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From Emptiness to Manifoldness 

Distinction, the Between, Happening, and Time 

A Logical-Philosophical and Metamathematical Sketch 

0  →  1  →  capacity for differentiation  →  2 / determinate difference  →  the Between  
→  manifoldness 

transition  →  happening  <->  minimal temporality  →  comparative happening  →  
measurable time 

“Some philosophers practice ruminatio — rumination, chewing things over. I sometimes do too. Others 
rack up the metres. In what follows, I would rather cover some ground.” 
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1. Methodological Preliminary: No Arithmetic of the Beginning of the World 

In what follows, the signs 0, 1, and 2 are not used as claims about the mathematical 
construction of the natural numbers. They serve as metamathematical guide-signs: 0 for the 
limiting conception of emptiness, 1 for determinacy or unity, and 2 for the minimal form of an 
explicitly posited difference. The sequence presented here is therefore neither a 
mathematical theorem nor a cosmological chronology. 

In particular, 0 → 1 → 2 does not mean that there was first a period of “zero,” then “one,” and 
only later “two.” Such a before and after would already presuppose time. What is meant is an 
order of logical presuppositions: What must at minimum be distinguishable for relation, 
transition, happening, and finally measurable time to be meaningfully determined? 

2. Thinking Presupposes Distinction 

Every determinate thought distinguishes. To think something as something means at least to 
distinguish it from what it is not. This is an elementary condition of conceptual determinacy: 
without difference there is no determinate object of thought. 

This applies even to the thought of nothing. As soon as “nothing” is thought or spoken, it is 
distinguished from “something” or “not-nothing.” This does not mean that something must 
therefore already exist ontologically. It means only this: absolute, completely undifferentiated 
nothing cannot be thought as a determinate object without the act of thinking itself already 
introducing a distinction. 

It is not because something must necessarily be hidden in nothing, but because thinking 
attains determinacy only through distinction, that even “nothing” can be thought only in 
contrast to “not nothing.” 

3. Zero: Emptiness as a Limiting Concept 

In this sketch, 0 designates the limiting conception of absent determinacy. As a mathematical 
number, zero is of course already part of a structured number system. Philosophically, it is 
used differently here: as a sign that nothing is distinguished, nothing is placed in relation, and 
no transition is singled out. 

0  =  limiting sign of absent determinacy 

In this sense, zero as a concept cannot be thought in complete isolation. To determine “zero,” 
one must at least think along with it the possibility of “not zero.” This does not require 
presupposing the number 1 in particular. What matters is only the contrast between absence 
and possible presence, between zero and non-zero. 

The concept of privation must therefore also be used cautiously. Privation does not 
presuppose that what is absent was actually present at an earlier time. Rather, it presupposes 
a concept, a possibility, a capacity, an expectation, or a standard relative to which something 
can be determined as missing. 
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privation  ⇒  reference to possible or expected determinacy 

privation  ⇏  necessarily earlier actual presence 

4. One: Unity Is Determinate Unity 

With 1, determinacy or unity is marked. A one that is completely undifferentiated in itself 
initially possesses no internal relation. It is a pole, but not yet a between. At the same time, 
“unity” too, as a determinate concept, can be understood only within the horizon of non-unity. 
Whoever says “one” distinguishes unity, at least as a possibility, from multiplicity, division, 
otherness, or not-one. 

1  =  determinacy or unity 

It does not follow that alongside every unity a second thing must already actually exist. The 
logical condition is weaker: the concept of unity presupposes the distinguishability of unity 
and non-unity. Whether non-unity is thought as emptiness, as a determinate other, or as 
indeterminate multiplicity is secondary for this elementary step. 

Unity is not unity because many things must already actually be present; it is determinate 
unity because “one” can be determined only against the possibility of “not one.” 

5. Two: Minimal Explicitly Posited Difference 

The qualitative leap lies not in the arithmetic number 2 as such, but in twoness. As soon as 
two distinguishable poles, states, or possibilities are given, difference is no longer merely 
thought along as a negative horizon; it is explicitly posited as a relational structure. 

A ≠ B 

With A and B, more is given than the mere addition of a second element. A relation arises: 
distance or proximity, opposition or complementarity, transition or exclusion, direction or 
choice can now be formulated at all. 

twoness  →  difference  →  relation 

In this metamathematical sense one may say: two is the first number of the Between. This is 
not a statement of arithmetic, but an ontological-logical metaphor. Only with an explicitly 
posited difference are there two poles whose relatedness can itself become thematic. 

6. Difference and the Between Are Not Yet Happening 

A ≠ B does not yet imply happening. The relation can be entirely static. Two colors can differ, 
two points can be separated, and two numbers can be unequal without anything thereby 
already occurring. 

An important logical separation is possible precisely here: in order to establish the difference 
A ≠ B, one need not first observe A at an earlier time and B at a later time. As a logical relation, 
inequality is not necessarily temporal. It can be determined simultaneously, abstractly, or 
purely formally. 
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A ≠ B  ⇏  happening 

The Between is therefore initially the structure of relatedness between two distinguishable 
poles. It opens the possibility of a transition, but is not yet identical with the transition itself. 

difference  →  the Between  →  possibility of transition 

7. From Two to Manifoldness 

Manifoldness need not first mean “a great many.” Its minimal form is already twoness: at least 
two distinguishable elements, states, or possibilities. Only from this minimal manifoldness 
can more complex orders, branchings, and paths arise. 

𝓜ₘᵢₙ = {A, B} 

Two kinds of manifoldness must be distinguished. First, there is a manifold of states or 
differences: at least two distinguishable moments, positions, or states can be determined. 
Second, there is a modal manifold of possibilities: several possible continuations exist, not all 
of which need actually occur. 

For the logically weaker and more robust thesis, the first form is sufficient. The stronger claim 
that every happening presupposes several objectively real alternative possibilities is already 
an additional metaphysical thesis. It can be defended within an open philosophy of 
happening, but it does not follow from the concept of change alone. 

8. Happening Requires More Than Difference: A Transition 

Happening is more than mere presence and more than mere difference. It designates a 
process in which distinguishable moments do not merely stand side by side but are related to 
one another as moments of a transition. 

difference  +  relational order  +  transition  ⇒  minimal structure of happening 

This formula, too, is not to be read as a sufficient metaphysical definition. It marks necessary 
structural elements. A happening requires at least differentiation, relatedness among the 
differentiated moments, and some form of passing-over or unfolding. 

The term “unfolding” may be used for this, provided that it does not already smuggle in time 
unnoticed. Logically, what is meant at first is only differentiation: an undifferentiated 
determinacy becomes an articulated structure with at least two distinguishable moments. 
Only when these moments are understood as phases of a transition do we speak of 
happening. 

A bifurcation in the stronger sense, by contrast, is not necessary. It presupposes several 
possible continuations and thus already belongs to the modal manifold of possibilities. 
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9. Happening and Minimal Temporality 

Here happening and time touch one another. Mere difference does not yet imply time. As soon 
as A and B, however, are understood not merely as different but as earlier and later, beginning 
and continued, or otherwise ordered moments of a transition, a minimal temporality appears. 

This temporality must not immediately be confused with measured duration. For the 
elementary concept of happening, an ordering structure of transition is initially sufficient. How 
many seconds the transition lasts is a second question. 

happening  ⇒  ordered transition structure 

ordered transition structure  ≠  already measured duration 

The relation can thus be determined more cautiously: happening does not first occur inside an 
already fully measured container of time. Conversely, happening does not simply generate the 
abstract concept of time either. Rather, transition and minimal temporality belong together 
structurally. 

For the concept of happening used here, the formula “happening goes together with 
temporality” is therefore more defensible than the stronger claims “happening is possible 
only in a previously existing time” or “time arises entirely only from happening.” 

10. Duration: Not an Addition to Happening, but Its Temporal Extension 

The statement “Only unfolding and duration make up happening” captures an important 
intuition, but it is logically too coarse. It sounds as though unfolding and duration were two 
independently existing components that are subsequently combined. More precisely: as soon 
as differentiation is enacted as an actual transition, it possesses a temporal dimension of 
order or extension. 

In a physically extended process this dimension can be described as duration. But duration is 
not an external addition subsequently attached to happening. It names the temporal manner 
in which the transition unfolds. 

Caution is needed here as well: physics can describe idealized point-like events. It would 
therefore be too strong to claim that every event must logically possess a positive metric 
duration. For happening in the sense of a process, unfolding, or transition, however, a minimal 
temporal order is indispensable. 

processual happening  ⇒  temporal order 

temporal order  ⇏  already metrically determined duration 

11. Measurable Time Presupposes Happening 

The claim “time can be thought only in happening” remains too strong in its unqualified form. 
Mathematical or physical models can be formulated in which a time coordinate or time-like 
structure is defined without a particular concrete process of change being considered. 
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What is defensible, however, is the narrower thesis: measurable time requires a physically 
realized process of comparison. A clock does not measure by merely existing, but through 
happenings: oscillations, transitions, counts, or other repeatable changes. Without some 
such happening there would be no process by which duration could be operationally 
established. 

measurable time  ⇒  physical process of comparison or change 

In this limited but important sense, a common habit of thought is reversed. Not only is 
happening measured by time; measurable time itself depends on happening. Physical 
measurement time is therefore not a wholly independent container into which processes are 
merely entered. 

This is not a refutation of every substantivalist concept of time. It is a claim about the logical 
and operational structure of measurability: without change, no tick; without a tick, no 
comparison of duration. 

12. No Simple Priority of Time over Happening, or Vice Versa 

The relation between time and happening therefore cannot be exhausted by a simple thesis of 
priority. Three levels must be distinguished. 

First, difference can be established logically without time: A ≠ B presupposes no before and 
after. 

Second, happening requires more than difference: it requires a transition, and with the 
concept of transition there appears a minimal ordering structure that, in physical happening, 
is temporal. 

Third, measurable duration requires a process of comparison and thus in turn happening. At 
this level, temporality and happening do not stand in a one-sided relation of derivation, but in 
a relation of mutual determination. 

difference  ≠  happening 

happening  <->  minimal temporality of transition 

measurable duration  ⇒  comparative happening 

Thus the traditional picture is not simply inverted in full. More accurately: the image of an 
already finished container of time in which happening is then permitted to take place loses its 
self-evidence. For physically determinate time, happening itself becomes constitutive. 

13. No Time Before the Logical Sequence 

Precisely because happening and temporality are closely connected, the sequence 0 → 1 → 2 → 
difference → the Between → manifoldness → transition → happening must not be read 
temporally. It describes no history of events before time, but an order of conceptual 
presuppositions. 
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logical priority  ≠  temporal priority 

The statement “a manifold of states or differences is logically prior to happening” therefore 
does not mean that a manifold exists for a while without happening and that happening begins 
later. It means that the concept of happening already logically presupposes the 
distinguishability of several moments. This does not necessarily hold for the modal manifold 
of possibilities; that remains a stronger additional thesis. Likewise, any possible “before” is 
meaningful only within a temporal order. 

