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F rom bird flocking to neural dynamics, com-
plex systems generate fascinating structures
and correlations. Often, seemingly simple

dynamics lead to intricate emergent properties.
Despite their visceral appeal, defining complex
systems lacks universal agreement. In this paper,
I will debunk three prevalent myths in complex
systems and propose resolutions. This work con-
tributes by offering a contemporary interpretation
of complex systems, presenting essential defini-
tions that benefit complexity scientists.

Complex systems are often exemplified through clas-
sic instances, such as ants collaborating to forage for
food, starlings forming mesmerizing murmurations at
dusk, or the dynamic flows of traffic (fig. 1).
The field of complexity science shows its traces

through scientific history, but it was coined as a distinct
discipline in 1984 with the establishment of the Santa
Fe Institute [14]. This institute played a pivotal role in
consolidating various threads of scientific approaches
from cybernetics, systems theory, chaos theory and
non linear systems and weaving it into a new field of
complexity science.

Figure 1: Complex systems exist at multiple scales, ranging
from the microscopic interactions of elementary particles (exper-
iment oil droplets in a double slit experiment emulating a “pilot
wave”, top left) to the intricate inner workings of cells (slime
mold, top right), the dynamics of human societies, and the vast
interdependencies within ecosystems (anthill, bottom left) and
climate (wind flows, bottom right). This illustration highlights
how these systems, despite their diverse scales, share common
characteristics such as interconnectivity, emergent behavior,
and adaptability, illustrating the universality and complexity
of interactions across different levels of organization.

The early days of the field of complexity science, con-
cerned itself with so-called “wicked problems” – prob-
lems that defy reductionistic analysis and emphasize

the importance the web of relations underpinning com-
plex problems [27]. The field aimed to be in-between
different approached, integrating upon existing work
to produce novel approaches to understand so-called
complex systems.
The term complex system was used to differenti-

ate it from the term system. A system is defined as
a tuple S = (P,R) comprising a collection P of in-
terconnected parts, related through a mapping R(P ).
The parts themselves can represent various levels of
description relevant to understanding, potentially lead-
ing to a nested hierarchy of systems. Alternatively, the
elements might capture the fundamental, atomistic
level of description necessary to comprehend natural
phenomena.

The word “complex” comes from the Latin word com-
plexus, meaning “embraced” or “encompassed”. This,
in turn, is derived from “com-” (meaning “together”)
and plectere (meaning “to weave” or “to braid”). Taken
together a complex system etymological means a col-
lection of interwoven parts.

The term “complex” carries two primary interpreta-
tions. Firstly, it denotes something that is difficult to
understand. For example, a complex problem is more
challenging to comprehend or solve than a simple one.
Secondly, it implies the interconnectedness of many
parts. This second interpretation highlights that the
interactions of these parts are often difficult to capture
with simple rules. In other words, the behavior of the
whole system does not emerge from straightforward
rules governing individual components.
Both interpretations permeate the science of com-

plexity, which is defined by the interrelatedness of parts
and the inherent difficulty in predicting the behaviors
that emerge from their interactions [23].
Thus, the term complex systems is commonly used

to describe systems consisting of parts that produce
behavior or properties greater than the sum of their
parts. Understanding or predicting the behavior of a
complex system requires analyzing how the interaction
structure (its form) relates to its behavior (its function)
[16, 1]. These interactions can involve simple pairwise
connections or higher-order relationships, which may
be weighted or temporally dependent, adding layers
of complexity.
The key point is that the interrelatedness of a sys-

tem produces phenomena distinct from the properties
of its individual parts studied in isolation. Complex
systems are closely tied to the concept of emergence,
where new behaviors and properties arise from the in-
teractions within the system. The relationship between
components cannot be reduced to mere linear relations,
as linearity would imply superposition, which could
be understood by analyzing parts separately. Instead,
the study of complex systems requires a holistic ap-

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

01
76

2v
2 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
hi

st
-p

h]
  3

 J
ul

 2
02

4



Three Myths in Complexity Science – and How to Resolve Them

proach to grasp the emergent behavior arising from
the intricate web of interactions.

While intuitive examples like ants foraging, starlings
murmuring, and traffic flowingmay evoke a sense of un-
derstanding, the concept of complex systems remains
debated and lacks a universally accepted definition [9,
12, 17]. This intuitive sense of understanding is rela-
tive, relying on the observer’s ability to comprehend
the system (as illustrated in fig. 2). Nevertheless, the
concept of complex systems remains contentious, with
no consensus on a definition [19, 9, 12, 17, 31].

