine participation less easily reduced to nothing?
If not, the process must be reassessed, rather than judged solely by its degree of completion.
Once these seven steps are established,
cosmology ceases to be merely a general background
and becomes a genuine whole-process method.

V. What Does “Everything within a Process” Mean?
The preceding discussion concerned “all processes”:
cosmology must enter every process.
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But that is not enough.
We must also explain what “everything within a process” means.
“Everything within a process”
means that the details most easily overlooked within a process,
yet most likely to determine whether it goes off course,
must also be tested against the same foundational orientation.
For example:
- How goals are named
- How indicators are set
- Who is counted within the system, and who is excluded
- What counts as a cost, and what counts as value
- Who holds interpretive authority
- What is taken for granted by default
- Which feedback is valued, and which is blocked
- Which exceptions are preserved, and which are eliminated
- When temporary measures should end, and when they are sliding into permanent structures
These may look like micro-level questions,
but in reality,
many major deviations are accomplished precisely through such details.
Thus, “everything within a process” means:
Cosmological method cannot be correct only at the level of overall goals.
It must also penetrate every detail that might change direction, priorities, or the structures for carrying forward.
In other words,
it is not only conclusions that require cosmological calibration.
Even the language, boundaries, interfaces, defaults, feedback mechanisms, and exit conditions within a process
must be brought into the same methodological framework.
Only once this step is established
does the “foundational orientation” truly become methodological reality rather than an abstract background.

VI. What, Then, Does “All Processes” Mean?
The emphasis of “all processes”
is to prevent cosmology from serving only a handful of high-level texts.
It must enter:
- The process of theoretical writing
- The process of institutional design
- The process of implementing governance
- The process of educational reform
- The process of organizing culture
- The process of building structures for carrying forward
- The process of human–machine collaboration
- The process of responding to risks
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- The process of planning for Civilizational Perpetuity
- The process of interstellar strategic planning
In other words,
cosmology cannot be only the method of the book Emergent Meaning Cosmology,
nor can it serve only as the standard of judgment for a few “core texts.”
It must become:
the unified methodological background for all subsequent writing, all design, and all practice.
This will bring about a very important change:
different texts will no longer merely be related in content,
but will share the same chain of judgment at the methodological level.
From then on,
whether a text concerns governance, institutions, culture, education, strategy, or civilization’s future,
it can be subjected to the same questions:
- Is the direction still right?
- Are the priorities still sound?
- Are the pathways still open?
- Are subjects still being strengthened?
- Is life still gaining depth?
- Is the future still accessible?
- Are outcomes genuinely being realized?
This is the sign of a theory’s genuine maturity.
Not that its writing reaches loftier heights,
but that it can finally maintain the same firmness of direction across different processes.

VII. How Method Finally Brings a Process to a Resolution: Not “Is It Finished?” but 
“Does It Still Honor the Higher Direction?”
Many processes become distorted at the end
precisely because the step of “bringing to a resolution” is understood too superficially.
Often, what people call resolution amounts only to:
- Completing a project
- Achieving a goal
- Finishing a text
- Launching a system
- Implementing a policy
- Stabilizing a structure
- Reducing risk
All of these can, of course, constitute a kind of ending.
But they do not constitute a genuine methodological resolution.
A genuine methodological resolution must return to a higher question:
Does all of this still honor the higher direction?
In other words,
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resolution does not ask whether something “has been finished,”
but:
- Does it still follow a higher direction?
- Has it genuinely delivered on the outcome coordinates?
- Has it protected the shared future?
- Has it enabled more lives to be sustained?
- Has it made subjects more capable of shouldering responsibility?
- Has it made genuine participation less easily reduced to nothing?
- Has it preserved openness and the capacity for course correction?
Resolution thus ceases to be merely a state of technical completion
and becomes a state of civilizational evaluation.
It brings all processes back to the same fundamental question:
Has this undertaking actually made civilization more mature?
Once this level is established,
cosmology has truly become a method,
rather than merely an explanation.

VIII. What This Chapter Must Ultimately Establish Is Not “Cosmology Can Guide 
Practice,” but “Cosmology Must Become a Whole-Process Method of Judgment, 
Prioritization, and Resolution”
What this chapter must truly establish
cannot be expressed merely in the mild statement:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can provide guidance for practice.
That is still too weak.
A more precise and firmer statement is:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology must become a whole-process method of judgment, prioritization, and 
resolution.
Why “must”?
Because without this level,
cosmology remains general exposition;
without this level,
the foundational orientation remains something invoked only occasionally at critical moments;
without this level,
all subsequent texts and institutions may still be gradually led astray in concrete processes by local optima, 
short-term reasonableness, technological inertia, and structural demands.
Once it truly becomes a method,
this means:
- Before every process, first judge its direction
- Amid every conflict, first prioritize outcomes
- Within every design, first test whether it deepens life and preserves access to the future
- After every implementation, first bring it to a resolution through an assessment of civilizational maturity



