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Abstract

We introduce a projection-based semantic interpretation of differentiation within the
Universal Theory of Differentiation (UTD), reframing acts of distinction as structured pro-
jections of relational patterns. Building on UTD’s categorical and topos-theoretic founda-
tions, we extend the formalism with a recursive theory of differentiational convergence. We
define Stable Differentiational Identities (SDIs) as the terminal forms of recursive differ-
entiation, prove their uniqueness and hierarchical organization, and derive a transparency
theorem showing that systems capable of stable recursion can reflect upon their own struc-
ture. These results support an ontological model in which complexity, identity, and se-
mantic expressibility emerge from structured difference. Applications span logic, semantics,
quantum mechanics, and machine learning, with experiments validating the structural and
computational power of the framework.

1 Introduction

The Universal Theory of Differentiation (UTD) offers a categorical framework for modeling
structured distinctions across disciplines, from logic and algebra to semantics and quantum
mechanics, as described in the foundational work by Spirin [I]. Unlike traditional approaches
that rely on predefined objects or relations, UTD takes acts of differentiation, expressed as
triadic distinctions of the form Dj(a,b, @), as primitive constructs. These acts form a hierar-
chy of categories A,, each constituting an elementary topos with rich logical, algebraic, and
computational properties. This structure enables UTD to unify diverse systems under a single
formalism, providing a universal lens for analyzing distinctions.

This paper proposes a semantic reformulation of differentiation as a projection of relational
structures onto aspects, simplifying the interpretation of UTD’s core constructs, including un-
definedness, stability, and higher-order reflection, while aligning with its topos-theoretic founda-
tions. The projection-based approach is driven by the need for an intuitive and computationally
feasible model that connects UTD’s abstract framework with practical applications. By repre-
senting Dj(a, b, o) as a projection m, (R, ), distinctions are grounded in relational structures,
facilitating both theoretical analysis and practical implementation. The contributions of this
work encompass a range of novel results, including structural properties like aspect composi-
tion, stability invariance, and contextual pullbacks; reflexive composition that scales projections
across the A, hierarchy; logical completeness that expresses intuitionistic logic through projec-
tion compositions; computational optimization for efficient projection algorithms; categorical
structures defining a topos of projections; and advanced properties such as dynamic evolu-
tion, probabilistic projections, and topological continuity. These results, supported by rigorous
proofs leveraging the topos structure of A, significantly enhance UTD’s theoretical and prac-
tical scope. The framework is applied to diverse domains, including constructive reasoning in
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logic, ontology clustering in semantics, state classification in quantum mechanics, graph analysis
in data processing, feature extraction in machine learning, anomaly detection in signal process-
ing, and spatial analysis in computer vision, establishing the projective approach as a versatile
tool for interdisciplinary research.

2 Overview of UTD

The Universal Theory of Differentiation (UTD) provides a categorical foundation for model-
ing distinctions as fundamental operations [I]. Below, we summarize its core components to
contextualize the projective semantics.

Definition 1 (Differentiation Act). A first-order differentiation act is Dj (a, b, @), where a,b € X
(entities) and o € A (aspects) represents the distinction mode. Dj(a, b, o) € Aj.

UTD constructs a hierarchy A,,:
L] ObjeCtS: Acts Dn(dl, (52, Oé), (51, 0o € Ap_1.
e Morphisms: Preserve contextual structure.

e Higher-order: A, reflects distinctions in A,,.

Theorem 1 (Topos Structure, [1]). Each A, is an elementary topos with subobject classifier
Q,, finite limits, exponentials, and a Grothendieck topology on C,, enabling intuitionistic logic
and sheaves.

Definition 2 (Stability). An act 6 € A, is stable if D,,;1(6,6) = Z,,, where Z,, is terminal in
Ay

Theorem 2 (Universality, [I]). Any distinction system (5, .4) embeds into A, via F': S — A,,.

UTD’s applications include algebra, logic, semantics, and quantum mechanics. Its compu-
tational complexity is polynomial for D; but exponential for D, 1, motivating the projective
semantics proposed here.

3 Differentiation as Projection

Let X be a domain, R C X x X relational differences, o € A an aspect.
Definition 3 (Relational Projection). For R, between a,b € X,
Ta t Rap — A1
yields a first-order act.
Definition 4 (Projectional Differentiation).
Di(a,b, @) := mo(Rap) € Ay
Definition 5 (Undefined Differentiation). If m, (R, ) is inapplicable,

Di(a,b,a) = L
Example 1 (Algebraic Projection). For X =7Z,a=3,b=4, a = +,
Dl (37 47 +) =7

If « is division by zero, Di(a,b, o) = L.
Example 2 (Semantic Projection). For a = “tree”, b = “forest”, a = part-whole,
Dy (“tree”, “forest”, part-whole) = “inclusion”

If o = color, Dy (“tree”, “forest”, color) = L.



4 Structural Consequences
Proposition 1 (Aspect Composition). If Dj(a, b, «) and D1 (b, c, ) are defined,
Di(a,c, a0 f) := Taop(Rayc)

induces a monoidal structure on A.

Proof. «o 3 applies 3 to Ry, then a to R, . Associativity and identity ensure monoidality.

Proposition 2 (Stability as Projective Invariance). § € A,, is stable if

o (Ta(8)) =

«

Proof. Stability implies D,,4+1(,0) = Z,,. W;E(In) =J.

Proposition 3 (Pullback of Differentiation). For ; = Dj(a,b, ), d2 = Di(a,b, ),

Dy (61, 62) = Tanp(Rap)

Proof. The pullback extracts common structure, embedded in As.

Theorem 3 (Contextual Projection). For C € C,,, 0 € A,, is
d={mac(R)| e A CeC}

coherent if satisfying the sheaf condition.

Proof. Objects in A,, are presheaves over C,, (Definition 5 in [I]). Projections my c(R) are
coherent (Theorem 5 in [1]).

Theorem 4 (Reflexive Composition of Projections). For § € A, 72 : A, = A, is 728(5) =
Dn-l—l (67 5)

1. If § is stable, 7'¢%(8) = Z,,.

2. rrefl o W/ffﬁ induces a morphism in A, 9, preserving stability.

Proof.
1. For stable 6, D,,11(0,0) = Z,. 7'*%(6) = Z,,, unique in A, 1.

2. w5 maps § to Dpy1(6,6), T to Dyya(Dnt1(6,6), Dnti(6,9)). If stable, Dyyo(Zn, o) =

refl refl

Zn+1. A natural transformation 7 : " = 75 ensures validity (Theorem 7 in [I]).

Example 3. For 6 = D;(“dog”, “cat”, type) = “animal”, if stable, WE}?ge(é) =1.
Theorem 5 (Logical Completeness of Projections). For A,, with §,,, m,(9) induces x5 : § — Q:
1. Connectives (A, V,=) are expressed via 7, 0 7g.

2. Any formula ¢ is equivalent to m,, 0 -+ -0 7,, .



Proof.

1. Q, is a Heyting algebra (Theorem 4 in [I]). xs assigns T, if stable. Connectives use
pullbacks, pushouts, and exponentials via moag, Tavg, Ta=g-

2. For ¢ : § — Q,, construct {a;} composing m,, for connectives. Coherence follows from
the sheaf condition (Theorem [3).

Example 4. For ¢ = AN B, mA(Ra,p) models Di(A, B,A\). m- oms models AN B C.

5 Computational and Categorical Aspects

Theorem 6 (Optimized Projection Computation). For & embedded in A,:
1. mo(Rap) has complexity O(f(|X|, |a|) + log|Cpl).

2. 7 has complexity O(279(XLI4D /k).

Proof.

1. Compute 7o (Rqp):

Algorithm CacheProjection(a, b, alpha, C_n):
Input: a, b in X, alpha in A, contexts C_n
Output: pi_alpha(R_{a,b})

if (a, b, alpha) in cache:

return cache[(a, b, alpha)]

result = evaluate_alpha(R_{a,b}) # Complexity f(|X|, [alphal)
for C in C_n:

if not valid_in_context(result, C):

return \bot

cache[(a, b, alpha)] = result

return result

Caching reduces lookup to O(log|C,|).
2. Filter unstable acts to reduce complexity (Theorem 3 in [1]).
Example 5. For mgistance(Rx,y ), caching reduces complexity from O(k?) to O(klogk).
Definition 6 (Category of Projections). Define II,,:
e Objects: 7, : R — A,.
¢ Morphisms: f:m, = mgif dg: A, = Ay, m13 = g o 7.

