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What This Is

Right now, you are reading these words. That much is certain. Whatever else you might
doubt—whether the world is real, whether your memories are accurate, whether physics
has it right—you cannot doubt that something is happening. This present experience is

the one thing you never have to take on faith.

Most of our science starts somewhere else. It starts with matter, with particles, with
forces acting across space and time. It assumes an external world that exists
independently of anyone experiencing it, then tries to explain how conscious experience
somehow emerges from that machinery.

Absolute Relativity starts from the opposite direction. It takes the present moment—the
fact that experience is happening—as the foundation, and asks: if we begin here, in the
one place we actually are, what must reality be like?

This article presents three ideas that follow from that starting point. I am not asking you
to believe them. I am asking whether the logic holds. Does each step follow from the one
before? Where does the reasoning break, if it breaks? That is the only question worth
asking about any framework that claims to explain the deep structure of things.

First Idea: Nothing Exists Alone

Pick up a cup. Feel its weight, its temperature, its shape against your hand. Now ask:
what makes this cup this cup?

The usual answer points to its material composition—the atoms, the arrangement of
matter. But those atoms are themselves defined by how they relate to other atoms, to
forces, to the space around them. And that space is defined by its relations to other
regions of space. Pull on any single thread and the whole fabric comes with it.



This is what I mean by pure relativity: the idea that nothing has an identity all by itself.
Everything is what it is only through how it relates. Not just connected to other things—
constituted by those connections.

This is more radical than it first appears. Most views of reality assume that something
sits behind relations—some basic stuff that then gets connected. Pure relativity says
there is no such stuff. Relations go all the way down.

Why the Whole Must Be Present Everywhere

If A is only what it is by its relation to B, and B only by its relation to C, and so on—then
no relation stands alone. Each one inherits constraints from the entire web it belongs to.

But there is a deeper pressure. In a world where anything can relate to anything,
contradictions could spread without limit. If contradictions spread freely, distinctions
collapse. You cannot have A and not-A in the same respect at the same time. Reality
would become undefined—a blur where nothing is distinguishable from anything else.

So pure relativity cannot mean “anything goes.” For it to be coherent at all, the relations
must remain globally compatible. The whole network must hang together without
contradiction.

This means that any local relation is quietly constrained by the entire relational
structure it sits inside. The whole, as a coherence condition, is implicitly present in every
part.

Why This Gives Us Qualia

Here is the subtle step.

The coherence of the whole is not a finite feature. It cannot be captured in a number or a
description. Finite features can be detached, copied, sent from one place to another. But
the closure condition that makes coherence possible is not like that. It is the very
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condition under which “place,” “another,” and “send” can even be defined.

If the whole is present in every local instance, it must be present in a way that cannot be
reduced to information. It must appear as a kind of there-as-such property—something
that is simply present, without being representable.



This is what we ordinarily call qualia or presence—but not as a vague label. In this
framework, qualia is the specific kind of property that the whole-in-the-local must have.

Consider the color red. The word “red” is a finite token. A description of wavelengths is
finite information. But the lived quality of red—the actual redness—is not inside the
word or the description. You can build ever-better models that predict when people will
say “red.” But prediction does not convert description into the property described.

This is not anti-scientific. It is a boundary statement. Some properties resist capture by
information. Qualia is that kind of property—and in this framework, it follows from the
logic of pure relativity itself.

Why Qualia Is Inseparable from the Present

If qualia is the whole-in-the-local, it cannot be detached. You cannot lift it out of one
moment and carry it elsewhere like a file. You cannot encode it and reinstantiate it the
way you can with a photograph of a sunset.

So qualia and presentness are inseparable. The qualitative property is always one with
now.

That gives us the first anchor: The primitive is an experience of time—the present as an
irreducible qualitative instance whose identity is wholly relational.

Notice what just happened. We started with pure relativity—a structural principle about
how things must be constituted. We did not assume consciousness or experience. But
the logic led directly to the conclusion that conscious presence must exist and must be
inseparable from the present moment.

Second Idea: What Time Actually Is

Close your eyes for a moment. Notice the flow—the sense that something is passing, that
each moment gives way to the next. This is the most intimate fact about conscious life:
the present keeps arriving.

The usual picture treats time as a container—a dimension that exists independently,
through which events move like beads on a string. First one thing happens, then
another, and time provides the external stage on which it all unfolds.



But if pure relativity is fundamental, this picture has a problem. It assumes time as a
background parameter “out there” that reality moves through. It smuggles in the
structure we claim to explain.

The Only Kind of Process That Can Exist

In pure relativity, every part implicitly contains every other. Nothing can be defined
without the whole relational closure. So the present does not sit next to other presents
like beads on a string. Instead, it contains the relational space of other possible
configurations within itself.

Think of it this way. Your present experience holds traces of what came before—
memories, afterimages, the lingering sense of the previous moment. It also faces
forward toward what might come next—anticipations, possibilities, openings. The past
is not gone; it is folded inside you. The future is not elsewhere; it is implicit in the
present as possibility.

Time, in this framework, is the internal ordering of these configurations. It is how the
present relates to itself—holding traces of what it has been, remaining open to what it
might become. The flow we feel is this self-relating structure. It is not movement
through an external timeline. It is what experience-of-time is.

This sounds abstract. Let me make it concrete.

When you hear a melody, each note contains echoes of the notes before and anticipation
of the notes to come. The melody does not exist in any single instant. It exists as a
pattern of how moments relate across your present experience. Without that internal
relating, you would hear only disconnected sounds—no melody, no music.

