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Abstract
Concepts similar to emergence have been used since antiquity, but we lack an agreed
definition of emergence. Still, emergence has been identified as one of the features
of complex systems. Most would agree on the statement “life is complex”. Thus,
understanding emergence and complexity should benefit the study of living systems.
It can be said that life emerges from the interactions of complex molecules. But how
useful is this to understand living systems? Artificial life (ALife) has been developed in
recent decades to study life using a synthetic approach: build it to understand it. ALife
systems are not so complex, be them soft (simulations), hard (robots), or wet (protocells). Then, we can aim at first understanding emergence in ALife, for then using this
knowledge in biology.
I argue that to understand emergence and life, it becomes useful to use information
as a framework. In a general sense, emergence can be defined as information that
is not present at one scale but is present at another scale. This perspective avoids
problems of studying emergence from a materialistic framework, and can be useful to
study self-organization and complexity.

1

Emergence

The idea of emergence is far from new [1]. It has certain analogies with Aristotle referring to
the whole as being more than the sum of its parts. It had some development in the XIXth
century, starting with John Stuart Mill, in what is known as “British emergentism” [2, 3].
However, given the success of reductionist approaches, interest on emergence diminished in
the early XXth century.
Only in recent decades it has been possible to study emergence systematically, since we
lacked the proper tools [4] to explore models of emergent phenomena before digital computers
were developed.
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In parallel, limits of reductionism have surfaced [5, 6, 7]. While successful in describing phenomena in isolation, reductionism has been inadequate for studying emergence and
complexity. As Murray Gell-Mann put it: “Reductionism is correct, but incomplete”.
This was already noted by Anderson [8] and others, as phenomena at different scales
exhibit properties and functionalities that cannot be reduced to lower scales [9]. Thus, the
reductionist attempt of basing all phenomena in the “lowest” scale and declaring only that
as reality, while everything else is epiphenomena, has failed miserably.
I blame this failure on complexity [10, 11, 12, 13]. Complexity is characterized by relevant
interactions [14]. These interactions generate novel information that is not present in initial
nor boundary conditions. Thus, predictability is inherently limited, due to computational
irreducibility [15, 16]: there are no shortcuts to the future, as information and computation
produced during the dynamics of a system require to go through all intermediate states to
reach a final state. The concept of computational irreducibility was already suggested by
Leibniz in 1686 [16], but its implications have been explored only recently [15].
Thus, we are slowly accepting emergence as real, in the sense that emergent properties
have causal influence in the physical world (see below about downward causation). Nevertheless, we still lack an agreed definition of emergence [17, 18]. This might seem problematic, but
we also lack agreed definitions of complexity, life, intelligence, and consciousness. However,
this has not prevented advances in complex systems, biology, and cognitive sciences.
In a general sense, we can understand emergence as information that is not present at
one scale but is present at another scale. For example, life is not present at the molecular
scale, but it is at the cell and organism scales. When scales are spatial or organizational,
emergence can be said to be synchronic, while emergence can be diachronic for temporal
scales [19].
There have been different types of emergence proposed, but we can distinguish mainly
weak emergence and strong emergence. Weak emergence [20] only requires computational
irreducibility, so it is easier to accept for most people. The “problem” with strong emergence [21] is that it implies downward causation [22, 23, 24].
Usually, emergent properties are considered to occur at higher/slower scales, arising from
the interactions occurring at lower/faster scales. Still, I argue that emergence can also arise
in lower/faster scales from interactions at higher/slower scales, as exemplified by downward
causation. This is also related to “causal emergence” [25, 26]. Taking again the example
of life, the organization of a cell restricts the properties and guides the behavior of its
molecules [27]. Molecules in cells do not violate the laws of physics nor chemistry, but these
are not enough to describe the behavior of molecules, as information (and emergence) flows
across scales in either direction.
Since emergence is closely related to information, I will explain more about their relationship in Section 3, but before, I will discuss the role of emergence in artificial life.

2

(Artificial) Life

There are several definitions of life, but none that everyone agrees with [28, 29]. We could
simply say “life is emergent”, but this does not explain much. Still, we can abstract the
substrate of living systems and focus on the organization and properties of life. This was
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done already in cybernetics [30, 31], but became central in artificial life [32, 33]. Beginning in
the mid-1980s, ALife has studied living systems using a synthetic approach: building life to
understand it better [34]. By having more precise control of ALife systems than in biological
systems, we can study emergence in ALife. With this knowledge, we can go back to biology.
Then, emergence might actually become useful to understand life.
Since one of the central goals of ALife is to understand the properties of living systems, it
does not matter whether these are software simulations, robots, or protocells (representatives
of “soft”, “hard”, and “wet” ALife) [35]. These approaches allow us to explore the principles
of a “general biology” [27] that is not restricted to the only life we know, based on carbon
and DNA.

