
  



Opinion - Coherence Is Not the Beginning 

Why breakdown, loss and uncertainty often come before renewal 

 

The attraction of coherence 

Coherence is an appealing word because it gives language to a common experience. People 
from different fields sense that something has become fragmented. Scientists, entrepreneurs, 
teachers, artists and systems thinkers may use different terms, but they often describe the same 
loss. 

Technology keeps advancing. Institutions keep refining their procedures. Information is 
everywhere. At the same time, many people feel less connected to their work, their relationships 
and the world for which they carry responsibility. 

Coherence gives shape to that discomfort. It refers to connection, meaning, proportion and 
direction. It suggests that life does not have to remain divided into separate systems, roles and 
interests. It also suggests that people can recover a shared sense of reality in a time of 
acceleration and abstraction. 

This explains why the language around coherence is often soft. People speak of a quiet room, a 
lantern that stays on, a conversation where people listen before they respond, or different 
disciplines that begin to recognize the same concern. 

Those images are understandable. Human beings need places where they can think without 
immediate pressure. They need conversations that are not directly captured by ideology, money 
or technology. They need time before action is demanded. 

A society that loses such spaces becomes harder and less humane. The appeal of coherence 
therefore reaches deeper than theory. It touches the hope that life can still belong together, even 
when the surrounding world feels fragmented. 

 

The limit of the warm image 

The warm language around coherence also has a limit. The room, the lantern and the careful 
conversation are important. They can create space for recognition and understanding. Yet they 
do not describe the whole road toward coherence. 

That road often starts somewhere else. It starts after an argument that cannot be repaired, after 
illness, after the collapse of a company, after a partnership breaks apart, or after someone 
realizes that the life or organization they built can no longer carry what is being asked of it. 

The warm image can make the path toward coherence too clean. It can suggest that restoration 
begins with calm, while many people first encounter it through pressure, loss and confusion. 

Many situations do not become clearer because people simply listen better. They become 
clearer because reality can no longer be avoided. The financial numbers no longer work. The 
relationship no longer holds. The institution no longer acts in line with its stated values. The 
leader can no longer carry the responsibility alone. 



In those moments there is little warmth. There is fear, resistance and often shame. Presence 
helps, but it does not remove the difficulty. Listening is relevant, but it does not solve the 
underlying fracture. Sometimes truth arrives with such force that it breaks the structures that 
once gave people security. 

That is why the language of coherence can feel incomplete. It often starts where the harder part 
of the story has already taken place. 

 

My point of departure: non coherence as reality 

The world that shaped my work has rarely been coherent. It has been a world of entrepreneurs 
facing bankruptcy after years of effort, families under pressure from financial and legal 
decisions, partnerships that could no longer continue, and organizations caught between their 
own values and the demands of regulators, banks, political interests or institutional procedures. 

Pressure was not an incident in that world. It was the setting. That experience changes how I 
understand coherence. 

For me harmony is not the starting point. Disruption is. Confusion is. Loss is. 

Modern thinking often treats disorder as a temporary interruption of a stable reality. My 
experience has been different. Human life begins in uncertainty and keeps returning to it. 
Stability exists, but it remains vulnerable. Every person and every generation meets that fact 
again through illness, economic crisis, conflict, failure or grief. 

The organizations I worked with were rarely damaged by one event alone. They were usually 
weakened over time. Leaders carried too much for too long. Procedures replaced judgment. 
Financial pressure displaced human relationships. People adapted until adaptation was no 
longer possible. 

Then reality demanded a decision. 

That moment is seldom clean. The old order breaks before a new one can emerge. Certainty 
disappears before clarity returns. The person standing inside that process does not experience 
coherence. He experiences disorientation. 

Looking back, such moments can become turning points. Looking forward, they feel like chaos. 

So for some people, coherence is a destination they hope to reach. For others, the journey starts 
with its complete absence. 

 

What I have seen in practice 

My work has brought me into situations where organizations no longer had room for delay. 
Entrepreneurs faced bankruptcy after years of building. Partners had to separate because the 
company could no longer move under shared leadership. People became ill while they were still 
carrying financial, legal and operational responsibility. Directors knew what needed to happen, 
but powerful stakeholders made the necessary decision impossible. 

These situations were never abstract. A bank waited. A landlord refused. A tax authority held its 
position. A municipality changed the conditions. A liquidator took another route. A partner 



withdrew. A founder could no longer oversee what he had created. In those moments, 
coherence is not an object of orientation. It’s all about survival, judgment and timing. 

The work itself is often practical. It concerns cash flow, contracts, stakeholders, legal risk, 
personnel, debt, property and communication. Yet the practical problem usually forces a more 
fundamental question. What still carries life? What has become too costly to maintain? Where 
has loyalty become avoidance? Where has control taken the place of judgment? These 
questions rarely arrive gently. They enter through pressure. 