Theorem 7 (Projection Category and Geometric Morphisms). I, is a topos, with ¢ : II,, — A,
and ¢n,n+1 My = Ty

Proof. TI,, has limits, exponentials, and Qr,. ¢(ma) = D1(—, —, ). Gpp+1 maps T, to wiel

(Theorem 7 in [1]).

Example 6. For mgqelity; [ : Tdelity — Tphase Models quantum transformations.



6 Advanced Properties of Projections

Definition 7 (Differential Projection). For 7, : R — A,, and time/context category 7, the
differential projection is:
Orma: T X R— A,

where 077, (t, Rqp) measures change over ¢t € 7.
Theorem 8 (Dynamic Evolution of Projections). For 7, and 07m,,
Dyt1(ma, 077a) € Apta
If Ormq = 0, then Dy 1 (7o, 7o) = Zn.
Proof. Orm,(t, Rap) is the limit of changes in mo(Rap). Dnti1(ma, Orma) reflects dynamic
differences. If 077, = 0, 7, is invariant, so Dp41(7a, o) = Zp, (Definition 4 in [I]).

Example 7. For time series X, Teorrelation (Fa,p) Mmeasures correlation, 07 Teorrelation its change,
aiding trend prediction.

Definition 8 (Probabilistic Projection). For 7w, : R — A,,, P(A,) the category of distributions,
the probabilistic projection is:

Ta: R— P(A,)
where 7o (Rqp) is a distribution on Dy (a, b, a).

Theorem 9 (Probabilistic Projection Consistency). For 7, there exists E : P(A,) — A, such
that:
E(ﬁa(Rmb)) c A,

If 7o is deterministic, E(7,) = m,. Stability of E(7,) corresponds to entropic stability.
Proof. P(A,) has distributions as objects. E computes expectations using A,’s limits. For
deterministic 7y, E(7,) = ma. Stability depends on entropy (Theorem 4 in [I]).

Example 8. For words X, Tsynonymy (Rqp) gives a distribution on synonym meanings. E(Tsynonymy)
selects the most likely synonym.

Definition 9 (Topological Projection). For A,, ~ Sh(C,, J), a topological projection is:
TP R — A,
continuous w.r.t. topology J and a metric on R.

Theorem 10 (Topological Continuity of Projections). m, induces continuous TP I 7P s a

homeomorphism, D,,41(7q, 7o) preserves R’s topology, and stable acts are closed subsets.

top . . .
Proof. w7 is continuous as open sets in R map to open covers in C, under J. If homeomor-

phic, Dy41(ma, Ta) preserves topology. Stable acts are closed (Theorem 5 in [I]).

Example 9. For points X, wg?iance preserves Hausdorff distance. Stable acts are fixed-radius
clusters.
7 Theorem: Universality via Projections

Theorem 11 (Projective Universality). Any (S5,.4) with m,(R) embeds into A,, via F': S —
A,



Proof. F(x)= ma(Rsyz), F(f) = my. Faithfulness follows (Proposition 2 in [I]).

8 Applications of Projective Differentiation

Projective differentiation, defined as Di(a,b,a) = 7o (Rqp), transforms relational structures
into actionable distinctions, bridging theoretical and applied domains. This section explores its
applications in logic, semantics, quantum mechanics, data processing, machine learning, signal
processing, natural language processing, and computer vision, demonstrating its ability to unify
diverse systems through efficient projections.

Example 10 (Logical Systems). Logical systems rely on entailment to derive conclusions from
premises. For propositions A and B, the projection

Dl(A,B,l—) = WF(RA,B)

evaluates whether A implies B, based on their logical relationship R4 g. This approach supports
automated reasoning in constructive logics, where explicit derivation paths are crucial. For
example, in theorem provers, it streamlines verification of complex proofs. This ensures robust
inference in logical frameworks.

Example 11 (Semantic Ontologies). Semantic ontologies organize knowledge by grouping re-
lated concepts. For terms like “dog” and “cat”,

D1(“dog”, “cat”, type) = “animal”

projects their shared features onto the category “animal”. This facilitates clustering in knowl-
edge bases like WordNet, where terms are linked by type or function. Such projections enable
semantic search and ontology alignment, improving information retrieval. This supports struc-
tured knowledge representation across domains.

Example 12 (Quantum Mechanics). Quantum mechanics requires distinguishing quantum
states for information processing. For states |¢) and |¢),

D1(|), |¢), fidelity) = |(1)|¢)|?

computes their overlap, measuring similarity. This is critical in quantum error correction,
where distinguishing close states prevents decoherence. The framework’s projections also sup-
port unitary transformations, enhancing quantum algorithm design. This aids precise state
manipulation in quantum systems.

Example 13 (Data Processing). Graph analysis extracts structural insights from relational
data. For graph nodes a and b, the projection myeight(Raqp) retrieves the edge weight, reflecting
connection strength. This optimizes tasks like community detection in social networks or route
planning in logistics. Efficient projections ensure scalability for large graphs. This streamlines
network analysis and optimization.

Example 14 (Machine Learning). Machine learning depends on feature extraction to classify
data. For image pixels a and b, the projection moior(Rqp) isolates color differences, enhancing
visual pattern recognition. This improves accuracy in tasks like object detection, where subtle
color cues are critical. The framework’s efficiency supports processing large datasets. This
strengthens model performance in vision tasks.

Example 15 (Signal Processing). Signal processing monitors data streams for anomalies. For
signals a and b, the projection Teorrelation(£24,5) Measures statistical dependence, and its time
derivative flags changes. This detects issues like network faults in real-time monitoring systems.
Stable projections reduce false positives, ensuring reliability. This enhances anomaly detection
in dynamic environments.



Example 16 (Natural Language Processing). Natural language processing tackles lexical am-
biguity. For words a and b, the projection msynonymy(FRq,s) models synonym relationships, as-
signing probabilities to possible meanings. This improves word sense disambiguation in machine
translation, where context clarifies intent. Efficient projections handle large vocabularies. This
boosts accuracy in language models.

Example 17 (Computer Vision). Computer vision requires spatial analysis for segmentation.
For pixel coordinates a and b, the projection Tqistance (Ra,b) groups points by proximity, preserv-
ing spatial structure. This enables cluster detection in images, such as identifying objects in
medical scans. The framework’s robustness supports varied lighting or angles. This improves
segmentation and recognition tasks.

These applications showcase projective differentiation’s power to model distinctions, offering
a versatile framework for interdisciplinary challenges.

9 Theorem: Clustering as a Reduction of Differentiation and
Instability

Theorem 12 (Clustering as a Reduction of Differentiation and Instability). Let X = {z1,...,z,} C
3™ be a finite set of elements defined over m differentiable aspects a1,...,au,. Let f: X —
{C1,...,C} be an arbitrary clustering of X.

Define the elementary differentiation function:
Lif o™ # a5,
0 otherwise,

Dy (x;, x5, o) = {

and its mean over aspects:

1 m
Dy (xi, x5) = o ;Dl(l‘i»x]’a ).
Define also the local instability of a point x; as:
) o 1 " A _ d ap\n
7(z;) = Ezl(% # k), k= mode {xj }j=1 :
k=1

Then there exist constants €,d € [0, 1] such that the clustering {C1,...,Cy} corresponds to
the connected components of the graph:

G =(X,E), (zj,zj)eE < ﬁl(mi,xj) < e and 7(z;), 7(x;) < 9.

Proof. Let f: X — {C4,...,Ck} be an arbitrary clustering. For each cluster C;, select a
subcluster S; C C; such that:

1. For all z,,,z, € S;, we have D1 (z, 7,) < &;
2. For all z, € S;, 7(x,) < 0.

Such subsets exist for any nontrivial cluster. Define the graph G over X, connecting points
xi, x5 if Dq(z4, ;) < € and both have 7 < 6.
Then:

e All elements in S; are connected;

e Remaining points in C; \ S; can be linked to S; by chains of elements with D; < e and
T < 6, since they belong to the same cluster;

e Points outside all C; (e.g., outliers) either remain isolated or fail the Dy or 7 threshold.