14. Consequence for Absolute Nothing 

The argument sharpens the concept of absolute nothing. If “absolute nothing” is truly to 
contain no determinacy, relation, rule, or possibility whatsoever, then one cannot simply 
ascribe to it the property that something “could” arise from it. For that very could would 
already be a modal structure. 

absolute nothing  +  possibility  =  no longer absolute nothing 

This does not prove that a physical universe cannot arise from a state that a theory calls 
“nothing.” Such physical “nothing” states regularly already possess mathematical or law-like 
structure. The philosophical point is narrower: an absolutely structureless nothing cannot at 
the same time be the bearer of a manifold of possibilities without losing its concept. 

The question “How can something arise from nothing?” is thereby shifted to a logically prior 
question: Where does the minimal structure of distinguishability and possibility come from, 
without which a transition could not even be formulated? 

15. The General Problem of Emanation: How Does the First Difference 

Arise? 

The argument so far leads to a general problem of emanation. Here, “emanation” does not 
refer to any particular historical doctrine, but to the structural question of how difference can 
arise at all from a radically undifferentiated starting point. 

The basic form of the problem is: 

radical undifferentiation  →  ?  →  difference 

The expression “radical undifferentiation” can encompass different limiting conceptions. It 
may designate complete emptiness, in which neither determinacy nor relation nor possibility 
is singled out. It may equally designate a completely undifferentiated unity in which there is no 
internal twoness and therefore no relation between different moments. In both cases the 
same structural question arises: Where does the first distinction come from? 

This document does not answer that question by offering a positive cosmogony. It describes 
no mechanism by which difference is actually generated from undifferentiation. It does, 
however, sharpen a condition that any such explanation must respect: ordinary happening 
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cannot simply explain the first difference, because happening already presupposes a 
manifold of states or differences as well as a relation of transition. 

happening  ⇒  difference presupposed 

first difference  ⇏  straightforwardly explainable by ordinary happening 

This is the real sharpening of the emanation problem. Whoever says that difference “emerges” 
from radical undifferentiation must not unnoticed endow the word “emerge” with a structure 
of transition. For transition presupposes precisely the articulation whose origin is to be 
explained. Otherwise the explanation would presuppose what it seeks to explain. 

The same holds for possibility. If the undifferentiated starting point is said to be such that 
different things could emerge from it, a modal structure has already been introduced. If a law, 
tendency, force, relation, or determinate mode of production is ascribed to it, then the initial 
description already contains more structure than complete undifferentiation. 

radical undifferentiation  +  determinate possibility of emergence  =  already minimal 
structure 

A conceptual dilemma follows. Either the starting point is genuinely radically undifferentiated. 
Then no determinate difference, direction, or possibility of emergence can be derived from it 
alone. Or the starting point already contains a possibility, rule, relation, or determinacy that 
carries the emergence. Then it is no longer completely undifferentiated in the strict sense. 

This dilemma is not a formal proof that difference can never arise from a radically simple or 
empty starting point. Rather, it shows where the burden of explanation lies. A theory of 
emergence must state what the minimal structure is that makes difference possible at all. It 
may locate that structure in the starting point, in a relation, in a law, in a modal order, or in 
some other fundamental form; but it cannot both deny that structure completely and then 
silently make use of it. 

A non-temporal emanation does not escape the question either. If emergence is understood 
not as temporal succession but as logical or ontological dependence, the problem of a 
“before” and “after” does indeed disappear. Yet the question remains as to the relation by 
virtue of which the differentiated depends on the undifferentiated. Such a relation of 
dependence is already a structure and must be identified as such. 

The sketch so far therefore provides no theory of the first emanation, but it does provide a 
criterion for its conceptual consistency: the origin of difference must not be explained by 
concepts that already presuppose difference, relation, possibility, or transition without 
making that presupposition explicit. 

Multiplicity is not the first riddle. The first riddle is the first difference. 
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16. To Ask Is to Distinguish: Question, Threshold, and Instance Formation 

The argument so far has identified difference, manifoldness, and transition as conditions of 
happening. Yet this does not tell us how, within an existing manifold, particular differences are 
highlighted, tested, and treated as relevant. Here the logic of questioning begins. 

A question is not merely a linguistic sentence waiting for an already finished answer. 
Philosophically, it can be understood as a performance that singles out a particular difference 
from a manifold. Whoever asks determines the respect in which something is to be 
distinguished. 

manifoldness  →  question  →  singled-out difference  →  possible answer 

The question does not thereby necessarily generate the reality toward which it is directed. Nor 
does it arbitrarily generate its answer. It does, however, contribute a form of distinction. What 
can count as an answer depends on which difference the question has opened in the first 
place. 

The question “Is A greater than B?” singles out a different difference from the question “Is A 
similar to B?” or “Does A exceed a certain value?” The same domain of objects can therefore 
be articulated differently under different questions without it following that the objects 
themselves are mere constructions of the question. 

In this sense, questioning is a special case of contribution: it supplies a form of distinction 
against which what is encountered can prove itself, resist, or compel an unexpected answer. 
The question is therefore neither sovereign production nor merely passive reception. 

question = contribution of a form of distinction 

answer = determinacy under conditions of resistance 

A particularly clear form of questioning is the threshold question. It does not ask in general, 
“What is something like?” but, for example: Is a value above or below a certain limit? In this 
way, a continuous or highly articulated manifold is converted into a decision-capable 
difference. 

x < s   |   x ≥ s 

The threshold need not be given in the matter itself as a ready-made boundary. It may be 
posited, conventionally chosen, technically justified, or corrected by the resistance of the 
object. This is precisely why it is philosophically revealing: it shows how a manifold is divided 
into cases by a question. 

A threshold does not create a difference out of nothing. It turns a possible difference into a 
valid difference within a particular question. The difference between just below and just above 
the threshold may be physically very small and yet decisive for instance formation. 

continuous manifold  →  threshold  →  case distinction 

This is where the concept of instance formation enters. An instance arises when a difference 
singled out by question and threshold is not merely noticed once, but retained as a case of a 
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recognizable order. Instance formation thus answers the question: What counts at all as a 
case of this distinction? 

A series of measurements, for example, may initially contain merely many values. Only a 
question determines which property is of interest; a threshold can determine when the 
property counts as fulfilled; instance formation then stabilizes the assignment of individual 
cases to this distinction. 

manifoldness  →  question  →  threshold  →  instance 

It thereby becomes visible that perception and cognition do not merely register differences. 
They form orders in which certain differences adhere as relevant differences. This ordering 
activity, however, is fallible. A poorly chosen question can make what matters invisible; an 
unsuitable threshold can distort cases; a rigidified instance formation can fix differences that 
lose their viability in further happening. 

Precisely for this reason, the resistance of what is encountered remains indispensable. 
Questions, thresholds, and instances are contributions, but they are not licenses for 
arbitrariness. They must prove themselves by whether the distinctions formed through them 
hold, recur, enable predictions, disclose connections, or break down in the face of 
counterexamples. 

Questioning thus stands between mere manifoldness and determinate answer. It does not 
generate the first difference out of radical undifferentiation; by then it would already be too 
late, for every question presupposes a space of possible distinctions. But it shows how, within 
an already articulated manifold, determinacy can be highlighted and stabilized. 

The question does not necessarily create what can answer; it determines the form in 
which something can emerge as an answer. 

The problem of emanation thereby acquires an additional limit. A question cannot bring forth 
the first difference if there truly is no manifoldness at all. Rather, it models a later step: how 
determinate information, case formation, and orientation arise from an existing manifold 
through singled-out distinction. 

Questions, thresholds, and instance formation thus form a coherent epistemic-logical 
movement. The question singles out a difference. The threshold determines when that 
difference takes hold practically or conceptually. Instance formation stabilizes what is to 
count as a case of the distinction. Only in interaction with the resistance of what is 
encountered does this yield robust determinacy. 

question  →  threshold  →  instance formation  →  adhering determinacy 

17. The Relational Equipment-Character of Difference 

The preceding analysis of question, threshold, and instance formation suggests a further 
refinement. Not every difference arises only because an observer sets a threshold. Two 
quantities can differ independently of a particular act of observation, two states can possess 
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different properties, and a physical course can exhibit differences before they are explicitly 
thematized. 

It would therefore be too strong to say that a difference exists as such only because a 
threshold has been introduced in the course of consideration. A narrower thesis is defensible: 
which difference emerges as relevant, decision-capable, or as a case of a particular order 
depends on the mode of consideration. A threshold is an especially clear, but not the only, 
mode of such articulation. 

given diversity  ≠  already articulated relevant difference 

Consideration contributes a respect. It does not ask about “all diversity as such,” but about 
which difference counts within a particular in-order-to. A measurement asks about a 
magnitude, a diagnosis about a feature, a decision about a boundary, an ethical judgment 
about an injury or a claim. Only within this respect does a possible diversity acquire the form 
of a determinate difference. 

This once again reveals the double anchoring. As a recognized or valid difference, difference is 
neither entirely contained in what is present alone nor freely generated by the observer 
independently of what is present. It arises in a relation: what is present contributes structures, 
resistances, and possible distinguishabilities; consideration contributes question, respect, 
standard of comparison, where appropriate threshold, and conceptual order. 

double anchoring = resistance of what is present + contribution of consideration 

The first anchor prevents arbitrariness. A question cannot force any desired answer if what is 
encountered resists it. The second anchor prevents the idea that all relevant differences 
already lie fully labeled in things and merely need to be read off. What emerges as a significant 
difference also depends on the question under which, and the performance for which, 
something is encountered. 

This relational structure can be described as the equipment-character of the articulation of 
difference. Equipment here is not the difference itself as though it were an object, but the 
ensemble of means through which a difference becomes graspable: concepts, questions, 
modes of comparison, measuring procedures, thresholds, categories, and already formed 
instances. 

equipmental whole  →  determinate respect  →  articulated difference 

The equipment-character is relational because this ensemble always stands in an in-order-to. 
A difference is not extracted absolutely, but with a view to orientation, explanation, decision, 
action, communication, or testing. The in-order-to helps determine which differences emerge 
and which initially remain in the background. 

The in-order-to must not be confused with merely subjective purpose. Scientific questions, 
too, have an in-order-to: measuring, comparing, explaining, predicting. Logical or ethical 
questions may likewise aim to make validity, contradiction, injury, or responsibility 
determinable. The in-order-to designates the relation of performance within which a 
difference is used and tested as a difference. 
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Threshold formation is a particularly vivid special case. Where there is a continuum, a posited 
or materially justified threshold can generate a distinction of cases. But the more general 
structure extends further: even without a numerical threshold, a question can open a respect 
in which a difference is recognized and stabilized as an instance. 

question / respect  →  possible threshold  →  instance formation  →  adhering difference 

The concept of difference thus becomes two-levelled. At a first level, diversity can exist as a 
structure of what is encountered. At a second level, such diversity is articulated under a 
particular consideration as a relevant difference, connected with a standard, and where 
appropriate retained as an instance. The second level does not necessarily presuppose the 
first, in every individual case, as a fully developed property; but it remains bound to resistance 
and testing. 

