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Section 1: The Axiom

1.1 The Question Reframed

"Why is there something rather than nothing?" This question, posed by Leibniz and echoed through centuries of
philosophy, is typically treated as the deepest of mysteries—perhaps unanswerable, perhaps pointing toward

transcendent explanation.

We propose a different approach: the question contains a false presupposition. It assumes that nothingness is a
coherent alternative to existence, a state that might have obtained but mysteriously does not. We argue that
absolute nothingness is not a coherent alternative. It is logically impossible. The question is not "why something

rather than nothing?" but "what must existence be like, given that nothing cannot exist?"

1.2 The Axiom

We begin with a single axiom, expressed in modal logic:

ON — =N

In words: If absolute nothingness is possible, then absolute nothingness does not obtain.
Let us define terms precisely:

N = absolute nothingness: the complete absence of anything whatsoever—no objects, no properties, no

relations, no structure, no logic, no possibility, no framework of any kind.
ON =it is possible that N obtains (using standard modal operator for possibility)
—N = N does not obtain; absolute nothingness is not the case

"Obtain" = to be actualized, to be the case, to hold as a state of affairs. This philosophical term avoids

ambiguities in words like "exist" when discussing existence itself.

The axiom states that the mere possibility of absolute nothingness entails its non-actuality. This is not a

contingent claim about our universe but a logical necessity inherent in the concept of nothingness itself.

1.3 The Proof

We demonstrate the axiom through formal proof.
Definitions:

e Let N = "absolute nothingness obtains"



e Let F(x) = "x requires a conceptual framework to be considered"

e Let E(F) ="a conceptual framework exists"
Axioms:

e Al: F(N) — Absolute nothingness requires a conceptual framework to be considered as a possibility

o A2: Vx[F(x) — E(F)] — If something requires a framework to be considered, that framework exists

(when the consideration occurs)

e A3: E(F) —» —“N — If any framework exists, then absolute nothingness does not obtain

Proof:

1. F(N)— from Al

2. F(N) — E(F) — from A2, instantiation
3. E(F)— from 1, 2, modus ponens

4. E(F) » ~N — from A3

5. "N — from 3, 4, modus ponens

6. ON — F(N) — Modal principle: to consider something possible requires a framework for that

consideration
7. ON — E(F) — from 6, 2, hypothetical syllogism

8. ON — —~N — from 7, 4, hypothetical syllogism

Therefore: ON — —N

The proof's key move occurs at step 6: to consider absolute nothingness as a possibility requires a framework—
conceptual structure, logical relations, the apparatus of possibility itself. But any such framework is something,

not nothing. The very act of entertaining nothingness as possible already contradicts it.

1.4 The Contrapositive

The contrapositive of any implication P — Q is “Q — —P, and the two are logically equivalent. The

contrapositive of our axiom is:

N — -ON

In words: If absolute nothingness obtains, then absolute nothingness is not possible.



This equivalent formulation has its own intuitive force: if there were truly nothing—absolutely nothing—then
there would be no possibility, no modal structure, no "could be otherwise." Nothingness, if actual, would

preclude even its own possibility.

Both formulations point to the same self-undermining character of absolute nothingness. The concept cannot be

coherently maintained.

1.5 The Self-Referential Character

What makes nothingness logically impossible is its self-referential incoherence. Most concepts can be defined
and considered without contradiction. We can coherently discuss unicorns (non-existent but conceivable),
square circles (impossible but definable as impossible), or empty sets (containing nothing but existing as

mathematical objects).
Absolute nothingness is different. It cannot be coherently considered because:

1. To consider it requires a framework of consideration
2. Any framework is something rather than nothing

3. Therefore, considering nothingness instantiates its opposite

This is not a limitation of human cognition or language. It is a feature of the concept itself. Nothingness is

essentially self-undermining—it belongs to the rare class of concepts that defeat themselves in being conceived.