Figure 2: Complex systems can be compared to the legend of the
blind men and the elephant, where each man perceives only a
part of the elephant, leading to incomplete and varied understand-
ings. This cartoon illustrates that understanding complex systems
requires integrating different perspectives to form a complete pic-
ture.a

aBlind men and the elephant cartoon by G. Renee Guzlas, artist.

Definitions of complex systems typically involve prop-
erties ill-defined properties, such as the requirement for
“many” elements for complexity to arise, the need for
memory or the emergence of robust order [25]. Such
inquiries immediately raise questions, casting doubt
on the validity of the field. The goal of this work is not
to get entangled in semantics or attributing complex-
ity to the observations of an external observer (fig. 2).
Rather, the idea is to give a modern interpretation of
what how complex system are understood.

To provide clarity for the field of complexity science,
I aim to resolve three myths that permeate the field:

Myth 1

The whole is more than the sum of its parts.

Myth 2

The behavior of complex systems cannot be
understood through reductionistic approaches.

Myth 3

Complexity requires the interaction of many
constituents.

To discuss these myths, I will first examine how parts
relate to the whole within the context of complexity sci-
ence. I will argue that the common belief that complex-
ity science defies reductionism and produces something
“more” leads to logical inconsistencies and a reliance
on magical ingredients to explain macroscopic struc-
tures. This belief is often conflated with the concept of
emergence. By providing concise, operational defini-
tions of emergent properties and emergent behavior, I
will clarify this misconception. With these definitions,
we will understand that complex systems do not of-
fer ontological novelty in the strong sense but rather
impose restrictions on degrees of freedom, producing
outcomes that are different from the sum of their parts.

How Do the Parts Relate to the
Whole?

What makes a system complex is not just the number of
parts it has, but rather the web of interactions between
those parts. It’s the way these individual components
interact with each other that gives rise to behaviors
that fascinate many. With the enormous success of clas-
sical mechanics, the reductionistic way of thinking led
many to believe for centuries that reducing the thing-
to-be-understood (explandum) to a part description
was sufficient. By decomposing behavior in terms of
the sum of the interactions, we could grow closer to
understanding how the explandum arises.
According to some complexity scientists, complex

systems inhabit a special niche that challenges this re-
ductionistic way of thinking. As G. H. Lewes articulated
in 1879:

Every resultant is either a sum or a difference
of the co-operant forces; their sum, when their
directions are the same – their difference, when
their directions are contrary. Further, every re-
sultant is clearly traceable in its components,
because these are homogeneous and commen-
surable. It is otherwise with emergents, when,
instead of adding measurable motion to mea-
surable motion, or things of one kind to other
individuals of their kind, there is a co-operation
of things of unlike kinds. The emergent is unlike
its components insofar as these are incommen-
surable, and it cannot be reduced to their sum
or their difference.

Lewes. Problems of Life and Mind in 1879, p.
368.
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According to Lewes, interrelated parts can create
something beyond mere aggregation. For example, sur-
face tension of water is not due to the mere aggregation
of water molecules. Rather, wetness arises from the
hydrogen bonds between the slightly polarized water
molecules that create the property of water tension.
Likewise, it is not the grand ensemble of neuron activ-
ity that produces consciousness, but the interconnected
coordination of billions of neurons.

This sense of wonder and enchantment is not unique
to Lewes’s quote, but is a common reaction when peo-
ple first encounter complex systems. It feels as if these
intricate networks of interactions are performing some
kind of “magical” trick, where disparate components
come together to create something entirely new and
unexpected. It further complicates the question of how
parts relate to the whole, as it seems to challenge re-
ductionist approaches (box 1 Explanations in Complex
Systems: Reductionism, and Holism).

The property by which a whole (system) exhibits
behavior that is different from the properties of the
parts is also known as emergence, to which we turn
next.

Box 1 Explanations in Complex Systems: Re-
ductionism, and Holism

Complexity scientists face the daunting task of
understanding and modeling complex systems.
Two primary approaches emerge: reductionism
and holism. Reductionism involves breaking
down these systems into their constituent parts,
analyzing each piece separately to explain a
high-dimensional phenomenon in terms of a
lower-dimensional object that is equally well-
described.
In contrast, holistic thinking considers the sys-
tem as a whole, focusing on its emergent prop-
erties rather than individual components. While
both approaches aim to understand the natural
world, they differ fundamentally in the level of
compression that can be achieved. Reduction-
ism seeks to compress complex phenomena into
lower-dimensional objects, whereas holism sug-
gests that this compression may not always be
possible, requiring consideration of the entire
system as a focal point.
However, rather than being mutually exclusive,
these approaches can be seen as complementary
strategies lying on a continuum (fig. 3). When
a complex system can be understood through a
singular, e.g. one dimensional, description, it is
fully reduced to a part. As interactions become
more significant, however, detail is required for
explanation. In the limit, considering the whole
system becomes necessary, leading to holism.