This two-level structure is especially important for the philosophy of happening developed so 
far. It allows us to say that the world does not first become different through our questions, 
without at the same time claiming that every difference valid for us was already fully 
determined independently of every respect. Cognition here too is neither mere reading-off nor 
sovereign construction. 

Difference is neither merely a label of what is considered nor merely a product of 
considering; as a valid difference it adheres in the relation between the two. 

The relational equipment-character of difference can therefore be stated as follows: a 
relevant difference arises as articulated determinacy in a performance in which what is 
encountered and the contributing consideration are doubly anchored. The equipmental whole 
provides the grips; what is present helps decide which grips hold. 

This also makes understandable why questions, thresholds, and instance formation are not 
mere additions to cognition. They belong to the tools through which manifoldness appears at 
all as a determinate, testable, and continuable order. Their validity nevertheless always 
remains revisable: resistance can show a question to be unsuitable, a threshold arbitrary, or 
an instance too coarse. 

relational equipment-character = contribution under conditions of resistance 

18. Discrete Questions and the Underdetermination of Continuity and 

Discreteness 

The analysis of questions, thresholds, and instance formation has a further epistemological 
consequence. Threshold questions have a discrete answer structure. If one asks whether a 
value lies below or above a boundary, at least two answer classes arise, even if what is 
present itself may vary continuously. 

Such discreteness of the answer must therefore not simply be transferred to the ontological 
structure of what answers. The same binary or multiclass answer order may rest on either a 
discrete or a continuous domain. 

continuous or discrete given  →  threshold question  →  discrete answer 
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The discreteness of the answer does not prove the discreteness of what answers. 

Three levels must therefore be kept apart: the structure of what is present, the structure of 
consideration, and the structure of the answer produced. There is no automatic isomorphism 
among them. The tool of questioning may have a form that need not be the form of what is 
encountered itself. 

This becomes particularly clear with thresholds. A continuous value x can be divided into two 
cases by the question x < s or x ≥ s. The case distinction is real as a result of the questioning 
and decision process, but it does not follow that x itself must possess only two states, or any 
discrete states at all. 

structure of what is present  ≠  structure of the question  ≠  structure of the answer 

Even a steadily increasing refinement of the intervals queried does not simply remove this 
difference. Ever finer thresholds or interval questions can approximate a continuous or strictly 
monotonic course with arbitrary accuracy. Yet every individual query actually carried out 
remains a discrete selection or narrowing. 

Mathematically, a limiting procedure can, under suitable assumptions, determine a point or a 
course uniquely. This must be distinguished from the epistemic-practical situation: an infinite 
refinement is a mathematical limiting concept, not a sequence of measurement or 
questioning acts fully completed in finite time. Thus it does not follow that a continuous 
course is in principle mathematically ungraspable; but no finite sequence of discrete 
threshold answers exhausts it as a continuum. 

arbitrarily fine finite discretization  ≠  the continuum itself 

Refining thresholds increases resolution but does not abolish the equipment-character 
of discretization. 

This yields an underdetermination with respect to whether what is present itself is structured 
continuously or discretely. Observed discreteness does not entail ontological discreteness. 
Conversely, a smooth and continuous-looking course does not compel the conclusion that 
the underlying structure must be ontologically continuous. A very fine discrete order can 
appear continuous within the accessible range of resolution. 

The thesis must not be overgeneralized. Different models can be tested against one another 
through additional measurements, theoretical consequences, and new questions. It is 
therefore not being claimed that continuity and discreteness are in principle empirically 
undecidable. The claim is only this: from the discrete form of threshold, interval, and instance 
questions alone, no unambiguous ontology of what is present follows. 

observed discreteness  ⇏  ontological discreteness 

observed continuity  ⇏  ontological continuity 

This underdetermination deepens the relational equipment-character of difference. 
Questions and thresholds do not make reality arbitrary; they encounter resistance. Yet they 
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cut into what is encountered in a particular way. The resulting structure of appearance or 
answer is therefore doubly anchored: in what is present and in the form of access. 

The epistemological modesty that follows is not directed against science or measurement. On 
the contrary: it requires taking the power of measuring equipment seriously precisely by not 
declaring its form, without examination, to be the ultimate form of reality. Models of continuity 
and discreteness can be extraordinarily successful without their success already implying 
that the ontological structure of what is present is identical with the discrete or continuous 
structure of the model. 

The general proposition is therefore: the form of access constrains the form of determinacy 
that can emerge as an answer. The more strongly a cognitive tool works through thresholds, 
classes, and instances, the more carefully the discreteness of its results must be 
distinguished from any possible discreteness of what is encountered. 

The discretization of access leaves the ontology of what is accessible underdetermined. 

19. The Twoness of the Answer and the Manifoldness of What Is Present 

The preceding investigation of the discreteness of questions and answers requires a further 
refinement. A binary answer does not presuppose that what is present itself consists of two 
discrete states. A single given can possess a continuous structure of states or development 
and nevertheless be divided by a threshold question into two answer classes. 

A distinction must therefore be drawn between the unity of the object and the structure of its 
states. The fact that only one object is present does not mean that it is completely 
undifferentiated in itself. A single object can continuously assume different values over time 
or along another magnitude. Its unity as an object is therefore compatible with a manifold of 
states. 

one object  +  continuous manifold of states  ≠  discrete twoness of states 

An intuitive example is an observed quasar whose brightness, idealized, varies continuously 
and periodically. Let H(t) be its brightness and s a chosen threshold. The observational 
question then is not what exact brightness obtains at every moment, but only whether H(t) lies 
below the threshold or above it, including equality. 

H(t) < s   or   H(t) ≥ s 

The answer structure is therefore binary: “dimmer than the threshold” or “brighter than or 
equal to the threshold.” The underlying brightness curve can nevertheless be continuous. The 
twoness arises at the level of answer classes, not necessarily at the level of the ontic 
structure of states. 

Strictly speaking, a single observation does not yield two answers simultaneously. It yields 
one answer from two possible answer classes. Only observations at different times can 
actually realize both classes. 

continuous course  →  threshold question  →  two possible answer classes 
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The earlier concept of twoness must therefore itself be differentiated. Ontic or given twoness 
means two discrete elements, states, or poles in what is present itself. Epistemic-logical 
twoness, by contrast, arises when a question partitions a possibly continuous domain into 
two answer classes. The latter does not license an inference to the former. 

epistemic-logical twoness  ⇏  ontic discrete twoness 

Nonetheless, the twoness of the answer cannot be generated entirely without a foothold in 
what is present. For both answer classes to be materially applicable, what is present must 
possess a sufficient structure of states or development to which the threshold can 
meaningfully be related. In the quasar example, this structure consists in varying brightness. 
Yet it need not itself already be divided into the discrete categories “bright” and “dark.” 

Here the double anchoring appears again. The form of the binary alternative comes from 
question and threshold; which answer holds in a given case is co-determined by what is 
present. The observer can choose the partition, but cannot arbitrarily stipulate on which side 
of the threshold the measured value actually lies. 

form of twoness: contribution of the question   |   validity of the answer: resistance of 
what is present 

This distinction also sharpens the role of manifoldness. A binary answer does not require an 
already discrete twoness in what is present. What is required, more weakly, is 
distinguishability or a structure of development to which a binary partition can be applied. The 
discrete twoness of the answer can therefore be logically posterior to a continuous manifold. 

This cannot, however, be transferred to an absolutely undifferentiated unity. A continuous 
course is already a manifold of states or differences because different values or moments are 
distinguishable. The threshold question therefore does not show how the first difference 
arises from a completely undifferentiated unity. It shows only how a discrete order of answers 
can arise from an already existing, possibly continuous manifold. 

The epistemological significance of the example lies precisely here. The twoness that appears 
in an answer need not already be present as twoness in what is present. It can be a form of 
articulation produced by the equipment of question and threshold while nevertheless 
remaining bound to what is present. 

The twoness of the answer can be younger than the manifoldness to which it answers. 

This also makes the previously developed underdetermination of continuity and discreteness 
more intelligible. A sequence of binary answers can arise from a continuous course just as it 
can from a discrete sequence of states. The form of the answer alone therefore does not 
reveal the ontological form of that to which the answer responds. 

The defensible consequence is this: a discrete answer presupposes a singled-out form of 
distinction, but no discrete ontology of what is present. What is minimally presupposed is a 
manifoldness or distinguishability that prevents the act of questioning from running into 
emptiness. 
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20. Discrete Membership Questions and Non-Discrete Boundaries 

The distinction made so far between the structure of what is present and the structure of its 
interrogation becomes especially clear at boundaries. Consider a single given E whose 
boundary is not smooth and not built from a finite sequence of clearly separated boundary 
points, but is, for example, fractally structured. For a selected point x, a binary membership 
question can nevertheless be asked: Does x belong to E or not? 

Within a classically defined set, this question has a discrete logical form. For the point 
queried, membership is distinguished from non-membership. The answer structure is 
therefore binary even if the form of the boundary itself has a far richer, non-discrete structure. 

x ∈ E   |   x ∉ E 

It must not be concluded from this, however, that the questioning scheme has discovered a 
discrete boundary in what is present. It initially yields only discrete membership decisions, or 
a discrete sampling or representation. If many points are queried, changes between 
membership and non-membership can indicate the location of a boundary; but the 
discreteness of these answers belongs initially to the form of questioning and representation. 

A fractally structured boundary makes this difference especially vivid. Increasingly fine 
sampling can reveal new boundary structure on ever smaller scales. The individual answers 
remain binary. Thus the simplicity of the answer scheme does not limit the possible structural 
complexity of that to which the answers respond. 

discrete sampling of a boundary  ≠  discrete boundary of what is present 

This yields another form of ontological underdetermination. A yes/no scheme can interrogate 
a smooth, continuously varying, or fractally structured domain. From the binary form of the 
answer alone, it does not follow which of these structures belongs to what is present. 

At least three levels must therefore be distinguished: first, the structure of what is present and 
of its boundary; second, the structure of the question, for example the binary membership 
question; and third, the resulting structure of answer or representation. There is no necessary 
isomorphism among these levels. 

structure of what is present  ≠  structure of the question  ≠  structure of the answer 
representation 

This claim does not presuppose that every concrete membership question is practically or 
algorithmically decidable. The logical twoness of the answer classes must be distinguished 
from the actual possibility of calculating or measuring, from finite information, a decision for 
every point. For the epistemological point, the weaker claim is sufficient: the binary form of a 
possible answer proves no binary or discrete ontology of the boundary. 