The empty set @ of mathematics is instructive here. The empty set contains no elements, yet the empty set itself
exists as a well-defined mathematical object with properties (it is a subset of every set, it has cardinality zero,
etc.). "Nothing" in the sense of an empty collection is coherent. But absolute nothingness—the absence of even

the framework that could define an empty set—collapses under its own weight.

1.6 Temporal Independence

A crucial feature of this argument: we have not assumed time exists.

The impossibility of nothingness is logical, not temporal. We are not claiming "nothingness existed and then
something came to exist" or "nothingness could not persist through time." Such claims would presuppose

temporal structure.

Rather, we claim: in any framework capable of entertaining the question—which is to say, any framework
whatsoever—absolute nothingness is ruled out. The axiom is framework-independent in this sense: every

possible framework for reasoning already constitutes something rather than nothing.

From "nothing cannot exist" it follows that "nothing cannot ever exist"—but the word "ever" here does not

presuppose time. It means: there is no possible framework, no possible state of affairs, no possible consideration



in which absolute nothingness obtains. The impossibility is comprehensive precisely because it is logical rather

than contingent on any particular structure like time.

1.7 Existence as Resolution

The axiom reframes the status of existence itself.

Existence is not a mystery requiring explanation. It is not an inexplicable brute fact. It is not the result of a

creation event from prior nothingness. Rather, existence is the resolution of the paradox inherent in nothingness.

There was never a "state of nothing" that gave rise to something—such a state is logically impossible. Existence
is necessary because its absence is self-contradictory. The question "why is there something rather than

nothing?" dissolves: there could not have been nothing.

This does not explain why existence has any particular character—why these physical laws, why this universe,
why anything specific. Those questions remain. But the bare fact of existence, that something rather than

nothing obtains, is not mysterious. It is logically required.

1.8 Between Impossible Extremes

If absolute nothingness is impossible, we might ask: what about its apparent opposite? Is absolute everything

possible—a state where all conceivable things exist simultaneously?
Absolute everything faces its own paradoxes:

¢ Could mutually contradictory states coexist (both A and —A)?
e Could logically incompatible objects exist together?

e The "set of all sets" generates Russell's paradox

Just as nothingness is self-undermining, totality is self-contradicting. A state containing "everything" would

have to contain its own negation, contradictory properties, impossible objects.

This suggests that actuality exists between two impossible extremes:
0 < actuality < oo
Neither absolute nothingness (the lower bound) nor absolute totality (the upper bound) can obtain. What exists

must lie in the bounded region between them—the domain of logically consistent possibility.

This observation will become central in Section 2, where we characterize the "viable region" of configurations:
bounded below (each constraint must be non-zero, or distinction fails and we approach nothingness) and

bounded above (each constraint must be non-maximal, or coherence fails and we approach contradiction).



1.9 What Follows

From this single axiom—<®N — ~N—we will derive the structure of existence.

Section 2 establishes that the minimum structure consistent with the axiom is relation. Distinction requires
something distinguished from something else; a bare "something" with nothing to distinguish it from collapses
into the nothingness that cannot exist. From this, we derive the five constraints necessary for robust

distinguishability, and characterize the geometry of possible configurations.

Section 3 develops the dynamics: how configurations relate through gradient structure, how the potential ® =

In(€Q/K) organizes the space of possibilities.

Section 4 addresses the emergence of causality and time from configurations with sufficient complexity—
specifically, why temporal structure requires three or more relational features while simpler configurations

remain atemporal.

Section 5 examines implications for physical theory, noting parallels to existing formalisms (particularly
Finster's Causal Fermion Systems) that may provide mathematical machinery for the framework.

Section 6 concludes with open questions, empirical implications, and directions for future development.

The entire framework unfolds from unpacking what "nothing cannot exist" requires. We do not add

assumptions; we extract consequences. The axiom is the seed; the structure of existence is what grows from it.