Figure 3: The tension between reductionism and
holism can be resolved by considering both approaches
in terms of the level of compression. The mechanics
of a watch can be completely reduced to the summa-
tion of the workings of the parts (image credit: Andrea
Muratore). As the complexity increases, more complex
patterns such a flocking could be reduced to simple rules
combined with nearest neighbor interactions. Murmu-
rations, for example, can be understood through three
simple rules: separation, alignment, and cohesion. Sep-
aration ensures individuals avoid crowding their neigh-
bors, alignment means they steer towards the average
heading of nearby flockmates, and cohesion keeps them
close to the center of the group. At maximum incom-
pressibility, we are left with a system in which the whole
is necessary such as parity checks or XOR gates.

Emergence in Complex Systems
- Delineating Etymology, Property,
and Behavior

Emergence is best understood as the idea that the
whole system exhibits properties or behaviors that are
not directly attributable to its individual parts [2, 5, 8].
In other words, the system transcends the sum of its
components, creating something novel or something
that is difficult to predict from the parts alone. Through
often simple interactions among its parts, novel and
sometimes unexpected behaviors emerge at the system
level.

Despite the intuitive appeal of emergence, it remains
a concept that is often viewed as troublesome, espe-
cially within philosophical discourse [15, 18, 24].

The concept of emergence has its roots in ancient phi-
losophy, notably dating back to Aristotle [7]. However,
it wasn’t until the late 19th and early 20th centuries
that the term “emergence” became widely used to de-
scribe the relationship between constituent parts and
the whole. The term itself derives from the Latin verb
emergere, meaning “to rise out” or “to come forth,”
which is formed from the prefix ex-meaning “out,” and
the verb mergere, meaning “to dip” or “to sink.” Orig-
inally, emergence referred to the act of rising out or
coming forth from a submerged or hidden state. In
modern usage, emergence generally denotes the pro-
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cess of becoming visible or apparent, such as a body
emerging from water.
Aristotle’s philosophy provides an early framework

for understanding emergence, particularly through his
concept of hylomorphism, which posits that everything
is a compound of matter (hyle) and form (morphe). He
believed that the form of an object is not just its shape
but its essence or what it is meant to be. The form
gives matter its structure and purpose, suggesting an
emergent relationship where the whole is more than
just a collection of its parts. For example, a house
is not a mere collection of sticks; they are cut and
constructed with great diligence to carry the weight of
a roof, provide doors to walk through, and so on.
Emergence, however, comes in different forms, no-

tably weak and strong emergence. Some might argue
that these systems show weak emergence, where the
emergent properties can still be traced back to the in-
teractions of the individual components [32, 29, 28].
However, for systems that exhibit strong emergence,
there would indeed not be such a mapping back from
the whole to the parts. To date, no such system has ever
been seen in nature. Consciousness is often considered
to show strong emergence [22], however, this view is
questioned by some and is not not settled [6]. Still,
the notion of different forms of emergence is useful
to get closer to an understanding of what is meant by
emergence.
Building on Aristotle’s foundational ideas, Henri

Poincaré’s contributions in the late 19th and early 20th
centuries brought renewed attention to the concept
of emergence, emphasizing its relevance in modern
scientific thought [13]. Poincaré asserts that:

The whole is not merely the sum of its parts,
but it is something more than this.

Poincaré. Science and Hypothesis in 1905.

His work highlighted the importance of looking be-
yond reductionist approaches, which attempt to un-
derstand complex systems solely by dissecting their
individual components. Instead, he advocated for a
holistic view, recognizing that interactions between
parts can lead to novel and unexpected outcomes. This
idea has been profoundly influential in various scien-
tific disciplines, such as systems theory and complexity
science, where researchers explore how simple rules
and interactions give rise to complex and emergent
behaviors. In essence, Poincaré’s insights bridge an-
cient philosophical ideas with contemporary scientific
understanding, reinforcing the notion that emergent
properties of a system contribute to its identity and
function in ways that transcend the mere aggregation
of its parts. His work continues to inspire and inform
modern theories of complexity and systems, demon-
strating the enduring relevance of the concept of emer-
gence in understanding the natural world.