This at the same time intensifies the relational equipment-character of the articulation of 
difference. Through its resistance, what is present co-determines which membership answer 
holds at a given point. Question, grid, resolution, and mode of representation, by contrast, co-
determine the form in which the boundary appears as articulated at all. The discrete instances 
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obtained are therefore neither arbitrary inventions nor immediate copies of a necessarily 
discrete boundary. 

The epistemological principle is therefore: a sequence of discrete inside/outside or 
membership decisions can articulate a boundary without it following that the boundary itself 
is composed of discrete elements. The discreteness of the representation must not be 
identified with the structure of what is represented. 

The discreteness of the boundary description does not prove the discreteness of the 
boundary. 

21. Is the Manifoldness in What Is Present — or Only in Its Answers? 

The argument so far has shown that the form of our answers does not license a 
straightforward inference to an identical form in what is present. Binary answers can arise 
from continuous courses; discrete samples of boundaries can represent non-discrete or 
fractal boundaries. A further ontological question therefore arises: What, if anything, may 
manifold answers tell us about whether a manifoldness exists in what is present itself? 

A limit must first be stated. Nothing said so far shows that it could never be determined 
whether what is present possesses manifoldness at all. Such principled undecidability would 
be stronger than the underdetermination of discreteness and continuity established so far. It 
would require an additional argument. 

The question has nevertheless now become substantively unavoidable. If the same discrete 
form of answer is compatible with very different underlying structures, the immediate 
inference from manifoldness of answers to a corresponding manifoldness of what is present 
loses its self-evidence. 

manifold answers  ⇏  straightforwardly a manifold ontology 

Unity and undifferentiation must be distinguished here. A single given can be one and 
nevertheless possess different states, courses, relations, or possibilities of answer. The unity 
of the object does not exclude manifoldness. Conversely, the manifoldness of the answers 
does not prove that what is present must be composed of ontically separate parts or discrete 
states. 

The double anchoring developed so far suggests a cautious minimal claim. What is present 
must be such that different determinations can adhere to it under suitable questions. This 
capacity to answer is weaker than the claim of a particular ontic manifoldness. Initially, it says 
only that different relational determinations do not run into emptiness. 

minimal presupposition: differential responsiveness of what is present 

The question thus shifts. Perhaps what must be decided first is not whether a one or a 
manifold is present. Rather, one should ask whether manifoldness must be understood as 
something alongside unity or as a way in which a unity can be articulated under different 
relations, respects, and transitions. 
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This possibility must not be presented too quickly as a solution. Talk of different dispositions, 
relations, or possibilities of answer may merely translate manifoldness into another 
vocabulary. If a one is said to be capable of answering question Q₁ differently from question 
Q₂, then a distinguishable structure of answer-capacity is already present. The manifoldness 
would not have disappeared; it would have been redescribed as a dispositional or relational 
structure. 

unity  ≠  necessarily undifferentiation 

relational diversity of answers  can itself be a form of manifoldness 

For precisely this reason, the strong thesis of principled undecidability has not yet been 
established. To establish it, one would have to show that two ontologically different models — 
one with genuine internal manifoldness and one without corresponding internal manifoldness 
— deliver the same answers with respect to all in-principle possible questions, 
measurements, and interventions. 

Call M a model in which what is present possesses an internal manifoldness, and E a model in 
which a unified given without this internal manifoldness is assumed. A genuine undecidability 
theorem would require every admissible consideration Q to produce the same observable 
answer structure in both models. 

for all admissible Q:   R_M(Q) = R_E(Q) 

Only such principled observational or interrogative equivalence would support the strong 
conclusion that no possible experience could decide between the two ontologies. This 
document has not proved such an equivalence. It has, however, opened the way to the 
question by repeatedly showing that the form of the answer does not uniquely determine the 
form of what is present. 

The difficulty of such a unity-model is that it must not reintroduce manifoldness covertly. A 
multiplicity of different dispositions, answer rules, or relational capacities may itself already 
constitute a differentiated structure. A genuinely undifferentiated one could not simply 
answer manifoldly unless it were explained where the differences among the answers come 
from. The problem of emanation thus returns in a new form: How can differentiated 
responsiveness arise from asserted undifferentiation? 

The problem shifts from the multiplicity of things to the condition of their differing 
answerability. 

This new question is closely related to the classical ontological question “Why is there 
something rather than nothing?” Yet it is not merely a reformulation of it. 

The classical question initially concerns the fact of being: Why is there anything at all? The 
question developed here, by contrast, already presupposes that something is encountered or 
responds, and asks about the minimal ontological structure of this something: Must its 
manifold responsiveness be understood as manifoldness of being itself, or is a relationally 
articulable unity sufficient? 

classical question: Why is there anything at all? 
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sharpening: What must this something minimally be for difference and manifold 
response to be possible at all? 

In this sense, the new question is both a sharpening and a displacement of the fundamental 
ontological question. It does not replace the question of being, but introduces a second 
threshold within it. Once one has asked why there is anything at all, one asks what minimal 
structure this something must possess for distinction, answer, transition, and happening to 
become possible. 

The sharpening is therefore not merely epistemological. It asks not only what we can know, 
but also what ontological presuppositions we are entitled to infer from the possibility of 
differentiated answers. At the same time it remains epistemically critical, because it prevents 
us from prematurely declaring the form of our questions and answers to be the inner 
architecture of what is present. 

The classical fundamental question can thus be refined: not only “Why is there something?” 
but also “Why is what is differentiable or capable of answering at all?” and, more cautiously 
still, “What minimal structure must be present for a difference to adhere under 
consideration?” 

Why is there something?  →  Why is the something differentiable?  →  What minimal 
structure carries answer and happening? 

This sequence does not answer the classical ontological question. It does, however, sharpen 
what is already presupposed by “something.” A completely structureless something would 
not be distinguishable, relationally determinable, or capable of answering. As soon as 
answerability, possibility, or transition is ascribed, minimal structure is already in play. 

The presently defensible position is therefore this: it has not been proved that ontic 
manifoldness is in principle undecidable. What has been shown within the argument so far is 
only the weaker underdetermination: manifold answers do not uniquely determine the 
ontological form of what is present. Yet this gives rise to a genuine new fundamental question 
concerning the minimal structure of difference or answer in being. 

The manifoldness of answers does not compel an ontology of manifoldness; but it does 
compel the question of the possibility of difference. 

22. From the First Difference to Minimal Capacity for Differentiation 

The earlier question of the “first difference” requires a further refinement. The formulation can 
suggest that a completely undifferentiated one is initially present and that only afterward does 
a difference arise within it. Yet precisely this picture is problematic: if the starting point were 
truly absolutely undifferentiated, one could ascribe to it neither differing responsiveness, nor 
a disposition toward differentiation, nor a relation from which a determinate difference could 
emerge. 
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As soon as a one is ascribed different possible determinations, answers, or relations, it may 
remain numerically or systemically one, but it is no longer absolutely undifferentiated in the 
strict sense. Unity and undifferentiation must therefore be kept apart. 

unity  ≠  absolute undifferentiation 

A single given can form a unity and nevertheless possess states, courses, relations, or 
different possibilities of answer. In this broader sense, unity and manifoldness do not exclude 
one another. What is excluded is only the combination of absolute undifferentiation with a 
real capacity for difference. 

The logically first question thus shifts. It is no longer necessarily directed at an already 
accomplished “first difference,” but at the minimal capacity for differentiation of what is 
present: What must minimally be the case in what is present for a determinate difference to 
be able to emerge under a relation, a consideration, or a happening? 

It is not the first difference that is logically first, but the capacity for differentiation of 
what is present. 

The concept of capacity for differentiation is deliberately weaker here than the concept of an 
already developed manifoldness. It does not necessarily designate two finished states A and 
B, nor necessarily a fully determined modal space of several alternatives. Initially it means 
only the minimal structure by virtue of which what is present does not remain completely 
indistinguishable with respect to every possible relation. 

This capacity for differentiation must therefore be distinguished from a concrete 
differentiation. A concrete differentiation articulates a difference within a particular relation; 
the capacity for differentiation designates the presupposed responsiveness by virtue of which 
such an articulation can adhere to what is present at all. 

capacity for differentiation  →  differentiation  →  determinate difference 

This refinement fits into the double anchoring. Consideration can contribute a form of 
difference, but it cannot force a robust difference out of something that is absolutely 
incapable of differentiation in every respect. Conversely, the determinate difference need not 
already lie in what is present as a ready-made label independent of every respect. It can 
acquire Gestalt only relationally. 

The minimal structure can therefore provisionally be formulated as follows: what is present 
must be capable of differentiation; relation or consideration singles out a respect; under this 
respect a determinate difference can adhere. 

differentiable given  +  relation/consideration  →  determinate difference 

This shift also sharpens the emanation problem. If concrete differences are relational 
actualizations of an already presupposed capacity for differentiation, then the deepest 
problem no longer lies in the emergence of a first finished twoness. It lies in the question of 
how minimal capacity for differentiation can be thought at all without already smuggling in a 
developed manifoldness. 
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Caution is required here too. “Capacity for differentiation” must not become merely a new 
word for a hidden set of ready-made alternatives. Otherwise nothing would have been gained. 
The concept is philosophically fruitful only if it is understood as minimal structural openness: 
as a condition under which different determinations become relationally possible without 
those determinations already having to be fully specified. 

This also changes the ontological sharpening. The question is no longer only: Why is there 
anything at all? Nor only: Where does the first difference come from? It now becomes more 
elementary: What minimal capacity for differentiation must that which is possess in order for 
a difference to adhere under relation and for happening to become possible at all? 

Why is there something?  →  What makes this something differentiable?  →  How can 
determinate difference and happening emerge from this? 

This question is not a complete solution to the problem. It shifts the burden of explanation, 
however, to the conceptually prior point. A theory that begins with an absolutely 
undifferentiated origin must explain how capacity for differentiation is added without already 
presupposing it. A theory that takes capacity for differentiation as primordial must explain the 
ontological status of this minimal structure without prematurely equating it with a finished 
plurality. 

The presently defensible position is therefore: concrete differences presuppose a minimal 
capacity for differentiation in what is present if they are not to be mere products of 
consideration. This capacity for differentiation is weaker than a finished discrete twoness and 
possibly weaker than a fully developed modal manifold. It marks the minimal ontological 
responsiveness at which relation and resistance can take hold at all. 

The first philosophical threshold lies not in twoness, but in capacity for differentiation. 

23. Nihilation and the Minimum Condition of Non-Nihilation 

The distinction between an absolutely undifferentiated one and a one that is at least minimally 
capable of differentiation permits a further refinement. Here we can reconnect with the 
previously used concept of “nihilation” (Nichten). “Nihilation” does not simply designate 
metaphysical non-being. Rather, it denotes a limiting case of irrelevance: with respect to every 
relevant mode of access, an assumed something is indistinguishable from the non-presence 
of something. 