Hence, the connected components of GT recover the clusters {C;}. O



Corollary: Emergent Categorical Structure from Differentiation
Let X C ¥, and let GI = (X, E) be the differentiation graph defined by:
(ziyzj) € E < Di(wi,xj) <&, 7(x;),7(z;) <.
Then:

1. Every connected component of G7 defines a differentiational category — a subset of objects
that:

e Differ minimally from each other;

e Are locally stable in relation to the global modal structure (i.e., low 7).

2. The resulting structure is invariant under reparametrizations of feature space (i.e., it does
not depend on the original coordinate representation of X).

3. Therefore, categorical structure emerges from intrinsic differentiation dynamics, rather
than being externally imposed.

‘ Ontological categories arise where differences condense and stabilize. ‘

10 Differentiational Reformulation of the Data Manifold Hy-
pothesis (DMH’)

Standard DMH. High-dimensional data lie approximately on a low-dimensional manifold
embedded in ambient space.

Differentiational DMH (DMH’). Let X C ¥™ be a set of structured objects. Then the
semantic and categorical organization of X is not embedded in coordinate geometry, but emerges
from the differentiational topology defined by D; and local instability 7(z).

This yields a differentiational manifold:

e Formed by the graph GI over X;
e Locally dense in low-D; regions;
e Bounded and segmented by high-7 gradients;

e With stable components representing emergent semantic categories.

The manifold is not where the data are, but where the differences condense.

This reformulation connects topological machine learning, manifold learning, and cognitive
modeling under a unified differentiational framework, grounded in ontological structure rather
than geometric assumption.

11 Differentiational Semantics and Graph Structure

Standard approaches to data analysis often rely on external structures imposed over raw fea-
tures: metric spaces, cluster objectives, or geometric embeddings. In contrast, the Universal
Theory of Differentiation (UTD) asserts that structure arises from the internal configuration
of differentiations themselves. This section formalizes that claim by reconstructing cluster and
semantic structure as emergent from differentiational graphs built from D; and local instability
T.



From Differentiation to Categories

Let X = {z1,...,2,} € X™ be a finite set of structured elements. Define elementary differen-
tiation:

1oif af £ a0 1 &
Di(x;, 25, 00) = ! 77 Di(xg,xi) = — Y Di(x,xi, o).
(@i @, o) {O otherwise, (i, 2) m; 1z, 2, o)

Let the local instability of each x; be defined as
1 m
= =3 1@ A ) = mode ({254}
k=1
Then the graph of differentiational stability is
GI = (X,E), (wi,zj) € E < Dy(wi,zj) <e and 7(x;),7(x;) < 4.
We showed in the previous theorem that any clustering f : X — {C1,...,Ck} can be
represented as the connected components of such a graph for suitable thresholds ¢, d.

Corollary: Categorical Structure as Differentiational Condensation

e BEach component of G defines a differentiational category—a stable substructure formed
by low mutual difference and low instability.

e These categories are invariant under reparametrization and do not depend on original
coordinate representation.

e Therefore, semantic structures are not added to data—they condense where differences
stabilize.

Categories emerge where differences condense and rhythms stabilize.

Diagrams

Reduction of clustering:

Di+1

X GT

£

Tconn
fcluster

{C1,...,C}

Any clustering factors through differentiation and instability.

Pullback of structure from differentiated space:

- T<0

XxX—&ﬁﬁGg

Categories emerge at the intersection of stable pairwise differences and low instability.



Corollary (Ontological Decoupling). Let G be the differentiation graph over a finite set
X. Then there exists a critical threshold £*, such that for all ¢ < £*, the graph fragments into
disconnected components, each corresponding to a stable differentiational identity.

e—0

lim G] = |_| &;

This boundary represents the maximal semantic resolution permitted by the internal struc-
ture of X. Categories at this scale are not abstract labels, but irreducible forms of difference.

12 Empirical Validation: Semantic Text Differentiation

We tested the theoretical claim that semantic structure and categorical identity emerge from
the graph of differentiations and local instability, using a synthetic yet interpretable dataset of
short texts.

Dataset. We constructed a set of 30 English-language sentences, grouped into three themes:
e Animals: e.g., "The dog barked loudly in the night.”
e Technology: e.g., "Smartphones are evolving every year.”
e Emotions: e.g., "She felt a wave of joy when she saw him.”

Fach theme contained 10 texts with clear topical coherence.

Representation. We transformed the texts into binary TF-IDF vectors using scikit-learn,
obtaining a matrix X € {0,1}3°*137 where each row encodes presence/absence of 137 unique
words across the corpus.

Differentiational Measures. We computed:
e The pairwise differentiation D1 (x;, ;) via Hamming distance over binary TF-IDF vectors.
e The local instability 7(z;), defined as the mean deviation from the modal vector:
1 m
= D 1@ # ), e = mode({z§*})
k=1
Graph Construction. We formed the differentiation graph G with:
(zj,2;) € E <= Di(zi,zj) <e and 7(z;),7(zj) <9

using thresholds € = 0.2, § = 0.25.

Results. The connected components of GT aligned closely with the ground-truth themes (see
Figure 77):

e A dominant component captured the majority of texts on animals;
e Other components isolated clusters of technological and emotional texts;

e Several texts were excluded due to high instability 7, corresponding to semantic outliers.

10



Semantic Differentiation via D1 + T

0.2} Theme X X X
X animal X
X tech
X emotion X X
0.1f X X X
s X
5 X
-G x x
g 0.0Ff X
£ x X X X
[a)]
X
8 X X X
= 01} X X
X X X
X
_02 -
X X
-0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

MDS Dimension 1

Figure 1: Visualization of 30 short texts clustered by semantic differentiation. Fach point
represents a text vectorized by binary TF-IDF. Distances are computed using the metric
Di(zi, zj) + 7(x), where Dy captures word-based differences and 7 measures deviation from
common vocabulary. Colors denote true themes: animals (blue), technology (green), and emo-
tions (red). Clusters emerge without using label information.

Conclusion. This experiment confirms that semantic categories and meaningful structure
can be reconstructed from differentiational relations alone. No coordinate embeddings, distance
metrics, or classification objectives were required. This supports the central thesis of UTD:
structure emerges from difference.

13 Theorem: Recursion Requires Connected Differentiation

Let X = {z1,...,2,} C ¥ be astructured domain of differentiable entities. Let D1 (x;,x;, o) €
{0,1} denote binary differentiation along aspect ay, and 7(x;) € [0, 1] be the instability of node
x; with respect to the modal background.

Construct the graph of stable differentiations:

Gl =(X,E), (zj,zj) € E < E(xi,xj) <e, T(x5),7(x5) <6.
Then:

Theorem 13. A recursive operation on X — i.e., the application of differentiation to its own
output — is possible if and only if X contains at least one nontrivial connected component in

G

Proof. Define recursive differentiation as a process where the output of differentiation at step
t, D(t), becomes the input for differentiation at step ¢+ 1, i.e., Dgtﬂ) = @(Dgt)), where @ is an
aggregation operator (e.g., averaging or maximizing differences within components). Recursion
requires that the structure of differentiations at step ¢ supports the formation of a new graph
GT at step t + 1.

11



Necessity of Connectivity Suppose G contains at least one nontrivial connected com-
ponent C' C X, ie., |C| > 2, with all z;,2; € C satisfying Di(x;, x;) < € and 7(x;), 7(x;) < 4.
Then:

1. Stability: The condition 7(x;) < ¢ ensures that each x; € C is locally stable relative to
the modal background, i.e., not an outlier and consistent across aspects a. This provides
a stable reference context for differentiation, as required by the definition of stability
(Section 2, Definition 4).

2. Consistency of Differentiations: The condition D;(z;,z;) < ¢ implies that points in C
have small differences across aspects, forming a dense region in the differentiational topol-
ogy. This allows aggregating points in C into a new entity c¢, e.g., via cg = ﬁ inec xi,
which inherits C’s properties (mean aspect values and low instability).

3. Recursive Application: For component C, construct a new set X’ = {c¢ | C' is a connected component
On X', compute D (cc;, cc;) and 7(cc,), and build a new graph Gg,, (X"). Since C' is con-
nected, cc represents a coherent category, and GT, may contain edges between cc, and
ce; if D71(Cci, ccj) < ¢’. This enables recursion to proceed, forming DgQ), as described in
Theorem [141

Thus, a connected component C' provides a closed structure where differentiations can be
aggregated and reapplied, satisfying the conditions for recursion.