 

The fracture as a moment of truth 

Collapse is often misunderstood. People treat it as the beginning of the problem. In many cases 
it is the moment when the problem can no longer be denied. 

A company does not usually fail on the day the bank refuses further credit. The decline often 
started earlier, when the business model lost its strength and nobody wanted to name it. A 
partnership does not break on the day the exit agreement is signed. It has often weakened 
through years of different ambitions, unclear roles and postponed decisions. An institution does 
not lose integrity in one meeting. It loses it gradually, each time political safety becomes more 
important than truth. 

A fracture ends the illusion that the old arrangement still works. That is painful, but it is also 
clarifying. Once the break is visible, people can no longer hide behind reports, procedures or 
good intentions. Reality becomes less negotiable. The situation asks for judgment. 

Some people keep resisting that moment. They ask for another scenario, another conversation 
or another extension. Sometimes that is reasonable. Often it is avoidance. A truth moment has 
its own discipline. It narrows the field, removes false options and asks people to act in line with 
what they already know. 

 

When systems no longer feel their own fractures 

Not every fracture becomes a moment of truth. Some systems are structured in such a way that 
they can continue to function while the consequences of their failures are carried by others. 

A bank may remain stable while an entrepreneur loses everything. An institution may preserve 
its procedures while families absorb the human cost. A government may meet its targets while 
communities carry the burden of decisions made elsewhere. The fracture is real, and the 
suffering is real, but the system itself does not experience the break. It has transferred the 
consequences away from the place where decisions are made. 

Much of my professional life has taken place in the narrow space where systems occasionally 
allowed reality to re-enter the conversation. Financial pressure, legal necessity or the risk of 
greater loss sometimes created room for judgment, flexibility and recovery. Yet these moments 
were usually exceptions. They emerged because ignoring reality had become too costly, not 
because the system had fundamentally learned. 

The entrepreneur learned. The family learned. The employee learned. The community learned. 
The system often continued unchanged. 



This is important because recovery depends on feedback. A person who never experiences the 
consequences of a decision has little reason to reconsider it. The same is true for organizations. 
If the cost of failure can be transferred elsewhere, the truth moment never fully arrives. 

The modern world has expanded this dynamic. Increasing complexity allows institutions to 
distribute responsibility across procedures, departments, legal structures and technological 
systems. The visible order may remain intact while the underlying burden accumulates 
elsewhere. What appears as stability may therefore conceal a growing inability to learn. 

This becomes even more serious as artificial intelligence is integrated into existing institutions. 
AI does not automatically correct structural weaknesses. In many cases, it accelerates them. 
Systems that already optimize for efficiency, risk reduction, scale or financial performance may 
simply become faster at pursuing the same objectives, including their blind spots. 

The result is a dangerous imbalance. The burden carried by individuals increases while the 
institutional capacity for recovery declines. More pressure is absorbed by entrepreneurs, 
workers, families and communities. Less pressure reaches the places where meaningful 
adaptation can occur. 

Seen from this perspective, the challenge of our time is not merely the search for coherence. It is 
the restoration of feedback between reality and power. Without that connection, fractures 
continue to grow while systems remain convinced that they are functioning normally. When 
reality can no longer be deferred, the required adjustment is often far greater than it would have 
been if the earlier signals had been allowed to matter. 

 

Recovery is not an aesthetic process 

Recovery does not usually look beautiful while it happens. It is slow, uncertain and morally 
demanding. It involves difficult conversations, incomplete information and decisions that hurt 
people. Sometimes the best available option still causes loss. 

A company may survive only by reducing itself. A family business may continue only after a 
painful transfer. A founder may protect the future only by leaving daily control. An organization 
may regain direction only by admitting that parts of its structure no longer work. 

There is no clean language for this. Recovery involves invoices, lawyers, creditors, illness, 
fatigue, anger and silence. It also involves ordinary work. Calling people. Writing letters. Making 
schedules. Closing accounts. Returning keys. Explaining decisions that nobody wanted to make. 
Romantic language about transformation does not reach this layer of reality. 

The way to something better usually passes through disorder. People do not experience that 
passage as growth while they are inside it. They experience it as pressure, loss and uncertainty. 
Only later can they see what changed. Sometimes they become freer. Sometimes the 
organization becomes smaller, but more honest. Sometimes a person finally stops carrying what 
should never have been carried alone. 

 

Coherence as scar tissue 

Real coherence often resembles scar tissue. It is not a smooth return to an earlier state. It is a 
new form of strength after damage. The wound remains part of the structure. 