This determination is epistemological and relational. It does not claim that a completely 
undifferentiated one is ontologically identical with nothing. It says only: if its presence makes 
no difference under any possible relevant consideration, then in access one cannot 
distinguish between its presence and its non-presence. 

completely undifferentiated one  ≠  necessarily nothing 

but: complete indistinguishability in access  →  nihilation in the sense used here 

The concept of nihilation can thus be sharpened operationally. Let Q be an admissible 
question, relation, measurement, or consideration, and let R(E,Q) be the answer structure 
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that emerges under this consideration. A given E “nihilates” in this sense if no admissible 
consideration can establish a difference between E and non-presence N. 

E nihilates  ⇔  for all admissible Q:  R(E,Q) = R(N,Q) 

This formula must not be read as a proof of ontological identity E = N. It designates an 
equivalence with respect to access. Two ontologically different assumptions can be 
indistinguishable for a certain class of considerations. “Nihilation” denotes precisely this 
irrelevance of difference with regard to possible access. 

The counter-condition is correspondingly weak. A one “does not nihilate” as soon as at least 
one admissible relation is conceivable under which its presence makes a difference 
compared with its non-presence. 

E does not nihilate  ⇔  there is an admissible Q with  R(E,Q) ≠ R(N,Q) 

This makes the earlier talk of capacity for differentiation more precise. The minimum 
condition of non-nihilation is not that the one already possess two parts, two discrete states, 
or an articulated manifold. All that is required is that its presence can make a difference in at 
least one relation. 

This minimal difference-effect is logically weaker than a finished twoness. It requires no 
already articulated alternative A and B. It says only that what is present does not remain 
completely indifferent with respect to every possible relation. 

non-nihilation  ≈  minimal difference-effect  ≈  minimal capacity for differentiation 

The expression “difference-effect” makes visible an aspect that was only implicit in “capacity 
for differentiation.” For this approach, something is not relevant merely because it can be 
postulated, but because its presence carries a difference within a relation. Only there does a 
determinability begin at which question, resistance, and answer can take hold. 

The completely undifferentiated one therefore forms a limiting concept. If it is genuinely 
thought as undifferentiated in every respect, no question can establish a robust difference in 
it. As soon, however, as any question can establish a difference between its presence and its 
non-presence, that minimal capacity for differentiation is already given by which it no longer 
corresponds to the strictly undifferentiated limiting case. 

A one ceases to nihilate where its presence can for the first time carry a difference. 

This further refines the fundamental ontological question. The question “Why is there 
something rather than nothing?” already presupposes that “something” and “nothing” can 
meaningfully be posited as distinguishable poles. The approach developed here asks closer to 
this threshold: What is the minimum condition for an assumed one not merely to stand as a 
postulate irrelevant in comparison with nothing? 

The provisional answer is: its presence must make a difference in at least one possible 
relation. This answer is not a complete ontology of being. It determines only the minimal 
threshold below which assuming something would play the same role, for every possible 
access, as assuming its non-presence. 
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What is the minimum condition for a one not to nihilate? 

That its presence makes a difference in at least one possible relation. 

In this form, the classical ontological question is not replaced but sharpened toward the 
threshold of its own articulability. It is not enough to ask why something is; prior to or together 
with that, one must clarify what makes a “something” recognizable at all as more than a 
limiting concept irrelevant in comparison with nothing. 

A new sequence follows: the path does not lead directly from nihilation to finished 
manifoldness, but first to minimal difference-effect. Only from there can determinate 
differences, manifoldness, transition, and happening emerge under relation. 

nihilation  →  minimal difference-effect  →  capacity for differentiation  →  determinate 
difference  →  manifoldness  →  transition  →  happening 

One final limitation matters. The statement that being is distinguished here from nihilation 
through difference-effect is not a universally proven definition of being. It is a philosophical 
thesis within the approach developed here. It says: for a mode of cognition that can articulate 
differences only under relation, question, and resistance, difference-effect marks the minimal 
threshold at which the assumption of something ceases to be completely irrelevant. 

Philosophical thesis: in this approach, being is distinguished from nihilation not first 
through substance, but through difference-effect. 

24. Capacity for Manifoldness: Between Undifferentiation and Manifoldness 

The investigation so far has shown that a question itself already presupposes a structure of 
distinction. Whoever asks opens at least a space of possible answers. It does not yet follow, 
however, that what is present must already contain this same manifoldness in finished form. 
The decisive issue is whether, and in what way, what is present can carry different answers. 

If different admissible questions directed at the same given produce different, non-arbitrary 
answers, this given can no longer be thought as absolutely undifferentiated. It must possess 
at least a structure by virtue of which not every relation and not every consideration remains 
indistinguishable at what is present. 

There are Q₁ and Q₂ such that  R(E,Q₁) ≠ R(E,Q₂). 

A relevant one thereby becomes manifold-like without yet being a developed manifold. It 
remains a unity but possesses relational capacity for differentiation: different determinations 
can adhere to it under different respects. 

Between absolute undifferentiation and developed manifoldness, therefore, a distinct 
intermediate level must be posited. It can be called capacity for manifoldness or, in the 
terminology used so far, minimal capacity for differentiation. 

absolute undifferentiation  →  relational capacity for differentiation / capacity for 
manifoldness  →  developed manifoldness 
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Capacity for manifoldness is weaker than an already articulated variety of states, parts, or 
alternatives. It does not yet require a finished set {A, B, C, …}. It designates only the structural 
condition by virtue of which different determinations can emerge under different relations. 

Several levels must be distinguished. The most elementary is existential difference: it makes a 
difference whether E is present or not. A stronger level is relational capacity for differentiation: 
different relations to the same given can carry different determinations. Only at a further level 
can one speak of developed manifoldness in which distinguishable states, moments, or 
relations are represented in a structured way. 

existential difference  →  relational capacity for differentiation  →  developed 
manifoldness 

The ontological question now concerns how strong this intermediate level must be. Pure 
potentiality is insufficient if this means something that makes no difference whatsoever to the 
constitution of what is present. For then the claim that E can answer differently would itself be 
indistinguishable, in what is present, from the claim that E cannot do so. 

If, by contrast, the capacity for different answers explains why different determinations are 
possible under certain relations, then this capacity possesses a minimal ontological 
difference-effect. It is then not merely a description added from outside, but a real condition 
of the responsiveness of what is present. 

A potentiality that makes ontologically no difference at all is, in this approach, itself 
nihilating. 

A potentiality capable of carrying answers must be ontologically anchored at least as a 
disposition or relational structure. 

This does not, however, assert an ontology of pre-given finished possibilities. From E's 
capacity for differentiation it does not follow that A, B, C, and further determinations already 
lie fully hidden in E. The concrete difference may emerge only in the relation, even though the 
capacity to carry such differences must be anchored in what is present. 

The cleanest intermediate position is therefore: the capacity for differentiation is structurally 
real; its concrete differences need not pre-exist. This position avoids both an absolutely 
undifferentiated one that inexplicably answers differently and the premature assumption of an 
already fully developed ontic manifold. 

Capacity for differentiation is structurally real; concrete differences need not pre-exist. 

The concept of capacity for manifoldness makes this intermediate position explicit. It does 
not designate an already actualized manifoldness, but the minimal ontological structure 
through which a given can be differently determinable under different relations. In this sense, 
capacity for manifoldness is approximately synonymous with the capacity for differentiation 
introduced above. 

The question whether the relevantly present already contains an ontological minimum of 
manifoldness or only pure potentiality therefore cannot be answered by a simple either/or. A 
minimum of structure must be posited ontologically if different answers are not to be 
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generated entirely by consideration. Yet this minimum need not already be a developed 
manifold. 

The resulting sequence inserts an autonomous ontological threshold between non-nihilation 
and manifoldness. Non-nihilation designates the minimal difference-effect relative to non-
presence. Capacity for manifoldness designates the further capacity to carry different 
determinations under different relations. Only its articulated development constitutes 
manifoldness in the stronger sense. 

nihilation  →  non-nihilation / difference-effect  →  capacity for manifoldness / capacity for 
differentiation  →  relational differentiation  →  determinate differences  →  manifoldness  →  

transition  →  happening 

The presently defensible proposition is therefore: between the absolutely undifferentiated one 
and manifoldness lies an ontologically minimal capacity for differentiation. It is real enough to 
carry different answers without therefore already having to consist of finished different states. 

25. Transcendental in a Weak Sense: The Condition of the Possibility of 

Differential Response 

The capacity for manifoldness developed so far is neither derivable as a purely logical 
property from the bare concept of a one, nor is it initially posited merely as an empirical 
finding. Its necessity instead derives from a conditional structure: if a given is to be able to 
answer differently at all, to carry a difference, or, in the sense developed here, not to nihilate, 
then it cannot be absolutely undifferentiated. 

This form of requirement can be called transcendental in a weak sense. This explicitly does 
not adopt the entire Kantian concept of the transcendental. What is meant only is the 
question of a necessary condition of the possibility of a particular performance or state of 
affairs: What must minimally be the case for differential responsiveness to be possible at all? 

If differential responsiveness is to be possible, minimal capacity for differentiation must 
be presupposed. 

The structure of the argument is therefore conditional and modal. It does not say: every one 
possesses manifoldness by virtue of logic. Nor does it merely say: empirically, we observe 
manifoldness. Rather, it says: if different things are to be able to adhere to a given under 
different relations, then this given must possess at least that minimal capacity for 
differentiation capable of carrying different determinations. 

The necessity therefore does not necessarily concern an already developed manifold. Only 
the weaker capacity for manifoldness is required. Yet this must be real enough to carry the 
possibility of differential response. Otherwise it would be unintelligible what distinguishes a 
responsive given from an absolutely undifferentiated limiting case. 

differential responsiveness  ⇒  minimal capacity for differentiation / capacity for 
manifoldness 
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The counterfactual form serves as a test. One asks: What would be the case if the one were 
completely undifferentiated? Under that assumption, no differing determination could adhere 
to it, no relation could carry a difference, and no differential responsiveness could be 
explained. Precisely here the modal condition becomes visible. 

The requirement itself is therefore not most precisely described as “counterfactual.” Rather, 
the test is counterfactual through which its modal necessity appears: if what is present were 
absolutely undifferentiated, the possibility of differential response would disappear. Since 
differential responsiveness is presupposed, absolute undifferentiation is excluded. 

It is not the requirement itself that is counterfactual; the counterfactual element is the 
test through which its modal necessity becomes visible. 

The expression “transcendental in a weak sense” thus designates a methodological backward 
question. The starting point is not speculation about the inner architecture of being, but a 
presupposed performance: there are distinguishable answers, differences, or effects. From 
there one asks for the minimum without which this performance would not be possible. 

This inference remains ontologically restrained. It does not permit one to read a finished 
discrete or continuous manifold in what is present from the diversity of answers. It permits 
only the weaker statement that what is present cannot be completely undifferentiated if 
differential response is not to be understood exclusively as an arbitrary production of 
questioning. 