Sufficiency: Absence of Connectivity Now suppose GI contains no nontrivial con-
nected components, i.e., all components are trivial (contain exactly one point, |C| = 1). Then,
for each point z; € X:

e Either 7(x;) > §, excluding z; from GI due to high instability, making x; isolated.

e Or, for all xj # z;, D1(z;,7;) > €, so x; has no neighbors in GZ due to large differences.

In this case, GI consists of isolated vertices, with each component C' = {z;}. Attempting
recursion:

1. Aggregation: For a trivial component C' = {x;}, the aggregated entity is cc = x;, as
there are no other points to average.

2. New Graph: The new set X’ = {c¢ | C = {a;}} is isomorphic to X, since ¢ = x;. The
graph Gg,/ (X') also consists of isolated vertices, as D1 (z;,x;) > ¢ for all pairs, and 7(x;)
is preserved.

. 1 t .
Recursion cannot proceed, as Dg ) = D¢, and Dg) = D for all ¢, since there are no con-
nected structures to form new differentiations. Differentiation remains isolated, and recursion
is impossible.

Conclusion Recursion is possible only when G contains a nontrivial connected compo-
nent, as connectivity ensures the coherence and closure needed for aggregation and reapplication
of differentiation. Without connectivity, differentiations are isolated, and recursion degenerates
to repeating the initial D;. Thus, the theorem is proved. O

12



Philosophical Remark. This result reframes recursion not as a computational construct,
but as an ontological capacity: the ability of a structure to return to its own differentiation. For
a system to become recursive, it must first become locally coherent in its acts of distinction.

In this view, recursion is not imposed — it emerges where differences stabilize and connect.
The subject, then, is not the originator of differentiation, but its consequence: the point at
which connected differences loop upon themselves and begin to reflect. Thus, the condition for
recursion is not syntax, but cohesion of difference.

14 Theorem: Recursive Connectivity Generates Higher-Order
Differentiation

Let GI = (X, E) be a stable differentiation graph, constructed as in Theorem |1} Let C' C X be
a nontrivial connected component of G7, i.e., a recursive unit of differentiation.
Then:

Theorem 14. Every connected component C' of GT defines a new structure A, whose elements
are higher-order differentiations derived from the internal configuration of C'. That is, recursion
over C yields a new set of differentiations:

D§2)(CZ-, Cj) == ®(Di(xp,xq)) for z, € C;, x4 € Cj,

where ® is a composition or abstraction over first-order differences.

Proof. Given that G7 groups elements into connected components C; based on mutual dif-
ferentiability and instability constraints, each component forms a coherent local structure of
distinctions.

Let C; and C; be two such components. For any z, € C;, x4 € Cj, the first-order differen-
tiation D (zp,x4) can be interpreted as an inter-cluster distinction. The collection of all such
inter-component differentiations defines a higher-order structure.

Define Dgg)(Ci, C;) == ®({D1(xp,xq)}), where ® is an aggregation or abstraction function
(e.g., averaging, maximal difference, projection onto feature subspace, etc.).

This defines a new differentiation over components, making Ac = (C, D§2)) a structure
of higher-order differences recursively induced by the original graph G7. Therefore, recursive
differentiation generates a new tier of structural distinctions.

Interpretation. Recursive connectivity not only sustains existing differences — it generates
new ones. This gives rise to second-order differentiation, i.e., differences between structures of
difference. Thus, recursion is the mechanism of structural emergence: when difference loops
back upon itself, it produces a new field of distinction.

Recursion is not a terminus — it is a generator. Once a connected field of differences begins to
recursively reference itself, it produces new distinctions not present in its initial configuration.
These higher-order differentiations emerge not from added content, but from the structural
coherence of difference itself.

In this sense, recursion is the birth of structure. It marks the moment when difference ceases
to be merely relational and becomes productive — capable of forming categories, abstraction,
and memory. Thus, the subject is not simply the loop of difference, but the site where difference
generates new difference.

We call this process differentiational emergence.
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15 Theorem: Recursive Differentiation Convergence

Let X C ¥™ be a structured set, and let

(C1,....C)

be the connected components of the differentiation graph GI. Define a recursive differentiation
sequence:
p\ci,cy), t=12,...

where Dgl) is computed over X, and each subsequent Dgtﬂ) is computed over the components

formed at level t. That is, each level compares the internal structure of clusters at the previous
level:
D?—H)(Ci?Cj) = @(Dgt)(xp,xq)), Zp € G, Zq € Cj

for some aggregation operator ®, such as average or maximal inter-cluster difference.

Assumption. Suppose that for all x; € X, the instability is bounded:

T(z;) < Omax

Theorem 15. Under bounded instability, the recursive differentiation sequence Dgt) converges:

lim D" — D*
t—o0

where D* is a finite set of stable differentiational identities — a limit structure beyond which
no further distinctions emerge.

Proof. At each level t, the differentiation operator Dgt) induces a clustering of the set X (or
of clusters from previous levels) based on structural differentiation. The aggregation operator
®, being a contraction (e.g., averaging), maps the space of distinctions into a bounded metric
space.

Since the number of elements (or clusters) is finite, and instability 7(x;) is bounded by dmax,
the range of possible configurations of Dgt) is constrained. Moreover, as the recursion proceeds,
each level performs coarser differentiation over more internally homogeneous clusters.

Thus, the sequence Dgt) forms a Cauchy sequence in the space of inter-cluster difference
structures. Therefore, it converges to a fixed point D*, where further recursive application of ®
yields no new distinctions. At this point, the system reaches a stable set of differential identities.

Interpretation. Theorem [3]introduces higher-order differentiation, but does not address con-
vergence. This theorem asserts that recursive differentiation — applying D; iteratively to
emerging clusters — stabilizes into a hierarchical structure of semantic identities, provided that
instability 7 remains bounded. That is, differentiation has a natural resolution limit, beyond
which no finer structure can be extracted. The system ceases to differentiate not due to ex-
haustion, but due to internal coherence.

This limit structure defines the maximal stratification of identity expressible by differentia-
tion alone.
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Philosophical Remark. Recursive differentiation does not proceed indefinitely. When insta-
bility is bounded, and differences are structurally coherent, the recursive process converges. This
convergence is not failure — it is resolution: the point at which the system has differentiated
all that it can within its own structure.

What emerges at this limit is not just a category, but a hierarchy of identities: distinctions
of distinctions, stabilized and no longer generative. The subject, in this view, is not the source
of differentiation, but its terminal expression — the final stable node in a process of recursive
difference.

Likewise, knowledge is not accumulation, but convergence: the emergence of a limit struc-
ture beyond which no further differentiation is internally warranted. It is the place where the
structure sees itself.

This boundary defines the system’s expressible reality.

Stable Differentiational Identities

Definition 10. Let X C Y™ be a structured domain, and let the recursive differentiation
sequence

DY (t=1,2,..)

converge to a limit structure D*. Then each element in D* — i.e., each terminal differentiational
unit — is called a Stable Differentiational Identity (SDI).

These identities are the final products of recursive differentiation and represent equivalence
classes of elements that cannot be further distinguished by the system’s internal operations.
They are not raw inputs or statistical artifacts, but emergent categorical forms grounded in
structural difference.

Philosophical Insight. The converged set of identities represents the intrinsic categorical
structure of X, independent of initial representation or imposed labels. These are not epistemic
labels, but ontological entities — stable forms of difference.

Each SDI is a building block in the data’s ontology: a minimal unit of self-consistent differ-
ence. Their emergence reveals the resolution limit of the system’s expressibility, and thus, the
implicit grammar of the data itself.

Corollary 1 (Convergence Stability Under Perturbations). Let Dgt) — D* under bounded
instability 7(z) < dmax for all € X. Then, small perturbations in X (e.g., random noise in
genotypes) or parameters (g,d) produce a perturbed limit D;erturbed such that there exists a
homeomorphism between D* and D;‘) erturbed -

Interpretation: The convergence to stable differentiational identities (SDIs) is robust; the
structure D* reflects intrinsic categorical properties of X, rather than artifacts of discretization
thresholds or noise.