2.1

Soft ALife

Mathematical and computational models of living systems have the advantage and disadvantage of simplicity: one can abstract physical and chemical details and focus on general
features of life.
A classical example is Conway’s Game of Life [36]. In this cellular automaton, cells on a
grid interact with their neighbors to decide on the life or death of each cell. Even when rules
are very simple, different patterns emerge, including some that exhibit locomotion, and one
could even say cognition [37]. Cells interact to produce higher-order emergent structures,
that can be used to build logic gates, and even universal computation.
Another popular example is that of “boids” [38]: particles follow simple rules depending on their neighbors (try not to crash, try to keep average velocity, try to keep close).
The interactions lead to the emergence of patterns similar to those of flocking, schooling,
and herding. There have been several other models of collective dynamics of self-propelled
agents [39, 40], but the general idea is the same: local interactions lead to the emergence of
global patterns.
Emergence in soft ALife perhaps is the easiest to observe, precisely because of its abstract
nature. Even when most examples deal with “upwards emergence”, there are also cases
of “downwards emergence”, e.g. [41], where information at a higher scale leads to novel
properties at a lower scale.

2.2

Hard ALife

One of the advantages and disadvantages of robots is that they are embedded and situated
in a physical environment. The positive side is that they are realistic, and thus can be
considered closer to biology than soft ALife. The negative side is that they are more difficult
to build and explore.
Emergence can be observed at the individual robot level, where different components
interact to produce behavior that is not present in the parts, e.g. [42], or also at the collective
level, where several robots interact to achieve goals that individuals are unable to fulfill [43,
44, 45, 46, 47].
Understanding emergent properties of robots and their collectives is giving us insights into
the emergent properties of organisms and societies. And as we better understand organisms
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and societies, we will be able to build robots and other artificial systems that exhibit more
properties of living systems [48, 49, 50].

2.3

Wet ALife

The advantage and disadvantage of wet ALife is that it deals directly with chemical systems
to explore the properties of living systems. By using chemistry, we are closer to “real” life
than with soft or hard ALife. However, the potential space of chemical reactions is so huge,
and its exploration is so slow, that it seems amazing that there have been advances using
this approach.
A common approach in wet ALife is to attempt to build “protocells” [51, 52, 53, 54]:
chemical systems with some of the features of living cells, such as membranes, metabolism,
information codification, locomotion, reproduction, etc. Dynamic formation and maintenance of micelles and vesicles [55, 56, 57, 58] predate the protocell approach, while more
recently, the properties of active droplets or “liquid robots” [59] have been an intense area
of study. These include the emergence of locomotion [60, 61] and complex morphology [62].
There have also been recent works studying collective properties of protocells [63] and
droplets [59], where the interactions between the chemical entities lead to the emergence of
global patterns.

3

Information

Living systems process information [64, 65]. Thus, understanding information might improve
our understanding of life. It has been challenging to describe information in terms of physics
(matter and energy) [27], especially when we are interested in the meaning of information [66,
67].
One alternative is to describe the world in terms of information, including matter and
energy [68]. Everything we perceive can be described in terms of information: particles,
fields, atoms, molecules, cells, organisms, virus, societies, ecosystems, biospheres, galaxies,
etc. All of these have physical components. Nevertheless, other non-physical phenomena can
be also described in terms of information, such as interactions, ideas, values, concepts, and
money. This gives information the potential to bridge between physical and non-physical
phenomena, avoiding dualisms.
One important aspect of information is that it is not necessarily conserved (as matter
and energy). Information can be created, destroyed, or transformed. We can call this computation [69, 70]. I argue that some of the “problems” of emergence arise due to conservation
assumptions, that dissolve when we describe phenomena in terms of information. For example, meaning can change passively [68], i.e., independently of its substrate. One instance of
this is the devaluation of money: prices might change, while the molecules of a bill or the
atoms of a coin remain unaffected by this.
There have been several measures of emergence proposed, e.g. [71, 72, 73]. In the context posed in this paper, it becomes useful to explore a notion of emergence in terms of
information, since it can be applied to everything we perceive.
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We have proposed a measure of emergence that is actually equivalent to Shannon’s information [74, 75] (which is also equivalent to Boltzmann-Gibbs entropy). Shannon was
interested in a function to measure how much information a process “produces”. Thus, if
we understand emergence as “new” information, we can measure emergence E (diachronic
or synchronic, weak or strong) as well with information:
E = −K

n
X

pi log pi ,

(1)

i=i

where K is a positive constant that can be adjusted to normalize E to the interval [0, 1]
depending on the “alphabet” of length n. If we use log2 , then
K=