The transcendental backward question thereby complements the double anchoring. The form 
of the question is a contribution; the possibility that a non-arbitrary answer adheres to it 
requires resistance and minimal capacity for differentiation in what is present. The cognitive 
equipment does not generate the ontological minimum structure from itself; it makes that 
structure visible as a condition of the possibility of robust difference. 

question / relation  +  resistance of what is present  →  adhering difference 

From this perspective, the sequence developed so far can be further qualified. Non-nihilation 
and capacity for manifoldness are not properties analytically deduced from the concept of a 
one. They are posited as necessary minimum conditions once it is presupposed that a given 
can carry differential answers. 

The philosophical strength of this formulation lies precisely in its limitation. It proves no 
comprehensive ontology of manifoldness. It determines only a threshold: below minimal 
capacity for differentiation, differential responsiveness would no longer be intelligible. Above 
that threshold it remains open whether the underlying structure is continuous, discrete, 
relational, dispositional, or otherwise constituted. 

Transcendental in a weak sense here means: asking for the minimal condition without 
which differential responsiveness would not be possible. 
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26. Structure and Gestalt: Two Sides of the Weakly Transcendental 

Question 

The weakly transcendental question concerning the condition of differential response can be 
further sharpened through the concepts of “structure” and “Gestalt.” These two concepts do 
not denote competing explanations of the same state of affairs. Rather, they mark two distinct 
but related levels: a condition on the side of what is present that makes response possible, 
and the relational form in which this condition emerges under a particular consideration. 

In this context, “structure” initially designates the minimum of order, difference-effect, or 
capacity for relation that must be ascribed to what is present if different determinations are to 
be able to adhere to it at all. Structure is therefore not necessarily a visible form, not a finished 
articulation into discrete parts, and not yet a developed manifoldness. It can be substantially 
weaker: minimal capacity for differentiation or capacity for manifoldness. 

In this sense, structure lies more on the side of what is present. Yet the word “intrinsic” would 
be too strong if it meant that the structure could be fully determined independently of every 
relation. The argument so far precisely leaves open how much of what appears as determinate 
structure is articulated only under consideration. It is therefore more accurate to speak of 
structure on the side of what is present. 

structure = minimal order on the side of what is present that can carry differential 
response 

“Gestalt,” by contrast, does not designate merely another intrinsic property of what is 
present. Gestalt is the determinate articulation in which a supporting structure appears under 
a respect, question, threshold, mode of measurement, or other form of equipment. It is 
therefore more strongly relational and equipment-like than structure. 

A continuous course of brightness can form a structure of what is present. If the threshold 
question is put to it whether brightness lies below or above a certain value, this structure 
appears in the Gestalt “dark/bright.” Likewise, a fractally structured boundary can, under grid, 
resolution, and binary membership questions, assume a determinate discrete Gestalt of 
representation without thereby itself becoming a discrete boundary. 

structure of what is present  +  consideration / equipment  →  Gestalt 

Gestalt is therefore not to be understood as a free invention of equipment. It remains bound to 
the resistance of what is present. The same consideration cannot arbitrarily produce every 
Gestalt; yet no single Gestalt is simply identical with the complete ontological structure of 
what is present either. Gestalt is doubly anchored: in that which responds and in the way in 
which one asks, measures, distinguishes, or represents. 

At a more general level, this repeats the underdetermination already obtained. A Gestalt 
presupposes some supporting structure; yet a determinate Gestalt does not necessarily allow 
a unique underlying structure to be reconstructed. 

Gestalt  ⇒  some supporting structure 



Page 29 

Gestalt  ⇏  unique ontological structure 

Structure and Gestalt therefore go together, but not symmetrically. Structure designates the 
condition of differentiability on the side of what is present; Gestalt designates the relational 
articulation of this differentiability under a particular consideration. Gestalt can change when 
respect, threshold, standard, or equipment changes, without what is present thereby having 
to change its supporting structure arbitrarily. 

The weakly transcendental question thereby acquires two stages. First: What minimal 
structure must a given possess for it to be differentiable and differentially responsive at all? 
Second: How must this structure encounter an equipment of access for a determinate 
Gestalt, and thus a determinate answer, to emerge? 

1. weakly transcendental: What minimal structure makes differential response possible? 

2. relational-equipmental: How does this structure emerge under consideration as 
Gestalt? 

Structure and Gestalt are therefore neither synonymous nor alternatives. Rather, they form 
complementary poles of the double anchoring. Structure prevents Gestalt from becoming a 
mere projection of consideration. Conversely, the equipment-character of Gestalt prevents 
every emerging form from being prematurely misunderstood as the immediate copy of a fully 
determined intrinsic order. 

This distinction also permits a more precise account of capacity for manifoldness. Capacity 
for differentiation can be understood as the minimal structure of what is present. A concrete 
Gestalt, by contrast, is already a relational actualization or articulation of this structure. 
Concrete differences therefore need not pre-exist as finished parts or states in what is 
present, although their possibility cannot remain ontologically without consequence. 

Capacity for differentiation designates the minimal structure; Gestalt designates its 
relational articulation. 

A refined sequence thus emerges: non-nihilation requires difference-effect; difference-effect 
requires a minimal structure of differentiability; under relation with equipment, this structure 
can take on Gestalt; within such a Gestalt, determinate differences, instances, and finally 
manifolds can be articulated. 

non-nihilation  →  difference-effect  →  minimal structure / capacity for differentiation  →  
consideration / equipment  →  Gestalt  →  determinate differences / manifoldness 

The concept of “Gestalt” thus has a distinctly equipmental character. It does not designate 
merely what “subjectively appears,” but the ordered form in which what is present becomes 
articulable under a particular mode of access. The equipment-character of Gestalt is 
therefore relational and bound to resistance. 

In the shortest form: structure carries; Gestalt appears. Yet Gestalt does not appear freely, 
but at the resistance of a structure. This formula summarizes the two sides of the weakly 
transcendental question without inferring directly from the form of appearance to the ultimate 
ontology of what is present. 
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Structure carries. Gestalt appears. Gestalt does not appear freely, but at the resistance 
of a structure. 

27. Binary Articulation of Gestalt and the Indeterminacy of Structure 

The distinction between structure and Gestalt developed so far suggests a further question: if 
cognition emerges in linguistically articulable form as a determinate Gestalt, does this imply 
anything about the logical form of the structure of what is present? The answer must be 
cautious. Articulation can be decomposed into binary decisions without the underlying 
structure itself therefore having to be binary. 

To begin with, the thesis that cognition as such presupposes instance formation and a 
question-answer system is too strong. Perception, skill, or other non-propositional forms of 
cognition need not already arise as explicit questions and answers. For linguistically 
articulable, testable, and transmissible cognition, however, distinction and instance 
formation are required: something must become identifiable as a case of a determination as 
opposed to other possible cases. 

Question and answer are therefore not necessarily the genesis of every cognition, but they are 
a particularly general form for reconstructing its communicable Gestalt. A communicable 
claim can be asked under what question it counts as an answer, which alternative it excludes, 
and which instance it concerns. Without such distinguishable conditions of validity, it would 
be unclear what is being transmitted or contested at all. 

communicable cognition  →  articulable distinction  →  instance formation 

The second thesis also requires qualification. Not every meaningful question is itself binary. 
Questions about a value, a cause, a name, a course, or an open set of possibilities can admit 
more than two possible answers. Yet for every proposed answer A to a question Q, a binary 
test question can be formed: “Does A hold as an answer to Q?” 

For finite and many countable answer sets, a sequence of such binary decisions can encode 
the possible answers or narrow them step by step. For continuous or otherwise infinite answer 
domains, exact determination can in principle require an unbounded sequence of binary 
refinements. Thus it is not true that every question can be reduced to yes/no in finitely many 
steps. What is true is that determinate answer candidates and finite refinements can be 
tested binarily. 

binary testability of Gestalt  ⇏  binary structure of what is present 

The “n-logic” of structure therefore remains underdetermined. From the fact that linguistic or 
metrological Gestalten can be decomposed into yes/no decisions, neither the number, nor 
the cardinality, nor the intrinsic articulation of the structure that carries such Gestalten 
follows. A continuous, fractal, discrete, or otherwise ordered given can, under suitable 
questions, produce the same binary form of answer. 

Binary logic therefore belongs initially to the Gestalt of articulation and testing. Which logical 
or mathematical order belongs to the structure on the side of what is present remains 
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undetermined by this Gestalt alone. Here again it becomes clear: structure carries; Gestalt 
appears — and the logical form of appearance is not simply the logical form of what carries it. 

28. Chance, Consistency, and Minimal Responsiveness 

Talk of responsiveness requires a distinction from mere output. An automaton that generates 
random symbols independently of the question asked does produce something observable; 
but it does not answer, in the relevant sense, to the content of the question. What matters is 
therefore not merely that output occurs, but that there is a reproducible dependence between 
question and answer. 

The requirement that identical questions must statistically yield the same answers in a 
majority of cases is appropriate only for particular deterministic or noisy binary cases. More 
generally, when the same question is repeated under comparable conditions, a sufficiently 
stable conditional answer distribution must occur. A probabilistic system can be meaningfully 
responsive even though individual answers vary. 

Responsiveness requires:  P(R | Q) depends on Q for at least some Q. 

A purely random answer automaton whose output distribution is independent of the question 
does not satisfy this condition. Formally, P(R | Q) = P(R). In the idealized case, information-
theoretically, this corresponds to the absence of statistical information in the answer about 
the question, that is, mutual information I(Q;R) = 0. A constant system that emits the same 
symbol in response to every question is equally insensitive to differences among questions. 

Such an automaton is, however, not simply indistinguishable from a system that produces no 
output: random output and silence are observably different. It therefore does not “nihilate” in 
every respect. Yet in the narrower sense developed here, it nihilates with respect to the 
content of the question: differences among questions are not reflected in corresponding 
differences in answer statistics. 

The minimal empirical trace of a responsive one therefore consists in statistically robust 
differential responsivity. Different questions or conditions must, in at least one domain, 
systematically carry different answer distributions; identical conditions must make those 
distributions sufficiently reproducible. Consistency here means not rigid identity of every 
individual answer, but stable dependence. 

relevant responsiveness  =  sensitivity to difference + statistical stability 

29. From Something to Someone: A Second Boundary Question 

The boundary question concerning non-nihilation can be sharpened in a second direction. For 
structure on the side of what is present, it reads: “Is there something — and not nothing?” For 
the equipment-context one can analogously ask: “Is there someone — and not no one?” This 
parallel is not a logical proof that the two questions are of the same kind, but a heuristic 
slogan for two different thresholds. 
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The first threshold concerns the minimal difference-effect of what is present: What must be 
the case for the assumption of something to make a difference at all compared with its non-
presence? The second threshold concerns the relational Gestalt of world-access: What 
changes when not only something is present, but someone asks, uses, remembers, expects, 
tests, and transmits meaning? 

What “something or nothing?” is for structure, “someone or no one?” is as a boundary 
question for the equipment-context. 