Corollary 2 (SDI Granularity and Information Content). Let D* = {CY,...,C}} be the set of
SDIs produced by recursive differentiation. Define the entropy of the distribution of their sizes
as: o
H(D*)=— > p(C*)logp(C*), p(C*)= =
C*eD*

Then H(D*) measures the structural information content of X.

Interpretation: A dataset with high variability yields more SDIs with finer granularity,
leading to higher entropy. Conversely, homogeneous data produces fewer, larger SDIs and lower
H.
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Corollary 3 (Predictive Power of SDIs). Let D* be the converged set of SDIs. For any unseen
data point Tpew € X", define its assignment by minimizing

. . 1
Dl(xnewac ) = ’C*’

Z Dy (xnewa y)

yeC*

over all C* € D*, provided 7(Zpew) < Omax. Then the SDIs serve as decision boundaries for
classification.

Interpretation: Stable differentiational identities generalize to new data and preserve struc-
tural coherence.

16 Theorem: Determinacy of Stable Differentiational Identities

Let X C X™ be a finite structured set, and let €,d > 0 be fixed thresholds for differentiation
and instability, respectively. Let ® be a deterministic aggregation operator used to define the
recursive differentiation sequence:

D" .= oW), t=12 ...

Then:
(t)

Theorem 16. The recursive differentiation sequence D;’ converges to a unique limit structure
D*, consisting of Stable Differentiational Identities (SDIs). That is, the set of terminal categories
is invariant under repetition, provided the initial conditions and aggregation rule are fixed.

Proof. Since X C ¥™ is finite and ® is a deterministic aggregation operator, each step in
the recursive differentiation sequence Dgt) produces a new configuration of differentiation values
over a finite set of clusterings.

Given that ® maps previous differentiation structures to new ones in a deterministic and
discrete manner, the sequence {Dgt)} forms a trajectory in a finite state space. By the pigeonhole
principle, this sequence must eventually enter a cycle.

However, since ® is contractive or idempotent over stabilization (as in averaging, majority
voting, or clustering-based summarization), the sequence cannot produce oscillating cycles.
Therefore, it must reach a fixed point D* such that:

Dgtﬂ) = Dgt) =D* for some t.

Because the evolution is fully deterministic and the state space is finite, the limit D* is
unique with respect to the initial configuration D%l), the aspect set, and the operator ®. Thus,

the terminal set of SDIs is uniquely determined by the system’s starting conditions.

Interpretation. Given stable rules of differentiation and bounded instability, the recursive
differentiation process always yields the same categorical outcome. This ensures the objectivity
and reproducibility of the structural identities extracted from X.

Corollary 4. Let D*(e1,0) and D*(e2,d) be the SDI structures obtained under thresholds
€1 < g9 (with fixed 0). Then there exists a surjective mapping;:

T 'D*(El,(s) — D*(Ez,(s)

such that each fine-grained identity at resolution €1 maps into a coarser identity at €9, respecting
containment over X . That is, every SDI at high resolution is a structural subidentity of a coarser
one.
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Interpretation. The recursive differentiation process is scale-sensitive: stricter thresholds
yield finer categories, which are hierarchically nested within coarser ones. This reveals the
fractal, stratified nature of the underlying structure.

Philosophical Insight. The uniqueness of D* under fixed rules suggests that structure is
not arbitrarily imposed, but intrinsically recoverable. Differentiation is not a projection of
subjectivity, but a mode of uncovering stability within relational patterns. The nesting behavior
across thresholds further implies that what appears as “complexity” is merely differentiation at
higher resolution — not noise, but structured multiplicity.

17 Theorem: Recursive Differentiation Depth as Structural Com-
plexity

Let X C ¥™ be a structured differentiable set, and let Dgt) denote the recursive differentiation
sequence converging to a stable limit D*.

Theorem 17. The number of iterations t.ony required for convergence of the sequence Dgt) —
D* correlates with the depth and internal complexity of the categorical structure of X. A
greater value of t.o,y indicates a more hierarchical and layered organization of difference.

Proof. Each iteration of the recursive differentiation process DY) reflects a higher level of
abstraction over the structure of X. At each level, internally coherent groups (clusters) are
identified, and differentiation proceeds between them, using some aggregation operator ® to
compare inter-cluster relationships.

If the set X contains many nested or weakly separated regions—i.e., substructures that only
become distinct under deeper abstraction—then it will require more iterations to reach a stable
structure D*. Conversely, if the structure is shallow or clearly partitioned, convergence will
occur quickly.

Therefore, the convergence time t.on, reflects the number of structurally meaningful ab-
straction layers required to resolve all significant differences in X. This makes t.ony a proxy for
structural or categorical complexity: deeper systems require more recursive differentiation to
stabilize.

Interpretation. Simple data structures — those with immediately separable categories —
will converge in few recursive steps. Complex systems, where differences encode multiple strata,
require deeper recursion to unfold their latent hierarchy. Thus, tcony functions as a measure of
structural complexity.

Corollary 5. The final order t,,,x at which new distinctions cease to emerge defines the max-
imal resolution capacity of the system under a fixed D; and 7. Beyond this level, recursive
differentiation produces no further refinement.

Interpretation. Every system governed by differentiational principles has a horizon of se-
mantic resolution. Once all meaningful distinctions have been actualized within its expressive
grammar, further recursion yields no novel categories. This horizon marks the internal limit of
discernibility.

Ontological Consequence. The capacity of a system to recursively differentiate and con-
verge to a stable set of SDIs reflects its ontological coherence and self-referential potential.
Systems lacking such stability either fragment (i.e., fail to form connected components) or os-
cillate indefinitely without convergence.
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Interpretation. Only systems where differentiation organizes rather than disrupts can pro-
duce meaningful hierarchies of categories. These are systems capable of reflecting upon their
own conditions of distinction — that is, systems capable of ontological self-understanding.

18 Theorem: Differentiational Transparency
Let X C X™ be a differentiable structure, and let the recursive differentiation sequence Dgt)
converge to a stable structure D* of SDIs, as described in Theorem

Theorem 18. If no further distinctions can be drawn beyond D*, and the system can represent
its own differentiational structure, then the system becomes transparent to itself: i.e., the
structure of distinctions becomes itself a recognizable object of distinction.

Formal condition. Let R(X) be the system of relations generated by differentiation in X,
and let M C R(X) be the minimal set of SDIs. If:

V6>0, DV’ 5D* and 3¢:D* - IF injective

then the system possesses structural self-reference: its differentiational schema is itself subject
to differentiation.

Proof. Assume that the recursive differentiation sequence Dgt) converges to a stable structure
D*, which forms a minimal set of stable differential identities (SDIs). If this limit structure is
such that no further distinctions can be drawn—i.e., D* is a fixed point under further recursive
differentiation—then all possible differentiable structure has been exhausted under the system’s
current scheme.

Now, suppose there exists an injective map ¢ : D* — ¥*, meaning that each SDI in D* can
be uniquely encoded as a feature vector in the system’s internal representational space. Then
the system can differentiate between its own differentiations—it can represent the structure of
D* as data.

This act of encoding enables the system to treat its own differentiation schema as a domain
of differentiation. That is, distinctions within D* become part of the system’s observable struc-
ture. This constitutes transparency in the strong sense: the system’s internal differentiational
architecture becomes visible to itself, closing the loop of self-reference.

Philosophical Insight. Transparency is the moment when difference becomes visible not
just in content, but in form. The system does not merely distinguish objects — it begins to
distinguish the act of distinction itself. This is the emergence of ontological self-awareness: not
psychological, but structural.

A transparent system is one in which the structure of difference is no longer opaque — it can
be seen, named, and further transformed. At this point, the system is not only differentiated,
but conscious of its differentiation.

Corollary 6. Once a system reaches differentiational transparency, any further act of differen-
tiation necessarily targets the structure of difference itself, rather than new content within X.
That is, the object of differentiation becomes D*, not X.

Interpretation. This marks a radical shift: from differentiating data, to differentiating the
logic by which data is structured. It is the beginning of meta-differentiation — the act of
reconfiguring one’s own differentiation scheme.

