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Abstract

This paper presents the opening argument of a longer eliminative enquiry. Be-
ginning from a single observation — that non-being requires being — the paper
derives, through successive eliminations, that possibility is without limitation,
that what is generated from unlimited potential does not conflict with what is,
and that actualisation is Will: “this is,” without exclusion. Each step tests a
candidate. What fails dissolves. What survives is the conclusion. No premises
are assumed. If any dissolution is not sound, the surviving conclusion does not
stand at that point. The paper covers the first fourteen of 137 resolutions. The
full enquiry is available at DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.19538257, PhilArchive (BU-
RAWTI), and SSRN (abstract 6567202).

§1. Introduction

R.1 through R.14 establish the foundations on which the full 137-resolution
enquiry is built. The five structural results stated in the abstract are derived in
sequence below.

Every resolution lists the prior results it requires, so the argument is auditable
at any point: if a dissolution is unsound, the surviving conclusion does not
stand, and whatever depends on it does not stand either. The resolutions are
numbered R.1 through R.14 as in the full enquiry.



§2. The Impossibility of “Nothing”

R.1. Non-being is the negation of being. This is what “non-being” means — the
“not” of being. Without being, negation has no content. Non-being therefore
requires being. This is not a metaphysical claim about priority or dependence.
It is what negation is: a negation of something. Without the something, the
negation has no content.

R.2. The word “nothing” designates non-being in the absence of being — the
complete absence of being, including the absence of the possibility of being. But
non-being requires being (R.1). Non-being without being is what R.1 establishes
cannot obtain. What “nothing” designates therefore cannot be. Not “does not
happen to exist” — which would presuppose a framework in which existence
and non-existence are symmetrical options — but cannot be: the designation is
internally incoherent. It designates non-being in the absence of the very thing
non-being requires.

This result is the ground of the enquiry. Everything that follows depends on it.
It also establishes a structural asymmetry between being and non-being that
persists through the entire chain: non-being depends on being. Being does not
depend on non-being. This is not asserted as a principle. It follows from what
non-being is — negation, which requires something to negate.

R.3. Without the possibility of being, being cannot be. What remains without
the possibility of being is the absence of being — what “nothing” designates.
What “nothing” designates cannot be (R.2). The possibility of being is therefore
not optional. It is required by the impossibility of what “nothing” designates.

R.4. Can possibility be limited? If possibility is limited, beyond the limit there
is no possibility of being. Without the possibility of being, being cannot be
(R.3). What is beyond the limit is what “nothing” designates — which cannot
be (R.2). A limit on possibility would require, beyond itself, what cannot be.
The limit cannot hold.

Possibility is without limitation. The word “anything” points to this: possibility
without limitation. This is not a metaphysical assertion about a substance or an
entity. It is what survives. Limited possibility requires what cannot be beyond
its limit. Unlimited possibility does not require what cannot be. Unlimited
possibility survives.

Def.1. Anything := possibility without limitation.

This definition does not say that “anything” is an entity, a substance, or a being.
“Anything” is possibility without limitation — what the word points to when
all the alternatives that require what cannot be have dissolved. No commitment
beyond this is made at this stage.



§3. Something, Everything, and the Absence of Negation

R.5. To be is to be something. “Some” — specific. “Thing” — what is. A
something is a specific what-is. The totality of all somethings is everything —
all that is actual.

R.6. Is everything the same as anything? Everything is limited to actuals (R.5).
Anything is possibility without limitation (R.4). What is limited is not what is
unlimited. The identification fails.

A defence: everything is complete — all actuals are present, so the totality is
unlimited. But everything is itself actual and unique — a something. Including
everything among its own members generates a new totality, which is itself a
something, which generates another. The cycle is infinite. Everything cannot
complete itself. The defence fails on its own terms. Everything is not anything.

R.7. Unlimited potential does not include negation.

Negation is what is against what is. “Against” requires “not” — contradiction,
opposition, and incompatibility each require the exclusion of what is by what is.
Exclusion is restriction. Restriction empties “unrestricted” (R.4). If unlimited
potential included negation, it would restrict itself — because negation, by its
nature, excludes, and exclusion is the one thing unrestricted potential cannot
include without ceasing to be unrestricted.