1
.
log2 n

(2)

This normalization allows us to use the same measure, and explore different information
is produced at different scales. If E = 0, then there is no new information produced: we know
the future from the past, one scale from another. If E = 1, we have maximum information
produced: we have no way of knowing the future from the past, or one scale from another;
we have to observe them.
Emergence is problematic only in a physicalist worldview. In a worldview based on
information, emergence is natural to accept. Interactions are not necessarily described by
physics, but they are “real”, in the sense that they have causal influence on the world. We
can use again the example of money. The value of money is not physical, it is informational.
The physical properties of shells, seeds, coins, bills, and bits do not determine their value.
This is very clear with art. The value comes from the interactions among humans who agree
on it. The transformation of a mountain excavated for open-pit mining does not violate the
laws of physics. But, using only the laws of physics, one cannot predict that humans might
decide to give value to some mineral under the mountain and transform matter and energy
to extract it. In this sense, information (interactions, money) has a (downward) causal effect
on matter and energy.
Using an informationist perspective, one also avoids problems with downward causation,
as this can be seen as simply the effect of a change of scales [76]. In the Game of Life, one
can describe gliders (higher scale) as emerging from cell rules (lower scale), but also describe
cell states as emerging from the movement of the glider on its environment. In a biological
cell (higher scale), one can describe life as emerging from the interactions of molecules (lower
scale), but also as molecule states and behavior emerging from the cell’s constraints. In a
society (higher scale), one can describe culture and values as emerging from the interactions
of people (lower scale), but also to describe individual properties and behaviors as emerging
from social norms.
Like with special and general relativity in physics, one cannot define one “real” scale of
observation (frame of reference). Scales are relative to an observer, just as the information
perceived at each scale. Information is relative to the agent perceiving it.
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Self-organization

Emergence is one of the main features of complex systems [12]. Another is self-organization [77,
78, 79, 80], and it has also had a great influence in ALife [35]. A system can be usefully described as self-organizing when global patterns or behaviors are a product of the interactions
of its components [81].
One might think that self-organization requires emergence, and vice versa; or at least,
that they go hand in hand. However, self-organization and emergence are better understood
as opposites [75].
Self-organization can be seen as an increase in order. This implies a reduction of entropy [80]. If emergence leads to an increase of information, which is analogous to entropy
and disorder, self-organization should be anti-correlated with emergence. We can thus simply
measure self-organization S as:
S = 1 − E.

(3)

Minimum S = 0 occurs for maximal entropy: there is only change. Maximum S = 1
occurs when order is maximum: there is no change.
However, as mentioned above, complex systems tend to exhibit both emergence and
self-organization. Extreme emergence implies chaos, while extreme self-organization implies
immutability. Complexity requires a balance between both emergence and self-organization.
Therefore, we can measure complexity C with:
C = 4 · E · S,

(4)

where the 4 is added to normalize C to [0, 1].
This measure C of complexity is maximal at phase transitions in random Boolean networks [82], the Ising model, and other dynamical systems characterized by criticality [83, 84,
85, 86, 87, 88].
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Discussion

Emergence is partially subjective, in the sense that the “emergentness” of a phenomenon
can change depending on the frame of reference of the observer. This is also the case with
self-organization [80] and complexity [76]. Actually, anything we perceive, all information,
might change with the context [89] in which it is used. Of course, this does not mean that
one cannot be objective about emergence, self-organization, complexity, life, cognition [90],
and so on. We just have to agree on the context (frame of reference) first.
Therefore, the question is not whether something is emergent or not. The question
becomes: in which contexts it is useful to describe something as emergent? If the context just focusses on one scale, it does not make sense to speak of emergence. But if the
context implies more than one scale, and how phenomena/information at one scale affects
phenomena/information at another scale, then emergence becomes relevant.
Thus, is emergence an essential aspect of (artificial) life? It depends. If we are interested
in life at a single scale, we can do without emergence. But if we are interested on the
6

relationships across scales in living systems, then emergence becomes a necessary condition
for life: life has to be emergent if we are interested in explaining living systems from nonliving components. Without emergence, we would fall into dualisms. A similar argument
can be made for the study of cognition.
One implication is that materialism becomes insufficient to study life, artificial or biological. Better said: materialism was always insufficient to study life. Only now we are
developing an alternative. It remains to be seen whether it is a better one.
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