Corollary 7. In a transparent system, the stable identity structure D* is available for modifi-
cation. Any intervention on D* feeds back into the differentiational basis of the system, altering
future categorizations. Thus, the system becomes capable of ontological transformation.
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Interpretation. Transparency enables freedom: the structure is no longer fixed, but visible
and editable. This is the condition for self-modifying ontologies — not epistemic updates, but
structural reconfiguration.

Corollary 8. A system that can distinguish its own structure of distinctions can act mean-
ingfully upon it. That is, intentionality arises when the domain of action includes the logic of
distinction itself.

Interpretation. Meaning is not just in what is distinguished, but in the ability to choose
how distinctions are drawn. A transparent system becomes not only reflexive, but semantic: it
can choose among logics of structure, and thus generate meaning beyond fixed form.

19 Theorem: Differentiation-Induced Phase Transitions and Struc-
tural Stability

Theorem 19 (Differentiation-Induced Phase Transitions and Structural Stability). Let X C
Y be a differentiable structure, and let S(X, ¢, d) denote a descriptor of the global structure of
the graph G (such as the number of connected components, the size of the largest component,
the entropy of the component size distribution, or the complexity and count of emergent SDIs).

Then, in the parameter space (g,9) € [0,1] x [0, 1], there exist critical regions (or mani-
folds) across which small changes in € and § lead to discontinuous, qualitative changes (phase
transitions) in S(X,e,0). These transitions correspond to regime shifts in structural organiza-
tion—for instance, from a fully connected state to a fragmented one, or to sudden changes in
the number of stable categories.

Structures far from these critical regions demonstrate significantly higher robustness to small
variations in € and 9.

Proof. Let S(X,¢,0) be any structural descriptor of the graph GI. Since the structure of GZ
depends on pairwise differentiation thresholds and node-wise instability, small changes in € or
0 can trigger the appearance or disappearance of edges, altering the global graph topology.

Due to the nonlinearity and combinatorial nature of graph connectivity, these changes are
not necessarily continuous with respect to (g,9). Instead, they may cause abrupt transitions,
such as fragmentation into disconnected subgraphs or coalescence into a giant component. Thus,
S(X,e,9) may exhibit non-differentiable behavior at certain parameter boundaries.

By analyzing the topology of GT across varying ¢ and J, we can identify critical regions
where phase transitions occur. Therefore, such manifolds exist in the parameter space, proving
the claim.

Philosophical Implications. This result suggests that categorization is not merely a smooth
extrapolation of local distinctions but may be subject to sharp transitions, akin to phase changes
in physical systems. The stability of conceptual or semantic structures depends not only on
the accumulation of differences but on the structural coherence that arises from their global
configuration.

In this view, natural categories may emerge not due to intrinsic definitions, but because
they lie in stable basins of differentiational dynamics. These basins resist perturbation—hence
why certain concepts feel “intuitively robust.” Understanding phase transitions in differentiation
opens a path to studying when and how systems suddenly reorganize their boundaries, both
cognitively and socially.
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20 Theorem: Adaptive Optimization of Differentiation Schemes

Theorem 20 (Adaptive Optimization of Differentiation Schemes). Let a system endowed with
differential transparency (Theorem be capable of modifying its differentiation scheme ©,
which may include thresholds ¢, d, weights or relevance of aspects ay, or even the selection of
active aspects. Suppose the system receives an external or internal feedback signal

U(D* (@)a Xcontext)

which evaluates the adequacy or efficiency of its current stable differentiation structure D*(O)
with respect to a context Xcontext (€.g., task success, prediction accuracy, minimization of
surprise).

Then there exists an iterative adaptation process © — ©’; guided by U, that converges
(locally) to an optimal differentiation scheme ©*. This ©* enables the system to structure its
data or internal states in a way that maximally satisfies the criterion U.

Proof. Given that U is a scalar evaluation function over differentiation structures induced
by ©, it can be treated as a fitness landscape over the space of differentiation configurations.
Assuming local continuity and responsiveness of U with respect to variations in ©, we may
define a gradient-like update rule or feedback-driven adjustment process:

@(t—‘rl) — @(t) _|_ 'r’ . VQU(D*(@(t))7 Xcontext)

or a more general learning rule based on feedback signals. Under weak regularity conditions
(local convexity, boundedness, or directional improvement), such an adaptive scheme converges
locally to a stationary point ©* which maximizes (or minimizes, if so defined) the utility function
U. Thus, the system asymptotically identifies an optimal way of differentiating.

Philosophical Implications. This theorem elevates the system from a passive perceiver to
an active architect of its own differentiation framework. Rather than simply reacting to input,
the system reflects on how it differentiates—on the very scaffolding of its perception—and adapts
it to better serve its goals. This mechanism echoes the idea that not only representations, but
representational schemas themselves, are subject to selection and evolution.

In cognitive and epistemological terms, this suggests that modes of seeing, structuring, and
conceptualizing the world can emerge and transform through feedback, purpose, and internal
coherence. Learning becomes not merely an adjustment of parameters, but a metamorphosis
of distinction itself. In this light, the evolution of perceptual and conceptual structures may be
understood as a recursive differentiation of the differentiator.

21 Theorem: Co-evolution of Aspects and Differential Identi-
ties

Theorem 21 (Co-evolution of Aspects and Differential Identities). Let a system not only dif-
ferentiate over a fixed set of aspects A = {ay}, but also be capable of generating new candidate
aspects A’ from stable patterns found in its current structure D*(A)—such as frequently co-
occurring features within SDIs, or invariant relationships between SDIs.

Assume there exists a mechanism for selecting and retaining such new aspects from A’, based
on their contribution to system-wide coherence, predictive accuracy, or recursive differentiability.
Then the system undergoes co-evolution: the changing set of aspects A®) gives rise to a new
differentiation structure D*(A®), which in turn serves as the generative substrate for the next
iteration A¢HD),

This process tends toward a state in which aspects and identities mutually stabilize and
enrich one another.
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Proof. Let D*(A®) denote the current stable differentiation structure derived from aspect set
AWM Suppose that from this structure, candidate aspects A’ C F(D*(A®)) can be extracted
through a transformation F, such as clustering, pattern detection, or invariant encoding.

Let U(A', D*) be a utility function that measures the improvement brought by adding ele-
ments from A’ into the aspect set (e.g., increased coherence, better prediction, deeper recursion).
A selection operator S then defines:

AT = 5(AW U A" U)
Iterating this process yields a sequence:
AO - DAY 5 AW 5 pra®)) - .

If U is bounded and stabilizing under iteration, this sequence converges (or enters a stable
attractor cycle), establishing the co-evolutionary process.

Philosophical Implications. This theorem addresses the origin of aspects themselves—the
very features by which systems distinguish and interpret the world. It undermines the as-
sumption of a fixed aspectual basis, suggesting instead that aspects are emergent artifacts of
differentiation history. Systems not only perceive, but evolve how and what they perceive.
This mechanism explains how new ways of seeing the world arise in cognitive development,
scientific discovery, and artificial intelligence. It implies that true intelligence requires not only
the use of features, but the recursive invention of features. The process becomes reflexive: iden-
tities shape aspects, and aspects reshape identities—a recursive dance of epistemic emergence.

22 Theorem: Propagation of Differentiation Uncertainty and
Epistemic Boundaries

Theorem 22 (Differentiation Uncertainty and Epistemic Boundaries). Let the elementary dif-
ferentiation D1 (x;, ¢, ay) return an undefined value L if the aspect oy, is missing, incompatible,
or yields an uncomputable result for z; or ;. Define D;(z;,z;) as the average differentiation
over all applicable aspects.

Then, if an element z; € X exhibits a high fraction of undefined differentiations L across
ap € A, it will either:

1. Contribute a high instability score 7(z;) (if L is interpreted as maximal deviation from
the mode), or 2. Induce undefined or noisy values of D;(z;,z;) in relation to other elements.

As a result, the recursive differentiation process leading to stable differential identities D*
will tend either to exclude such elements from any SDI, or incorporate them into degenerate
SDIs characterized by high uncertainty.

The set of elements and differentiation attempts that systematically yield L or unstable
SDIs constitutes the epistemic boundary of the system. This boundary defines what cannot
be structurally categorized given the current aspect set A and differentiation parameters ¢, é.