“Someone” here does not necessarily designate an isolated subject. What is meant is a locus 
of relational addressability within an equipmental whole: a Dasein already entangled with 
others, with language, procedures, institutions, and inherited distinctions. Gestalt does not 
arise from this someone alone; it remains doubly anchored in the resistance of what is 
present and in the mode of access to it. 

The second question therefore does not replace the ontological question of the something. It 
places alongside it a relational question of equal rank. An ontology that asks only what is 
present, but does not also consider how a someone in Being-with articulates and transmits 
differences, leaves the equipmental Gestalt of this presence undetermined. 

30. Rehabilitating the They: Cognition in Being-with 

The question of the someone leads to a cautious rehabilitation of the “they” (das Man). This is 
not directed against the concept of Dasein, but against its subsequent narrowing to an 
isolated, apparently self-sufficient subject. Already in Heidegger, Dasein is essentially Being-
with; the they designates a fundamental mode of this everyday being-with-one-another and 
not merely an external collection of other people. Its leveling possibilities remain open to 
criticism. For cognition, however, the they also has a productive side: it carries procedures, 
language, repeatability, correction, and institutional memory. 

In fact, one asks the question of Being in the plural. One inherits concepts, checks 
measurements, repeats experiments, programs procedures, pays for and organizes 
institutions, challenges results, and improves them. Cognition therefore does not remain 
within the interior space of an individual Dasein. It takes on Gestalt in a Being-with that 
outlasts individual contributions and makes them controllable. 

Physics offers a concrete illustration. In 2023, the ALPHA collaboration at CERN used ALPHA-
g to observe directly the influence of Earth's gravity on antihydrogen: within the precision of 
the measurement at the time, it fell downward and thus behaved consistently with ordinary 
attractive gravity. This does not refute every conceivable theory that might be labeled 
“antigravity”; but it does reject the simple expectation that antimatter should fall upward in 
Earth's gravitational field. 

Likewise, one does not “calculate” path integrals by a single universal algorithmic method. In 
suitable quantum and field-theoretic problems, path integrals are evaluated using jointly 
developed analytical and numerical procedures, including Monte Carlo methods on lattices. 
What matters for the present argument is not any particular technique, but the social and 
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methodological transmissibility of the procedure: one can learn it, implement it, test it, and 
improve it. 

Since the end of June 2026, the Large Hadron Collider has been in Long Shutdown 3; further 
parts of CERN's accelerator complex follow after the end of their operation in August. The 
shutdown serves maintenance, consolidation, and major upgrades for the High-Luminosity 
LHC and other facilities. This undertaking is funded and supported by the member states and 
international collaborations. Here too, “CERN” does not act like a single Dasein: one plans, 
builds, measures, finances, and assumes responsibility together. 

Source note on the CERN examples: CERN, “ALPHA experiment at CERN observes the influence of gravity on 
antimatter,” 27 September 2023; CERN, “Long Shutdown 3,” continuously updated project page, status 8 August 2026. 

The they thereby acquires an epistemological point. An individual I can refine an ontological 
question; yet its concepts, counterexamples, and references to measurement are already 
carried by a shared equipmental whole. If this text attempts to place the relational question of 
the someone alongside the question of the something as an equal, it does so not because an 
individual Dasein could hardly live without that question. It does so because, in language, 
criticism, and shared procedures, one can actually make headway by the meter with such 
questions. 

The they does not only level. It transmits, tests, corrects, and carries cognition beyond 
the individual Dasein. 

31. The Twofold Null Hypothesis 

The argument so far does not establish a positive ontology of closed objects or closed 
subjects. It therefore permits a methodological double posit, deliberately understood here as 
a null hypothesis rather than a proven proposition. A null hypothesis in this philosophical 
sense designates the most economical possible starting assumption, retained as long as no 
sufficient reasons for revision are available. It does not logically compel a reversal of the 
burden of proof; rather, it makes explicit which additional ontological assumptions are initially 
not to be made. 

Null hypothesis 1: As long as there are no sufficient reasons to the contrary, it is not 
presupposed that objects exist as independent, sharply bounded, and completely self-
identical things. 

This hypothesis does not deny that we can distinguish, name, and successfully handle 
objects. It only suspends the assumption that the object boundaries thus formed may simply 
be taken as the ultimate ontological boundaries of what is present. The preceding 
considerations concerning thresholds, binary answers, fractal boundaries, structure, and 
Gestalt argue precisely for distinguishing the articulation of an object from the structure of 
what is present. 

Null hypothesis 2: As long as there are no sufficient reasons to the contrary, it is not 
presupposed that subjects exist as independent, sharply bounded, and completely self-
identical beings. 
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This hypothesis likewise does not deny experience, perspectivity, questioning, interpretation, 
or action. It merely suspends the stronger ontological claim that all of these must be 
grounded in an isolable, self-identical bearer called a subject. Precisely the previously 
rehabilitated dimension of the they and of Being-with makes it possible initially to describe the 
performances of questioning and interpreting relationally, without already presupposing a 
substantialist theory of the subject. 

Two qualifications nevertheless stand in front of both null hypotheses. They prevent 
methodological economy from tipping over into an ontology of mere nothing or complete 
undifferentiation. 

But 1 — Structure: There may be no objects in the strong sense of independent, 
conclusively bounded things. Nevertheless, within the argument so far, a minimal 
structure of what is found cannot be entirely eliminated. For wherever answers do not 
nihilate, wherever differences adhere at the resistance of what is present, and wherever 
different considerations do not arbitrarily produce the same results, at least a minimal 
difference-effect or capacity for differentiation must be posited. This structure is weaker 
than a finished object, but stronger than complete undifferentiation. 

object-skepticism  +  non-nihilation  ⇒  at least minimal structure on the side of what is 
present 

But 2 — Gestalt: There may be no subjects in the strong sense of isolated, self-identical 
beings. Nevertheless, questions, distinctions, and interpretations occur. These 
performances require at least an instance of questioning and interpretation in a 
functional, not necessarily substantialist sense. How this instance is concretely 
constituted remains open: singular or plural, personal or distributed, linguistic, 
prelinguistic or nonlinguistic, articulating binarily or in many-valued form. What would be 
untenable is to determine it at the same time as a completely unarticulated no one while 
nevertheless attributing to it the performance of different questions and interpretations. 
Differential questionability and interpretation require at least a Gestalt of performance. 

subject-skepticism  +  questioning/interpreting  ⇒  at least relational Gestalt of an 
instance of performance 

Here again, Gestalt must not be equated with a finished subject. Gestalt designates the 
relational articulation in which a performance emerges under certain relations. An instance of 
questioning can therefore possess Gestalt without being presupposed as a closed substance. 
Likewise, minimal structure can be present without a classical object thereby already 
following. 

The twofold null hypothesis therefore does not lead to a symmetrical nihilism of object and 
subject. Rather, it reduces ontological commitments to two minimal remainders: structure on 
the side of what is present and relational Gestalt. Both are weaker than the classical concepts 
of object and subject, but stronger than nothing and no one, respectively. 
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No object as a necessary starting assumption. No subject as a necessary starting 
assumption. But structure and Gestalt cannot both be erased without remainder if 

relevant answers, questions, and interpretations are to occur at all. 

The preceding distinction between something and someone thereby acquires a 
methodological form. On the side of the something, the minimal question is: What structure 
must be present for something not to nihilate? On the side of the someone, it is: What Gestalt 
must a performance minimally assume for questions to be asked and answers interpreted 
without already presupposing a substantialist subject? 

The two null hypotheses are therefore not final theses, but disciplines of beginning. They 
prevent object and subject from being prematurely introduced as finished ontological units. At 
the same time, the positive minimal concepts of structure and Gestalt mark the limit of this 
economy: where difference carries and questioning happens, neither a completely 
structureless nothing nor a completely gestaltless no one is an adequate description. 

32. Condensed Overall Thesis 

Thinking determines by distinguishing. Even conceived emptiness appears only in contrast to 
non-emptiness. Unity is determinate unity only within the horizon of non-unity. With twoness, 
difference becomes explicitly relational. Difference opens the Between, but difference and 
the Between are not yet happening. Happening begins where distinguishable moments are 
ordered as the enactment of a transition. 

This transition possesses a minimal temporality without thereby already being metrically 
measured duration. Measurable time additionally requires a process of comparison and thus 
itself presupposes happening. 

The boundary question initially formulated as the emergence of the first difference is refined in 
the further course of the argument. Logically prior to an already determinate difference is the 
minimal capacity for differentiation of what is present: the structure by virtue of which 
different determinations can adhere under relation at all. An explanation must not 
simultaneously deny this capacity for differentiation while tacitly presupposing it in concepts 
such as possibility, transition, law, or responsiveness. 

Within an already differentiable or articulated structure, an epistemic-logical movement is 
added: questions single out differences, thresholds make them decidable, and instance 
formation stabilizes what is to count as a case of a distinction. These performances do not 
generate minimal capacity for differentiation out of nothing; under consideration they 
articulate determinate differences and Gestalten. 

manifoldness  →  question  →  threshold  →  instance  →  determinate answer 

The articulation of determinate differences has a relational equipment-character. What is 
encountered contributes possible diversities and resistances; question, respect, threshold, 
and instance formation contribute the form in which a diversity counts as a relevant 
difference. This double anchoring avoids both the idea of ready-labeled properties and the 
arbitrary production of differences by the observer. 
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what is present + consideration  →  doubly anchored articulation of difference 

Threshold and interval questions produce discrete structures of answer and instance. This 
discreteness is initially a form of access and, by itself, permits no unambiguous conclusion as 
to whether what is present is itself discretely or continuously structured. Ever finer finite 
refinements increase resolution without completely removing this epistemic difference. 

discrete access  ⇏  unambiguously discrete given 

A further consequence concerns the twoness of the answer. A binary threshold question can 
divide a continuous manifold of states into two answer classes. The discrete structure of the 
answer must therefore not be read as proof of a discrete structure of what is present. The form 
of the answer is a contribution of the question; which answer holds remains anchored in what 
is present. 

continuous or discrete manifoldness  →  binary question  →  discrete answer class 

At boundaries too, the form of access must be distinguished from the form of what is present. 
Binary membership questions can generate discrete samples of a boundary even though the 
boundary itself may be smooth, continuous, or fractally structured. The discreteness of 
answer and representation by itself supplies no ontological discreteness of what is 
represented. 

fractal or continuous boundary  →  binary query  →  discrete boundary representation 

The manifoldness of answers finally reveals a further ontological underdetermination. It has 
not been shown that one could never decide between an internally manifold unity and a unity 
that answers manifoldly only relationally. That would require demonstrating a principled 
equivalence of all possible interrogations of the two ontologies. What has been established is 
that the immediate inference from diversity of answers to a correspondingly articulated 
ontology is no longer permissible. 