A person who has passed through collapse does not become innocent again. An organization 
that has survived a serious crisis does not return to its old story. The experience stays present. It 
changes judgment, language and timing. 

This kind of coherence does not arise from comfort. It arises from loss, choice and 
responsibility. People discover what matters because something else has been taken away. They 
learn where the boundary lies because they once crossed it. They begin to judge more clearly 
because earlier forms of certainty failed. 

That is not a sentimental insight. It is a practical one. Leaders who have lived through real 
pressure often listen differently. They distrust easy answers. They pay more attention to weak 
signals. They know that numbers can hide deterioration and that good intentions can delay 
necessary decisions. Their coherence is earned. It has a cost. 

 

The human condition 

No form of recovery removes the roughness of life. Pain does not disappear because people 
become wiser. Conflict does not end because an organization has learned from crisis. 
Imperfection remains. So do fear, ambition, exhaustion, pride and grief. 

That may be difficult to accept in a culture that keeps promising optimization. Human life does 
not become fully manageable. Every restored order remains temporary. Every structure needs 
maintenance. Every person carries limits. Every community has tensions that return in new 
forms. 

This does not make coherence meaningless. It makes it more serious. Coherence is not a final 
state in which pain and uncertainty disappear. It is the capacity to remain truthful within them. It 
is the ability to keep acting responsibly when life refuses to become clean. 

People are not machines that can be recalibrated into balance. They are vulnerable beings who 
must find direction while carrying loss, memory and responsibility. 

 

Beginning again 

If the human condition remains unfinished, this does not mean that human beings are trapped 
in decline. One of Hannah Arendt’s most important political insights was the idea of natality: the 
human capacity to begin again. 

People do not simply endure breakdown. They respond to it. They make promises, repair 
relationships, found new institutions, change direction and create forms of life that did not exist 
before. Every generation inherits problems it did not create, but every generation also carries the 
possibility of initiating something new. 

This does not remove uncertainty. New beginnings do not abolish vulnerability. Every recovery 
remains incomplete. Every institution remains fragile. Every order eventually faces new tensions 
and new forms of disorder. 

That is precisely why coherence matters. Coherence is not the achievement of a final 
equilibrium. It is not the arrival at a condition in which conflict, loss and ambiguity disappear. It 



is the ongoing human capacity to regain orientation when reality changes faster than our 
assumptions. 

People fall out of balance. Organizations lose their way. Societies drift from the values they 
claim to serve. The question is not whether this will happen. It will. The question is whether 
human beings remain capable of returning to reality, exercising judgment and beginning again. 

Seen from this perspective, coherence becomes less a destination than a practice. Not a 
permanent state of harmony, but a recurring act of renewal in a world that never becomes fully 
manageable. 

 

What this means for governance, AI and systems 

This has consequences for governance, AI and institutional design. Systems should not only be 
warm, intelligent or efficient. They must be able to deal with reality as it is. That includes 
conflict, power, failure, ambiguity, grief and moral cost. 

Many systems are built for order. They perform best when categories are clear, inputs are stable 
and outcomes can be measured. Human life rarely behaves that way at decisive moments. A 
governance system that cannot face conflict will protect procedure over truth. An AI system that 
cannot recognize uncertainty will produce false clarity. An institution that cannot deal with 
failure will punish the people who name reality first. 

The challenge is therefore not simply to make systems more human in tone. Polite language is 
not enough. Warm interfaces are not enough. Ethical principles are not enough when they 
remain separate from practice. 

Systems need structures that preserve judgment. They need room for dissent. They need 
accountability where power hides. They need ways to detect when formal order has become 
disconnected from lived reality. AI can support this work, but it cannot replace human 
responsibility. It can organize information, show patterns and test assumptions. It cannot carry 
the moral weight of a decision. It cannot know what a person must lose in order to act truthfully. 

Governance worthy of the future must therefore become more than control. It must help people 
remain responsible when control reaches its limit. 

 

  



Through dissolution 

Coherence remains valuable. The word still points to something we need. People and 
institutions need connection, direction and shared reality. Without them, life becomes 
fragmented and responsibility becomes hard to carry. 

Yet coherence should not be treated as a soft destination. It often begins after the old form has 
failed. It emerges when people stop defending what no longer holds. It grows when leaders 
accept loss instead of postponing it. It becomes real when organizations choose truth over 
appearance. 

The path runs through dissolution. That is not a pleasant message, but it is closer to the world I 
have seen. A business breaks. A partnership ends. A system exposes its own limits. A person 
stands in the middle of the consequences and still has to choose. 

Coherence begins there, if it begins at all. Not as comfort, but as fidelity to the reality that 
breaks. 
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