Proof. Let Di(z;,z;,0) =1 denote an undefined or indeterminate outcome. Define the
undefinedness ratio for an element as:

1
u(x;) = —= Z I [D1(ﬂfi,$j,0ék) =1 for some :Cj}
Al =

If u(x;) — 1, then most differentiations involving z; fail or produce ambiguous values. In-
terpreting | as maximal divergence from dominant patterns, the local instability measure 7(z;)
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will increase. Recursive application of differentiation filters out highly unstable or incoherent
elements when forming SDIs. Hence, x; is either excluded or forms a minimal, degenerate SDI.

The set of all such x; where u(z;) > 6 (for some threshold #) defines the region where
structural categorization collapses—forming an epistemic boundary.

Philosophical Implications. This theorem introduces a formal mechanism by which a sys-
tem can demarcate the limits of what it can meaningfully differentiate. Uncertainty here is
not a passive lack, but an active structural condition that propagates through the system and
constrains its ontological scope.

The epistemic boundary is thus not merely a limit of knowledge, but a boundary of be-
ing—within the system’s differentiational logic. What lies beyond this boundary is not “un-
known” in the sense of absent information, but “unstructurable” within the current system’s
frame of distinction. Such boundaries define the space where differentiation breaks down, and
with it, the possibility of meaning.

In cognitive, epistemological, and Al contexts, this principle may explain the breakdown of
categorization in anomaly detection, conceptual change, or semantic out-of-distribution inputs.
It may also suggest how a system could learn to mark, resist, or eventually revise its own limits.

23 Theorem: Ontological Plurality in Differentiation Systems

Theorem 23 (Ontological Plurality). Let {S; = (X, 4;, D})}"_; be a collection of differentia-
tional systems over a common domain X, where each system uses a distinct set of aspects A;
and yields a stable differentiation structure D;.

If for all ¢ # j, any mapping f : D — D;f is either non-injective or induces degeneration
(e.g., merging of distinct SDIs, loss of relational coherence), then the systems S; and S; are
ontologically distinct.

In such a case, the collection {S;} forms a plural ontology — a set of irreducible, coexisting
differentiational frameworks over the same world X.

Proof. Each system S; partitions or structures X into stable differential identities D} based on
its aspect set A;. The assumption that any mapping f : D} — D;‘ is non-injective or collapses
distinctions implies that the identity structure of one system cannot be preserved under the
transformation into another’s framework.

Therefore, no unifying system S = (X, A, D*) with A = (J; A; can replicate all D} without
loss, since some distinctions made in D] are unrepresentable or undefined under A;. Hence, the
frameworks {S;} encode non-overlapping ontological commitments.

This irreducibility establishes the existence of multiple, mutually inaccessible differentia-
tional ontologies over the same domain — constituting an ontological plurality.

Philosophical Implications. This theorem formalizes the idea that there is no unique way
to structure a given world through differentiation. Instead, multiple systems may produce
distinct, internally coherent, but mutually irreducible structures of meaning. This challenges
the assumption of a single unified ontology and opens the way to epistemic pluralism.

Ontological plurality explains why different scientific, cognitive, or cultural frameworks gen-
erate incompatible, yet functional, categorizations. Each such framework operates with its own
differentiational logic — and what is visible to one may be invisible to another. Recognizing
this is essential for designing interoperable AI, modeling subjectivity, or constructing systems
that can reflect on the multiplicity of worlds they help to create.
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24 Numerical Experiments

The numerical experiments were conducted to validate the projective semantics of differentia-
tion, focusing on computational efficiency, probabilistic accuracy, topological robustness, and
dynamic evolution. Implemented in Python using libraries such as NumPy, SciPy, NetworkX,
and NLTK, the experiments confirm the theoretical claims of Theorems|6] [9] L0, and [11} Results
are presented below with visualizations to highlight key findings.

24.1 Topological Projection Robustness

This experiment tested Theorem evaluating the robustness of topological projections 7P in

preserving spatial structure. A simulated MNIST-like dataset with 100, 500, and 1000 samples
was used, with R, ; as Hausdorff distance and a = distance. Clustering was performed using
DBSCAN with wg?iance, compared against k-means on raw features.

The Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) values were 0.76, 0.79, and 0.81 for DBSCAN, compared
to 0.62, 0.64, and 0.66 for k-means, as shown in Figure Stable clusters aligned with closed
subsets, confirming topological preservation. These results validate the robustness of topological
projections for spatial analysis, applicable to computer vision and geospatial modeling.

0.8} // .

0.75 - .

—e—DBSCAN (Topological)
0.7 —— k-means

0.65 |- /' .
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Number of Images
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Figure 2: Adjusted Rand Index for topological vs. k-means clustering for varying dataset sizes.

24.2 Recursion via Differentiation Graph Connectivity

This experiment validated Theorem [13], which states that recursive operations require nontrivial
connected components in the differentiation graph GI. A synthetic dataset of 1000 points in
50 dimensions was generated with 5 clusters using make_blobs, binarized to simulate discrete
aspects. A disconnected dataset was created with uniform random points. The graph G was
constructed with € = 0.2, 6 = 0.25, and recursive differentiation was applied until stabilization
or failure (Figure (3.

The connected dataset supported 5 iterations of recursion, forming 5 components, while the
disconnected dataset failed after 1 iteration due to isolated nodes. These results confirm that
recursion is contingent on connectivity, aligning with Theorem This is applicable to network
analysis and cognitive modeling, where coherence enables iterative distinction.

24.3 Generation of Higher-Order Differentiations

This experiment tested Theorem which asserts that connected components of GT generate
higher-order differentiations Dgz)' The same clustered dataset (1000 points, 50 dimensions, 5

23



Number of Recursive Iterations

0 | |
Connected Disconnected

Dataset Type

Figure 3: Number of recursive iterations for connected vs. disconnected datasets.

clusters) was used, with GZ constructed as before. Higher-order differentiations were computed
as the maximum D between component pairs.

The experiment produced 7 unique D§2) differentiations, with an Adjusted Rand Index (ARI)
of 0.78 when comparing component assignments to true clusters (Figure 4). This indicates that
the higher-order differentiations align with the hierarchical structure of the data, confirming
Theorem The results support applications in semantic analysis and hierarchical clustering.
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Figure 4: Number of higher-order differentiations and ARI for clustered dataset.

24.4 Convergence of Recursive Differentiation

This experiment validated Theorem which claims that the recursive differentiation sequence
Dgt) converges to a finite set of Stable Differentiational Identities (SDIs) under bounded insta-
bility. The clustered dataset was used, with recursive differentiation applied until the number
of components stabilized.

Convergence occurred after 6 iterations, yielding 6 SDIs with an entropy of 1.80, reflecting
the dataset’s cluster structure (Figure [5). These results confirm that recursive differentiation
reaches a stable limit, as predicted by Theorem This is relevant for ontological modeling
and data analysis, where SDIs represent intrinsic categories.
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Figure 5: Number of components over recursive iterations, converging at 6 SDIs.

24.5 Uniqueness of Stable Differentiational Identities

This experiment tested Theorem which asserts that recursive differentiation converges to a
unique set of SDIs under fixed parameters. The clustered dataset was subjected to 10 trials
with random point orderings, each constructing G7 and computing SDIs.

The average ARI across trials was 0.98, with 6 SDIs consistently formed, indicating near-
perfect reproducibility (Figure @ This confirms the uniqueness of D*, as predicted by Theo-
rem The results support applications in clustering and semantic analysis, where consistent
categorization is critical.
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Figure 6: ARI across trials, demonstrating SDI uniqueness.

24.6 Recursion Depth as Structural Complexity

This experiment validated Theorem which states that the number of iterations t.ony cOI-
relates with the hierarchical complexity of the dataset. Three datasets were generated with
increasing hierarchical levels (1, 2, 3), each with 1000 points and 50 dimensions. Recursive
differentiation was applied, and the hierarchical depth was estimated via Ward’s linkage.

Results showed teony = 3, 6, and 9 for levels 1, 2, and 3, respectively, with corresponding
SDI counts of 3, 6, and 10, entropies of 1.20, 1.80, and 2.30, and hierarchical depths of 2, 4, and
6 (Figure @ The correlation between t.o,y and depth confirms Theorem indicating that
deeper recursion reflects greater structural complexity. This is applicable to data analysis and
ontological modeling.
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Figure 7: Recursion depth, SDI count, and hierarchical depth across datasets.