Novelty of What?

The problem with Poincaré’s addition of the word
“more” is that we are left with a problem: what is more
to the system? In the context of Poincaré’s work, we
can deduce that the “more” refers to the patterns and
system behaviors that emerge through non-linear dy-
namics, producing difficult-to-predict properties based
on initial conditions. Prior to Poincaré, the success of re-
ductionism led many to believe that given enough mea-
surement prowess, we could—in principle—deduce
the future trajectories of many systems by applying the
laws of physics.

In the concept of emergence, however, it is important
to note that Aristotle never intended to invoke a sense
of “more.” In fact, his texts always refer to the property
that the whole is different from the parts (see the quote
at the beginning of this book). To state something is
more, we need to explicate what this novelty is and
how it arises.
The problem with novelty in the context of emer-

gence lies in its ambiguous nature. Defining what
constitutes “novelty” can be challenging, as it implies
that the emergent properties are not merely a sum
or rearrangement of the existing parts, but something
fundamentally new [10]. This raises questions about
the origins and mechanisms of these new properties.
For instance, how does a complex system give rise to
behaviors or characteristics that were not present in
the individual components? That is, is it impossible
to understand the surface tension of water in terms of
the electromagnetic forces within the individual wa-
ter molecule? For the known observable systems, this
simply is not the case.

Moreover, compared to the degrees of freedom that
individual components possess, complex systems are
actually limited systems [33, 30]. This might seem
counterintuitive, but mutual constraints within a sys-
tem generate correlations and dependencies that pre-
vent the system from exploring its full degrees of free-
dom. For example, in a biological organism, individual
cells are constrained by the need to function coherently
within the larger system of the body. These constraints
limit the range of possible behaviors and interactions,
leading to a more organized and structured system.

Novelty, in this sense, is not necessarily a gain of func-
tion but rather a lack of it (box 2 But surely novelty
exists?). The emergent properties arise from the lim-
itations and constraints imposed on the components,
which restrict their behavior in specific ways. This re-
stricted behavior results in new patterns and properties
that we perceive as emergent. Thus, the novelty seen
in complex systems is a consequence of the interplay
between parts and the constraints they impose on each
other, rather than an outright creation of new functions
or capabilities.
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Box 2 But surely novelty exists?

A complex system describes the interactions
among individual parts, resulting in emergent
behaviors. This implies that each part exhibits
elementary behaviors that are altered through
interaction. These parts can then be orga-
nized into complex systems C ′ , where systems
within systems exist. The properties observed
at the original level of individual parts can sub-
sequently emerge from the interdependent con-
straints among subsystems, thereby exerting a
causal influence throughout the system all the
way down.

Figure 4: Novelty can be understood of system C by
creating an augmented system C

′
, effectively creating

a nested hierarchy. The properties of each “element"
is produced through mutual constraints of the lower
levels. Within the simpler system C, however, novelty is
best understood as the diminishing degrees of freedom
of the parts created through local correlations.

The complex system depicted in fig. 4 consists of
interconnected subsystems, where edges repre-
sent connections between distinct components.
Each subsystem contributes to the emergence
of properties through mutual constraints, collec-
tively forming a cohesive whole.

How to Understand Emergence? From
Property to Behavior

Complex systems exhibit emergent behavior, but what
does that mean? To understand emergent behavior,
we must first identify when a complex of elements
possesses an emergent property. This requires a fun-
damental understanding of how to approach complex
systems.
There are (at least) three distinct ways to under-

stand complex systems [3, 4]. First, we can view them

as mere collections of individual elements, where the
whole is simply the sum of its parts. For example, a
complex made up of three poodles is understood as a
complex of poodles [11]. Second, we can categorize
them based on the characteristics of their constituent
elements. For instance, a complex consisting of one
poodle, one Dalmatian, and one Alsatian is understood
as a complex of dogs because it includes elements from
the species “dogs”. However, these approaches neglect
the crucial aspect of relationships between elements.

A more comprehensive understanding of complex
systems emerges when we consider the relationships
between the elements. For example, a complex made
up of a palomino stallion, his mare, and their pony is
understood as a family of palomino horses. In this case,
it is necessary to know the relationships between the
stallion, mare, and pony to define the complex as a
family of palomino horses. This relational understand-
ing recognizes that a system’s properties arise not just
from individual elements but from the dynamic inter-
actions between them. This perspective is essential for
analyzing complex systems, as it acknowledges that
the system’s behavior and emergent properties emerge
from the interactions between its components.