The same structure holds for all experience of time. The flow is not something added on
top of a static present. The flow is the present, understood as a relational structure that
orders different configurations inwardly.

Why Materialism Cannot See This

From a matter-first standpoint, it looks like an external physical world is “there,” and
our experience of time is a representation produced by the brain—a useful illusion that
helps organisms navigate.



This framework flips that. It does not deny brains as stable structures. It denies that
brains can be the source of the very presence in which brains are known.

The one process we always directly know is happening—because we are it—is the
qualitative present ordering itself. That ordering is time. It is not a story we tell after the
fact. It is the structural condition of having any fact at all.

Third Idea: Where the Objective World Comes
From

You lean on a table. It does not give way. You put a cup down and come back an hour
later—the cup is still there. Other people can see the same cup, touch it, move it. This is
what we mean by an objective world: stable, shared, governed by constraints that do not
bend to our preferences.

If reality is pure relativity, and the primitive is experience-of-time, where does this
stability come from? Why is there a public world at all, instead of a chaos of private
impressions?

Why Non-Contradiction Forces Stability

Recall the earlier point: in pure relativity, contradictions cannot persist. Relations that
contradict other relations they must cohere with simply cannot stand. This is not a
moral rule; it is structural. Contradiction dissolves identity.

This means the relational network enforces global compatibility. Only certain topologies
of relations are possible—those that remain internally consistent. The chaos of
“anything relates to anything” gets carved into stable form by this constraint.

When experiences of time relate under these constraints, the relational network cannot
be arbitrary. Non-contradiction does not “select winners”; it constrains what relational
structures can be coherent at all. Objectivity arises from that coherent, layered
structure, and what we call objects are stable regularities that reappear within it across
moments and perspectives.

At this point, the practical question of scale comes into view: if “table” is a stable public
object, why does it also have atoms, molecules, and fields? In AR, those particle-like

properties are not smaller bits of stuff that generate the table. They are what the same



nested structure looks like when the present is constrained to coordinate with deeper
context-layers of relation. Experimental setups and instruments function as constraint
devices that make those deeper layers repeatable enough to be shared—so the ‘micro’
story becomes part of the public record.

A table is one of those stable regularities. It is so reliably re-encountered within the
layered coherence of experience that we stop seeing it as a regularity and simply
experience it as a thing—publicly coordinatable, resistant, and persistent.

The Layered Structure

When experiences of time relate under coherence constraints, the network organizes
into a layered, fractal-like topology—a way of representing how “time relates to time”
across context levels.

But I want to be careful about what this does not mean.

This is not a claim that galaxies are literal beings or that societies are higher-order
organisms. That kind of literalization misses the point. The fractal layering is a way of
representing how experiences of time relate and nest. In that representation, what we
call objects, brains, planets, and galaxies are stable structural regularities in the
relational topology—forms that coherence takes and that can be coordinated across
perspectives.

But they are not the ontological primitives that generate experience. Experience-of-time
is the primitive. Objects (and the larger structures we name) are representations of how
experiences of time relate and nest in the relational structure.

What Objectivity Becomes

Objectivity, in this picture, is not “the world as it is without experience.” That phrase

does not even make sense if experience-of-time is fundamental.

Instead, objectivity is the stabilized face of experience-of-time coherence. Things endure
because the relational regularities remain consistent. Not everything is possible, because
incoherent configurations are excluded by non-contradiction. Laws emerge as
descriptions of the invariances of the layered structure, and we agree on stable reference
points because the same relational map shows up across perspectives.



A public world is essentially a public record: the subset of relational structure that
remains stable across perspectives under non-contradiction constraints.

This is why I insist on “relativity” rather than “consciousness” as the deepest word. The
relational closure logic explains why a shared world is constrained instead of arbitrary.
Consciousness does not float free, dreaming whatever it likes. It is woven into a
structure that enforces coherence, and that enforcement is where objectivity comes
from.

This Is Also a Testable Program

Everything above is philosophical language. But this framework is not intended to
remain philosophical.

The core theory says: pure relativity leads to qualia and presence, which leads to time as
internal ordering, which leads to stable coherence as public structure.

The formal program translates that into explicit rules: represent a present as a discrete
act with relational constraints, enumerate admissible next configurations, exclude those
that violate coherence, commit the unique admissible continuation, and simulate the
resulting statistics to see whether they match physics-facing behavior.

The goal is not a poetic story about consciousness. The goal is to generate public-facing
regularities from a present-first starting point and see whether the statistics have the
right shape.

What Falsification Looks Like

Because this framework is layered, falsification can occur at different levels.

If the move from pure relativity to the whole-as-closure can be shown unnecessary or
incoherent, the foundation collapses. If the model cannot produce stable public
structure without secretly assuming external time or isolated objects, the bridge
collapses. If simulations produce contradictions or lawless instability that cannot be
repaired without violating core principles, the program fails. If specific physics-facing
constraints implied by the translation layer conflict with established data in a non-
recoverable way, the translation is wrong.



This is not offered as unfalsifiable metaphysics. It is a disciplined attempt to specify
primitives and rules such that critique can land precisely.

What This Changes

These three ideas—pure relativity forces qualia into existence; time is internal ordering,
not an external container; objectivity emerges from coherence constraints—form the
philosophical core of Absolute Relativity.

The framework is also a technical program. Formal models and simulations translate
these principles into physics-facing predictions that can be tested against data.

If the ideas hold, they change what we think time is, what a “world” is, and what it
means for something to be real. They suggest that consciousness is not a strange
addition to a material universe—it is woven into the structure of reality from the start.

Thank you for reading.

— Kent
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