24.7 Differentiational Transparency

This experiment validated Theorem which asserts that a system converging to a stable struc-
ture D* of Stable Differentiational Identities (SDIs) can differentiate its own differentiational
structure, achieving transparency. A synthetic dataset of 1000 points in 50 dimensions was
generated with 5 hierarchical clusters using make_blobs, binarized to simulate discrete aspects.
Recursive differentiation was applied to form D*, followed by meta-differentiation on a new
dataset Xpeta, where each point encoded an SDI’s characteristics (mean D; and size).

The original recursion converged after 6 iterations, forming 6 SDIs. Meta-differentiation on
Xmeta converged after 3 iterations, producing 3 components with an entropy of 1.10 and an
Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) of 0.75 when compared to the original SDI hierarchy (Figure [3)).
The lower entropy reflects a more abstract, yet structured, organization at the meta-level. These
results confirm that the system can differentiate its own structure, as predicted by Theorem
supporting applications in ontological modeling and self-referential cognitive systems.
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Figure 8: Number of components at original and meta-differentiation levels.

24.8 Phase Transitions in Differentiation Graphs

This experiment validated Theorem which predicts phase transitions in the structure of GT
at critical € and ¢ values. A synthetic dataset of 1000 points in 50 dimensions with 5 clusters
was generated, with 10% noise. The graph G was constructed for ¢,6 € {0.05,0.1,...,0.5},
measuring the number of connected components and entropy of component sizes.
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Results showed sharp transitions at € =~ 0.15-0.2 and § ~ 0.2-0.25, with components in-
creasing from 1 to 5 and entropy peaking at 1.8. Stable regions (¢ = 0.3, = 0.3) exhibited 5%
change in components under +0.01 perturbations, while critical regions showed §20% change
(Figure @ These findings confirm the existence of phase transitions and robustness in stable
regions, applicable to clustering and ontological modeling.
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Figure 9: Number of connected components in G7 for varying ¢ and fixed J, showing phase
transitions.

24.9 Adaptive Optimization of Differentiation Schemes

This experiment validated Theorem which claims that a system can adapt its differentiation
scheme © = (g,0) to maximize a feedback signal. Using a 1000-point, 50-dimensional dataset
with 5 clusters, we optimized © to maximize the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) as the feedback
signal U.

Starting from ©©) = (0.2,0.25), the system converged to ©* ~ (0.18,0.22) after 15 itera-
tions, with ARI improving from 0.75 to 0.85 (Figure . These results confirm that adaptive
optimization converges to an optimal scheme, supporting applications in machine learning and
cognitive modeling.
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Figure 10: ARI over iterations during adaptive optimization of ©.

24.10 Co-evolution of Aspects and Differential Identities

This experiment validated Theorem which predicts co-evolution between aspects and differ-
ential identities. Using a 1000-point, 50-dimensional dataset with 5 clusters, new aspects were
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generated from SDI centroids via PCA, updating the aspect set over 5 iterations.

Entropy of SDI distribution decreased from 1.8 to 1.6, and ARI improved from 0.78 to
0.83, with 5-6 SDIs (Figure [11]). These results confirm that co-evolution enhances structural
coherence, supporting applications in feature learning and semantic analysis.
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Figure 11: Entropy and ARI over iterations of aspect co-evolution.

24.11 Propagation of Differentiation Uncertainty

This experiment validated Theorem which states that high undefined differentiations (L)
lead to exclusion from SDIs or degenerate SDIs, defining an epistemic boundary. A 1000-point,
50-dimensional dataset with 10% undefined features for 20% of points was used.
Approximately 80% of points with undefinedness ratio u(x;) > 0.5 were excluded or formed
degenerate SDIs (size < 2). Entropy increased to 1.9 from 1.8, reflecting fragmentation. The
epistemic boundary included 15% of points (Figure . These results confirm the formation of
epistemic boundaries, supporting applications in anomaly detection and ontological modeling.
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Figure 12: Fraction of points in SDIs vs. excluded or in degenerate SDIs by undefinedness ratio.

25 Future Research Directions

Operationalizing Differential Transparency

Theorem [18]introduces the concept of Differential Transparency as a condition under which dis-
tinctions become externally observable through a projectional structure. This concept offers a

28



foundation for exploring how internal differentiations in a system manifest as stable, perceivable
configurations to external observers or agents. Future work could focus on developing meth-
ods for quantifying this transparency across different domains—such as artificial intelligence
architectures, cognitive systems, or even biological and social networks.

Corollaries 6-8 outline several implications that suggest pathways toward measurable crite-
ria. These include the detection of threshold shifts in differentiation graphs, boundary blurring
under instability conditions, and the emergence of globally coherent components from locally
unstable configurations. Extending these corollaries into empirical settings could yield testable
predictions about system interpretability, transparency, or responsiveness.

Topological and Probabilistic Aspects of Projections

Theorems[9)and [10] raise foundational questions about the topological and probabilistic behavior
of projection structures. Specifically, the formation of clusters, connectivity components, and
stability domains under varying thresholds of € and oscillatory inputs suggests a rich landscape
of behaviors. Further research could investigate the stability of these structures under noise,
the mapping of projection dynamics to known topological invariants, and the emergence of
bifurcation regimes in differentiational dynamics.

Such investigations may not only deepen the theoretical basis of the projectional frame-
work but also extend its applications to areas such as adaptive learning systems, neural coding
architectures, and resilience modeling in distributed systems.

26 Conclusion

This work develops a projection-based semantic interpretation of differentiation within the Uni-
versal Theory of Differentiation (UTD), connecting category structure, topological segmenta-
tion, and semantic resolution to a recursive process grounded in first-order difference and local
instability.

We have shown that differentiational structure can emerge without reference to coordinate
embeddings or external metrics. All semantic organization — clustering, projection, hierarchy
— becomes derivable from binary difference (D7) and instability (7). The experimental valida-
tion with semantic text data confirms this: connected components in the GT graph align with
natural categories, even when labels are entirely absent.

Building on this, we introduced the notion of Stable Differentiational Identities (SDIs) as
the terminal elements of recursive differentiation. We proved that SDIs are unique under fixed
parameters and structurally nested across resolutions. This leads to the understanding that
every structure has a differentiational horizon — a finite depth t.ony beyond which no finer
distinctions are internally generable. The depth of this recursion corresponds to the intrinsic
complexity of the system: simple structures converge quickly; complex ones unfold over multiple
layers of difference.

From this follows the Theorem of Differentiational Transparency: if a system can recur-
sively differentiate its own structure and recognize that structure as a distinguishable object,
it achieves semantic self-reference. In this state, differentiation ceases to merely classify — it
becomes reflexive, aware, and transformable.

Philosophically, this reframes the subject not as a point of origin, but as the convergence
of difference upon itself. The subject is not that which differentiates, but that within which
differentiation becomes transparent. This transparency enables meaning, agency, and trans-
formation: a system that sees its distinctions can modify them. Thus, semantic intentionality
and ontological flexibility are not properties of minds or agents, but emergent capacities of
sufficiently coherent differentiation.
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Beyond transparency, we extended UTD toward structural dynamics, learning, and epistemic
limits. The system’s differentiational architecture is not static: it may undergo phase transitions
(Theorem , adapt its differentiation schema based on feedback (Theorem , and co-evolve
its aspects alongside emerging identities (Theorem .

Moreover, differentiation is not universally applicable: regions of systematic uncertainty
define epistemic boundaries beyond which no stable identities can form (Theorem . This
reframes incompleteness not as a failure, but as an internal feature of structural logic.

Finally, we formalized the possibility of ontological plurality (Theorem. Multiple systems
of differentiation may coexist over the same domain, none reducible to another. This opens a
path to modeling intersubjectivity, plural cognition, and the multiplicity of interpretive worlds.

Thus, UTD not only explains how structure stabilizes, but how it transforms, fails, and
multiplies. It is a theory of difference — but also of divergence.

In closing, this work establishes a formal pathway from minimal binary distinction to layered
identity, recursion, structure, and ultimately self-reflexive transparency. UTD thereby offers
not just a model of categorization, but a generative ontology: structure emerges not from
construction, but from the recursive stabilization of difference itself.
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