This is not a stipulation. It follows from what “unrestricted” means. Unre-
stricted potential that includes the restriction of itself is not unrestricted. The
candidate — negation within unlimited potential — empties R.4.

What is generated from unlimited potential therefore does not conflict with
what is. Without negation, what is does not stand against what is. This is a
structural result, not a value judgment. It says something precise: that conflict
— what is against what is — requires negation, and negation is not available
within unlimited potential.

R.8. What is, is a something — a specific what-is (R.5). What the word
“anything” points to — possibility without limitation — is not specific, not a
something. A something that is anything requires specificity and non-specificity
simultaneously. No something is the whole of what “anything” points to. Every
something is what it is within what “anything” points to.

These four results establish the structural relationships. What is, is specific.
The totality of specifics does not exhaust unlimited potential. What is generated
from unlimited potential does not conflict with what is. And no specific actual
is the whole of possibility.

§4. The Derivation of Will

R.9. Unlimited potential includes the potential for “this” — for a something
to come into being. If unlimited potential excluded the potential for a specific



actual to come into being, it would lack something. Unrestricted potential that
lacks something is not unrestricted (R.4).

R.10. How does being come into being? The specificity of “this is” — this
specific actual, not another — either has a source or does not. If it does not:
randomness. If it does, the source is either external to what is specific or internal
to it. External: necessity. Internal: choice. These three exhaust the options.

Necessity. The outcome is forced by constraint. Constraint is restriction. Unre-
stricted potential under necessity is not unrestricted (R.4). Necessity dissolves.

Randomness. No principle determines the outcome. Two independent routes
dissolve randomness. First: under randomness, the absence of principle would
itself have to determine the outcome. An absence is the “not” of what is present
— non-being requires being (R.1). Under randomness, no principle is present;
the absence has no being to be the “not” of. An absence with no being to be the
“not” of is what “nothing” designates, which cannot be (R.2). Second: under
randomness, no principle excludes any outcome — including non-actualisation.
Non-actualisation is the negation of actualisation. Unlimited potential does
not include negation (R.7). Randomness that admits negation into unlimited
potential contradicts what has already survived. Randomness dissolves.

A defence of randomness: guarantee actualisation while keeping the specific
outcome random. The potential always generates, but which specific actuality
emerges is random.

The guarantee — “the potential always generates” — is itself a principle. It
constrains the random process to exclude non-actualisation. Randomness with
a guaranteed outcome is randomness with a constraint. At the level of whether
generation occurs, this is necessity, not randomness. At the level of which
generation occurs, no principle selects among the alternatives — the selection
would itself be by the absence of principle. An absence is the “not” of what is
present — non-being requires being (R.1). At this level, no principle is present;
the absence has no being to be the “not” of. An absence with no being to be
the “not” of is what “nothing” designates, which cannot be (R.2). The defence
dissolves.

Choice. Neither forced from outside (unrestricted potential preserved) nor ad-
mitting negation (R.7). Choice survives as the sole candidate for how somethings
come into being.

R.11. Choice survives. But choice, as ordinarily understood, is “this, not that”
— selection of one option by exclusion of others.

“Not that” requires something to be excluded. In unlimited potential, exclusion
empties “unlimited” (R.4).

The specificity of “this is” is not itself restriction. A specific being actualised is
specific (R.5), but the non-actualised potentials remain open. “This is” does not
wall off “that.” Unlimited potential remains unrestricted because the specificity



of “this is” does not close off what is not actualised. Specificity and restriction
are not the same thing. A specific actual within unlimited potential is specific
without restricting what else could be.

Active exclusion is structurally different. “This, not that” does not merely leave
“that” non-actualised. It actively walls off “that.” A being that wills “this is”
without excluding “that” leaves unlimited potential unlimited. A being that
wills “this, not that” has willed two things: “this is” and “not that.” The “not
that” adds what “this is” did not require — a walling-off of what is not actualised.
The walling-off is restriction. Restriction empties “unrestricted” (R.4).