209

- Across all texts, a common methodological framework is finally shared
Thus the proposition this chapter must ultimately establish is:
Emergent Meaning Cosmology can become the foundational orientation for all processes and everything within 
them
precisely because, ultimately, it does more than explain the world:
it also becomes a method for judging the world, setting priorities within it, and bringing its processes to a 
resolution.
From here, the book as a whole reaches its final point of resolution:
The value of Emergent Meaning Cosmology
lies not merely in explaining the world,
but in calibrating how we enter the world, rebuild it, and move toward the future.
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Conclusion
The Value of Emergent Meaning Cosmology Lies Not Merely in Explaining the World, but in Calibrating How 
We Enter the World, Rebuild It, and Move toward the Future
If Emergent Meaning Cosmology were only an explanatory framework, it would certainly already have value.
It enables people to understand anew why existence unfolds, why life bears meaning, why the human heart 
becomes a hub of manifestation, why civilization repeatedly loses its balance between meaning and structure, 
and why the future cannot merely be an extension of time but must be reorganized as a space that can be 
entered, carried forward, and generated together.
But this is not what matters most about it.
What matters most is that it is not content with explanation.
A truly powerful theory never stops at enabling people to “understand the world.”
It must also tell them how to enter the world after understanding it; how to avoid being swallowed by the world 
once they enter it; how to reorganize judgment, priorities, carrying forward, and direction when confronted with 
imbalance, crises, technological strengthening, the hollowing out of structures, and a contracting future; and 
how, in an age when civilization is continually approaching greater complexity, to avoid mistaking greater 
strength for a higher level, greater size for greater maturity, or longer duration for greater perpetuity.
In other words, the true value of Emergent Meaning Cosmology lies not merely in having answered certain 
ultimate questions,
but in providing a set of coordinates that can run through the entire process of civilization:
- It shows us that existence is not a neutral background, and direction is not pure competition among 

preferences.
- It shows us that life is not a purely functional node, and subjects must not be quietly thinned out by the 

strengthening of systems.
- It shows us that the future is not inherently open, and resistance to closure is a principle, not a strategy.
- It shows us that structures exist not to maintain themselves, but to serve the deepening of life.
- It shows us that civilization’s genuine maturity lies not in local optima, but in whether it can sustain life, the 

future, and shared growth over the long term.
- It shows us that humanity, AI, and higher forms of civilization ultimately cannot remain within the old logic of 

control and counter-control, but must move toward a shared future.
Thus the value of this cosmology lies not in providing reality with a more attractive grand narrative,
but in enabling all subsequent questions to be restored to their proper place:
- The origin of the universe is no longer merely a question of a physical beginning, but of why existence 

unfolds;
- The origin of humanity is no longer merely a question of evolutionary pathways, but of why life becomes a 

bearer of meaning;
- Religion is no longer merely a historical phenomenon, but proof that humanity cannot remain at a purely 

functional level;
- The boundaries of science are no longer merely temporary gaps, but a disclosure of the continuing presence of 

higher-level questions;
- Civilizational crises are no longer merely institutional defects, but a long-term imbalance between meaning 

and structure;
- AGI is no longer merely a technological challenge, but an event that reorganizes the order of meaning;
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- Interstellar civilization is no longer merely spatial expansion, but a test of whether the order of meaning can 
extend across scales.

When all these questions are restored to the same central thread,
Emergent Meaning Cosmology ceases to be merely the core idea of a book
and becomes a deeper method for civilization.
It enables us continually to return to the most fundamental questions:
- Is this undertaking still opening up the future, rather than sealing it off?
- Is this design still strengthening subjects, rather than thinning them out?
- Is this structure still sustaining life, rather than using it more efficiently?
- Does this process still serve freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater meaning 

in life?
- Does it strengthen the conditions for Civilizational Perpetuity?
- Does it make genuine participation less easily reduced to nothing?
This is precisely why it can ultimately become the foundational orientation for “all processes and everything 
within them.”
It tells us not only what the world is,
but also what most deserves to be continued, what must not be betrayed, what must be protected, what should be 
rejected, what is merely a provisional tool, and what constitutes the ultimate direction.
In this sense, what Emergent Meaning Cosmology truly seeks to safeguard is not certain high-level concepts in 
themselves,
but a deeper civilizational commitment:
The unfolding of existence must not be frozen prematurely.
The weight of life must not be casually reduced to nothing.
The manifestation of the human heart must not be obstructed over the long term.
The channels to the future must not be permanently possessed by a handful of structures.
The growth of civilization must not be misrepresented as the self-expansion of stronger systems.
If this commitment can be established,
then Civilization Leap ceases to be merely a provisional response amid crises,
Civilizational Perpetuity ceases to be merely staying alive for longer,
and the immortality of meaning ceases to be merely distant lyricism.
Together, they become different unfoldings of the same higher direction:
- In this world, realized as freedom from survival insecurity, happiness in everyday life, and greater meaning in 

life;
- Across time, realized as a Civilizational Perpetuity that is open, stable, capable of course correction, and 

extensible across generations;
- At a deeper level, realized as the immortality of meaning, in which genuine participation is not casually 

reduced to nothing but can enter into a longer-term resonance within existence.
This is precisely what Emergent Meaning Cosmology ultimately seeks to accomplish.
It does not seek to make people withdraw from the world,
but to enable them to enter it with greater clarity;
not to add an empty layer of sacredness to reality,
but to reconnect reality with a higher direction;
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not to overwhelm concrete life with lofty theory,
but to make concrete life once again the site where meaning manifests, civilization is rebuilt, and the future is 
generated.
Thus its ultimate value can be distilled into one sentence:
The value of Emergent Meaning Cosmology lies not merely in explaining the world,
but in calibrating how we enter the world, rebuild it, and move toward the future.
If this can be established,
then it is more than the completion of a theoretical book:
it becomes a deeper starting point for all subsequent writings, all institutions, all governance, all education, all 
civilizational design, and all future-oriented practice.
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