diversity of answers  ⇏  unique ontology of manifoldness 

The question of the first difference is finally refined once more. An absolutely undifferentiated 
unity could not at the same time carry different capacities to answer without already being 
minimally differentiated. The logically prior condition is therefore formulated as capacity for 
differentiation: as a minimal structure anchored in what is present by virtue of which different 
determinations can adhere under relation at all. 

capacity for differentiation  →  relation  →  determinate difference  →  manifoldness 

The concept of nihilation allows the minimal threshold to be drawn still more tightly. A 
completely undifferentiated one is not identified with nothing; but if no possible relevant 
consideration can distinguish its presence from its non-presence, it “nihilates” in the sense 
used here. Non-nihilation begins where the presence of something carries a difference in at 
least one relation. 

non-nihilation  →  minimal difference-effect  →  capacity for differentiation 
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Between non-nihilation and developed manifoldness a further level must be distinguished: 
capacity for manifoldness. It designates an ontologically real capacity for differentiation that 
need not yet be divided into finished states. Pure potentiality without ontological 
consequence is insufficient; concrete differences, however, need not pre-exist. 

difference-effect  →  capacity for manifoldness  →  determinate difference  →  
manifoldness 

Capacity for manifoldness thereby acquires the status of a transcendental condition in a weak 
sense. It is neither analytically derived from the concept of the one nor merely asserted as an 
empirical fact. Rather: if a given is to be able to carry differential answers, minimal capacity 
for differentiation must be presupposed. The counterfactual test makes this condition visible: 
if what is present were absolutely undifferentiated, no differing determination could adhere to 
it. 

differential responsiveness  ⇒  minimal capacity for differentiation 

The weakly transcendental condition can finally be differentiated through structure and 
Gestalt. Capacity for differentiation designates the minimal structure on the side of what is 
present that can carry differential response; Gestalt designates the relational articulation of 
this structure under consideration. Gestalt is thus equipmental and doubly anchored: it 
depends on the mode of access while remaining bound to the resistance of what is present. 

minimal structure / capacity for differentiation  +  consideration  →  Gestalt 

0  →  1  →  capacity for differentiation  →  2 / determinate difference  →  the Between  →  
manifoldness  →  transition  →  happening 

happening  <->  minimal temporality 

happening  →  comparative happening  →  measurable duration 

In the shortest form, the defensible core can be stated as follows: 

First: determinacy presupposes distinguishability. 

Second: twoness is the minimal explicitly relational difference. 

Third: a difference A ≠ B is logically not yet happening and, by itself, presupposes no time. 

Fourth: happening presupposes at least an articulated manifold of distinguishable moments 
and a relation of transition between them. 

Fifth: an open philosophy of happening may additionally assume a manifold of possible 
continuations, but it must identify this stronger modal thesis as such. 

Sixth: transition and minimal temporality are structurally connected; no metrically determined 
duration follows from this alone. 

Seventh: measurable time presupposes a physical process of change or comparison. 
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Eighth: time and happening therefore do not stand in a simple one-sided order of priority. 
Happening is constitutive for the measurability of time; minimal temporality is constitutive for 
happening in the sense of transition. 

Ninth: over the course of the argument, the emanation problem is sharpened from the 
question of a “first difference” to the logically prior question of minimal capacity for 
differentiation. The sketch provides no mechanism of production for this, but it sharpens the 
condition of any solution: the required minimal structure must not be completely denied while 
nevertheless being presupposed in concepts such as possibility, transition, law, or 
responsiveness. 

Tenth: questioning is a performance of difference-formation within an already articulated 
manifold. The question singles out a distinction, the threshold fixes its range of validity, and 
instance formation stabilizes cases. These contributions remain bound to the resistance of 
what is encountered. 

Eleventh: relevant differences possess a relational equipment-character. They are neither 
arbitrarily produced nor merely found ready-made. What is present and consideration form a 
double anchoring: resistance on one side, question, respect, threshold, and instance 
formation on the other. 

Twelfth: the discreteness of questions, thresholds, answers, and instances does not by itself 
permit an unambiguous inference to a discrete ontology of what is present. Likewise, 
apparent continuity does not prove ontological continuity. The form of access and the form of 
what is encountered remain distinguishable. 

Thirteenth: the twoness of an answer does not presuppose a discrete twoness in what is 
present. A continuous structure of states or development can be divided by question and 
threshold into two answer classes. The twoness of the answer must therefore be 
distinguished epistemic-logically from an ontic twoness of states. 

Fourteenth: binary membership questions can represent non-discrete, in particular fractally 
structured, boundaries in discrete answers or samples. It does not follow that the boundary 
itself is discretely composed. The structure of what is present, the structure of the question, 
and the structure of answer representation are not necessarily isomorphic. 

Fifteenth: the manifoldness of answers does not straightforwardly prove that what is present 
itself is manifoldly constituted in the same way. A principled undecidability between an 
internally manifold unity and a unity that responds manifoldly only relationally has not thereby 
been proved; it would require equivalence under all in-principle possible interrogations of the 
two ontologies. The resulting fundamental question sharpens the classical question of being: 
What minimum of difference- or answer-structure must that which is possess for distinction 
and happening to be possible? 

Sixteenth: the logically prior condition of concrete difference is not necessarily an already 
finished twoness, but the capacity for differentiation of what is present. Unity and 
manifoldness do not exclude one another; what is excluded is ascribing real capacity for 
difference to an absolutely undifferentiated one at the same time. Capacity for differentiation 
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designates the minimal ontological responsiveness by virtue of which determinate differences 
can adhere under relation. 

Seventeenth: “nihilation” (Nichten) here designates not ontological identity with nothing, but 
the indistinguishability of an assumed given from its non-presence with respect to all 
admissible considerations. A one does not nihilate as soon as its presence carries a 
difference in at least one relation. This minimal difference-effect refines the capacity for 
differentiation introduced above and marks, within this approach, the most elementary 
threshold of relevant determinability. 

Eighteenth: a responsive given is manifold-like without therefore already having to be a 
developed manifold. Between absolute undifferentiation and finished multiplicity lies an 
ontologically real capacity for manifoldness or differentiation. It must be anchored in what is 
present insofar as different answers are not produced entirely by consideration; its concrete 
differences, however, need not pre-exist as finished alternatives. 

Nineteenth: the requirement of minimal capacity for differentiation is to be understood as 
transcendental in a weak sense. It follows neither purely analytically from the concept of the 
one nor is it merely posited as an empirical finding. It designates a necessary condition of the 
possibility of differential responsiveness: if a given is to be capable of carrying different 
determinations, it cannot be absolutely undifferentiated. The counterfactual assumption of 
complete undifferentiation serves as a test through which this modal necessity becomes 
visible. 

Twentieth: structure and Gestalt are complementary, not synonymous. Structure designates 
the minimal order or differentiability on the side of what is present that makes differential 
response possible; Gestalt designates the equipmental-relational articulation of this 
structure under a particular consideration. A Gestalt presupposes supporting structure but 
does not determine it ontologically in a unique way. Structure carries; Gestalt appears — and 
it appears at the resistance of structure. 

Twenty-first: the twofold null hypothesis suspends the strong ontological assumption of 
independent, sharply bounded, and completely self-identical objects just as it suspends that 
of corresponding subjects. Yet it does not lead to structureless nothing or a gestaltless no 
one: relevant responsiveness requires at least minimal structure on the side of what is 
present; questioning and interpretation require at least a relational Gestalt of performance. 
Structure is not yet an object; Gestalt is not yet a subject. 

Twenty-second: linguistically articulable and transmissible cognition presupposes 
distinguishable conditions of validity and instance formation. Question-answer systems are 
not necessarily the genesis of every cognition, but they can serve as a general form of 
reconstruction and testing. Binary tests of individual answer candidates permit no inference 
to a binary ontology of the supporting structure. 

Twenty-third: responsiveness requires more than output. A responsive given must react 
differentially and with statistical stability to differences among questions or conditions. Pure 
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chance independent of the question can be observed as output, but it nihilates with respect to 
the content of the question. 

Twenty-fourth: the boundary question “something or nothing?” on the side of structure can 
heuristically be paired with the boundary question “someone or no one?” on the side of the 
equipment-context. The second question introduces Dasein, Being-with, and the relational 
articulation of Gestalt into ontology without replacing the first. 

Twenty-fifth: cognition is not merely the achievement of an isolated Dasein. In the they and in 
Being-with, language, procedures, measurements, institutions, and corrections are 
transmitted. Alongside its possible leveling, the they therefore has an epistemically 
productive function: it carries testable Gestalten beyond individual performances. 

33. Conclusion: Capacity for Differentiation as the First Threshold 

The central intuition remains, but its first threshold has shifted over the course of the 
investigation. The number two does not generate happening, and an already finished twoness 
is not the logically earliest condition either. Earlier lies the capacity for differentiation: a given 
that, in the sense developed here, does not nihilate must at least be structured in such a way 
that its presence can carry a difference under a relation. Only when this minimal difference-
effect is articulated under a consideration do determinate differences and Gestalten emerge. 

Thus neither classical objects nor classical subjects are presupposed as finished ontological 
starting units. The twofold null hypothesis initially leaves both strong positings open. Yet it 
cannot erase structure and Gestalt without remainder as well. Wherever something answers 
differentially, minimal structure on the side of what is present is required; wherever 
questioning, distinguishing, and interpretation occur, at least a relational Gestalt of 
performance emerges. Structure is not yet an object; Gestalt is not yet a subject. Structure 
carries; Gestalt appears — and it does not appear freely, but at the resistance of structure. 

Even this does not yet yield happening. A determinate difference can remain static. 
Happening begins only when distinguishable moments are ordered as moments of a 
transition. Minimal temporality goes together with this transition; metrically measurable 
duration arises only where happening is compared through further happening. The revised 
sequence is therefore: capacity for differentiation → determinate difference → the Between → 
manifoldness → transition → happening; happening <-> minimal temporality; comparative 
happening → measurable time. 

The classical question “Why is there something rather than nothing?” is not answered by this, 
but it is refined. Alongside it stands the weakly transcendental question: What minimal 
structure must a something possess for it not to nihilate and for differential response to 
become possible at all? On the side of Gestalt stands the relational sister-question: 
“Someone or no one?” It too does not necessarily require an isolated subject, but it does 
require an instance of performance in which questions and interpretations take on Gestalt. 
The they and Being-with therefore do not merely belong to the background of cognition; they 
carry language, procedure, testing, and transmission beyond the individual performance. 
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The arc therefore does not lead from a finished nothing to finished things and subjects. It 
leads from the boundary of indistinguishability to minimal difference-effect, from there to 
capacity for differentiation, structure, and relational Gestalt, onward to determinate 
differences, manifoldness, and transition — and only then to happening and measurable time. 
No more than this has been proved. But once relevant answers, questions, and 
interpretations occur, less cannot be said without loss either. Perhaps that is precisely how 
one makes philosophical headway by the metre: not leaping farther than the next supporting 
difference reaches. 