The level of explanation needed to understand com-
plex systems varies significantly based on context and
the individual’s expertise [21]. Take, for example, the
phenomenon of opinion polarization. At a basic level,
we recognize it as the creation of divides. However,
deeper analysis prompts us to ask how exactly this po-
larization occurs. This requires delving into specific
mechanisms that drive polarization, such as societal
structures or historical contexts.

To truly grasp the behavior and emergent properties
of complex systems, a comprehensive explanation is
essential—one that considers the dynamic interactions
between elements, as discussed earlier. The sufficiency
of the explanation regarding these mechanisms de-
pends on the specific questions asked and the goals
of understanding. Recognizing the need for different
levels of explanation allows us to tailor our responses
effectively, providing a more accurate and comprehen-
sive understanding of complex systems.

From this, we can define what an emergent property
is and how it relates to behavior in complex systems.

Definition 1: Emergent property

A characteristic of a system that exists by virtue
of the interrelation of the parts. Addition or
removal of the parts or interrelation will change
the property (or make it disappear).
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Definition 2: Emergent behavior

Emergent behavior is an emergent property ex-
pressed as a function of time. Specifically, emer-
gent behavior is the temporal (and potentially
transient) behavior that arises from the interac-
tions of a complex system’s components.

Armed with these definitions, we can now turn to
the use of complex systems in the field of complexity
science.

Emergence in Modern Complexity Sci-
ence

In complexity science, emergence is intrinsically tied
to the interactions produced by a system or a complex
of elements. It refers to systemic regularities, such as
behavior or structure, that arise from the interactions
of individual elements. This modern perspective echoes
Aristotle’s idea that emergent properties arise from the
complex organization and interaction of parts within a
whole. We conclude by revisiting the myths discussed
at the beginning.
Myth 1: The whole is more than the sum of its

parts. The whole is not merely more than the sum of its
parts; it is different. The apparent novelty of emergent
systems is an illusion; in reality, they exist due to a
reduction in degrees of freedom, creating correlations
among elements.
Myth 2: Emergent Systems Evade Reductionist

Analysis. Furthermore, complex systems demonstrat-
ing (weak) emergence do not evade reductionist analy-
sis. Complexity scientists provide explanations by relat-
ing system behavior to the interactions of its parts, thus
revealing the mechanisms by which the emergent prop-
erties arise. This understanding allows for intervention-
based approaches to examine how changes in parts
affect the whole system.
Myth 3: Emergent Systems Requires Many Enti-

ties. Emergent systems can arise in any system with
interactions, eliminating the need for a large number
of interacting entities often suggested in the literature.
Emergent properties and behaviors can exist through
non-linear interactions between as few as two entities.
In modern complex systems science, the study of

emergent properties has profound implications for var-
ious fields, from biology and ecology to sociology and
economics. For instance, the emergence of conscious-
ness from neural interactions in the brain, the forma-
tion of ecosystems through species interactions, and
market dynamics arising from individual economic
agents’ behaviors all illustrate how complex systems
science seeks to understand and predict emergent phe-
nomena. Researchers utilize computational models,
network theory, and data analytics to investigate these
systems, aiming to uncover the underlying principles
that govern emergent behavior.

We have therefore reached a modern understand-
ing of complex systems, where a system is considered
complex if it exhibits an emergent property, and its
dynamics result in emergent behavior.

In conclusion, I have sought to identify and critique
persistent flaws in complexity science. Despite the vast-
ness of the literature and the evolution of perspectives
over time, I hope my contributions shed new light on
this field. Given the scope of these discussions, it was
impossible to cover all the discourse on complex sys-
tems that has occurred over the past centuries. Some
may notice obvious omissions, such as computational
complexity, statistical mechanics, self-organizing crit-
icality, and others. By focusing on certain myths, I
aim to advance our understanding of complex systems
by examining a common root issue: language may
shift the focus away from what is truly important to
understanding something separate. While the use of
language and semantics is important, it should not
obstruct progress. Consensus should only arise out of
necessity 1.

Looking ahead, there is much to be done to further
refine the borders of complexity science. The sketch
provided here implies that a system may exhibit mul-
tiple forms of emergence through properties and dif-
ferent behaviors. Furthermore, how the results and
parts result in these properties is not explicated other
than pointing to the interactions and stating that these
interactions should be more than linear mixing.
I owe a great intellectual debt to the pioneers who

have shaped the study of complexity. The framework
presented here sets the stage for future exploration
of how interactions between components affect the
behavior and form of complex systems.
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