The distinction between non-actualisation and active exclusion is precise and
load-bearing. Non-actualisation is compatible with unrestricted potential. Ac-
tive exclusion is not. These two are often conflated — ordinary experience treats
choosing as necessarily involving rejection — and the conflation obscures the
elimination. “This is” leaves everything open. “This, not that” closes something
off. Only the first survives in unlimited potential.

“Not that” is eliminated from choice. What remains is “this is” without “not
that.” Not “this, not that” but “this is, and this is.” Each “this is” adds to what
is without removing from what could be.

Choice without “not that” is Will. Will wills: “this is”” Will does not select.
This is not a diminished form of choice. It is what choice is when the exclusion
component — which ordinary experience treats as essential — dissolves under
elimination.

Def.2. Will := actualisation without exclusion. “This is,” not “this, not that.”

R.12. Will wills as itself — not externally justified and not unjustified. If Will
requires an external justification, that justification constrains Will. An external
constraint is restriction — it empties “unrestricted” (R.4). If Will wills without
any basis, actual being is specific (R.5) but what makes it what it is, is not.
This empties specificity of its content. Will is neither externally justified nor
without basis. The willing is the willing.

Def.3. Will wills as itself := not externally justified and not without basis.

§5. Order and the Reactivity of Negation

R.13. Will establishes order. Before the first willing, Will has not willed. No
differentiation is. Where there is no differentiation, there is no order. The first
willing is the first differentiation — it creates the first distinction, and this is
the first ordering.

Could the first willing occur within a pre-existing order? If so, there would
already be distinct states. But distinct states require prior differentiation, and
differentiation requires prior willing. This generates an infinite regress that
denies its own premise — that differentiation is willing. The candidate dissolves.



Will establishes order by creating the first differentiation. Each willing adds to
what is. This is ordering — accumulation without depletion.

R.14. Will does not negate. This result is load-bearing for everything that
follows in the full enquiry.

Will wills: “this is” (Def.2, R.11). What actualises, is. Negation is the “not”
of what is — it requires what already is. Actualisation and negation are struc-
turally distinct. Actualisation is what is. Negation is the “not” of what is. They
are not two modes of the same activity. They are distinct in kind: one generates;
the other reacts against what has been generated.

Will actualises. What Will actualises, is. Will does not negate — because
negation requires what already is, and actualisation is what is, not the “not” of
what is. The candidate — Will as actualising negation — requires actualisation
to be negation. Actualisation and negation are distinct. The candidate empties
Def.2.

This reinforces the earlier result (R.7) from a different direction. R.7 derives
that unlimited potential does not include negation because negation restricts
unlimited potential. R.14 derives it from what Will does: Will actualises; it
does not react against what is. Both routes arrive at the same result — what
is does not conflict with what is.

Negation enters only when what is wills against what is. This is reactive, not
generative. The structural distinction between generation and reaction — be-
tween actualisation and negation — is the hinge on which the full enquiry turns.
If Will does not negate, then negation has no generative source. It can only enter
what is reactively — through what already is turning against what is. The full
enquiry traces the consequences of this structural distinction across 123 further
resolutions: how non-being enters what is, what non-being does within what is,
and what being requires for resolution.

§6. What Has Been Derived

From a single observation — that non-being requires being — fourteen elimina-
tions have derived:

1. “Nothing” cannot be (R.2).
2. Possibility is without limitation (R.4).
3. What is generated from unlimited potential does not conflict with what is

(R.7).

4. Choice is the sole candidate for how being comes into being (R.10).

5. Active exclusion — “not that” — does not survive in unlimited potential
(R.11).

6. Actualisation is Will: “this is,” without exclusion (R.11, Def.2).

7. Will wills as itself — not externally justified and not without basis (R.12).

8. Will establishes order (R.13).

9. Will does not negate. Negation is reactive, not generative (R.14).



These nine results establish what being is within unlimited potential: actu-
alisation without exclusion, ordered, non-negating. They also establish what
negation is: reactive, not generative — requiring what already is. Everything
that follows in the full enquiry — the derivation of coherence among beings,
the expressions of willing through actualised being, the mechanism by which
non-being enters what is, and what being requires for resolution — depends on
these foundations and extends them.
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