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Abstract

This paper analyses a form of happiness that resists the standard theories of well-being: the
plain, shared happiness in which nothing happens, nothing is achieved, and nothing is lacked,
yet which is full rather than empty. Such happiness is neither a state attained nor an event un-
dergone. The paper argues that it is instead an emergence: a fullness arising from the way a
generative relation continues itself, irreducible to its substrate, and whose form is fixed not
in advance but historically and materially. A survey of the major traditions—joint-attention
psychology, psychoanalysis, phenomenology, eudaimonism, neuroscience, structuralism, po-
litical economy, and process philosophy—shows that each reads such happiness either as a lack
or as a static satisfaction, and so misses its distinctive feature: that this stillness is not stagnation
but continued generation.

To articulate this, the paper develops a relational ontology in which the individual is a knot,
not a premise, of relation, and locates the engine of generation, by way of psychoanalysis, in the
irreducible gap between the symbolic and the real. The same gap can be lived in two modes:
a mode of lack, in which the subject is driven to fill it, and a mode of fullness, in which the
subject dwells in the openness it sustains. Happiness is the second mode. The paper further
argues that happiness is hermeneutic—given only as meaning to a subject of the symbolic—
and therefore that no purely dynamical account can reach it; it demonstrates this by pressing
the dynamical-systems vocabulary to its limit and showing it cannot adjudicate competing
intuitions of happiness. The dynamical is nonetheless retained as the background manifold on
which meaning is laid down: meaning is not reducible to it, but cannot stand apart from it, so
happiness is neither physical fact nor arbitrary reading.

From this follow two results. First, shared happiness is not the merger of two subjects into
one symbolic order—hermeneutic annexation—but the resonance of two meaning-worlds that
remain mutually translatable without being exhausted. Second, the silence proper to such hap-
piness completes a series: the silence of obligation, of restraint, and of needlessness. Through-
out, no single form is permitted to occupy the place of happiness’s essence.

Keywords: happiness; emergence; generativity; the symbolic; hermeneutics.
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The Phenomenon

Before any theory is brought to bear, the object to be explained must be set out in its own
terms. This preliminary section does only that. It describes a phenomenon and marks it off
from its neighbours, using as little theoretical vocabulary as possible; the terms by which the

ar

later chapters will explain it—"generativity,” “the symbolic,” and the rest—are deliberately
withheld here, since to describe the phenomenon in the language of one’s eventual explanation
is already to prejudge it. What follows is a description of how the thing is given, not an account

of what it is.

The datum

Consider two people who, on an afternoon with nothing to do, sit together and watch the
rain beyond a window. They are not talking, or not much; there is nothing they are trying to
settle, nothing they are waiting for, no task to complete and no decision to reach. Nothing, in
any ordinary sense, is happening. And yet they are happy—not euphoric, not moved to any
peak, but plainly and unmistakably content, in a way neither would hesitate to call happiness
if asked.

The phenomenon has a feature that makes it difficult to place: it is full without being event-
ful. The contentment is not the residue of something that has just occurred, nor the anticipation
of something about to occur. It does not point beyond the afternoon to an achievement secured
or a lack supplied. It is simply, and without remainder, the quiet fullness of the present hour.
This is what the standard theories of happiness find hard to accommodate, and what the rest
of this paper is written to address. For the moment it is enough to record it as a datum: there
is a happiness that consists in nothing happening, and that is nonetheless full.

The features of the phenomenon

Stated more carefully, the phenomenon shows several features, each of which can be recog-
nised without any theory.

Uneventfulness. Nothing is achieved, undergone, or resolved. No new state is reached and
no event occurs. This is the feature that most resists the received accounts, which tend to locate
happiness in an attainment or in the intensity of an experience.

Fullness. Despite the absence of event, the condition is not one of boredom, emptiness, or
torpor. It is full. Here “full” is used only as a plain description of how the condition is felt, not
as a theoretical claim; the question of what this fullness consists in is left entirely open.

Sharedness. The happiness is essentially a happiness of being together. It is not felt as be-
longing to either party alone but as belonging to the situation the two of them are in. A single
person reproducing the same outward scene—the same window, the same rain—would not
necessarily be in the same condition. Whatever the fullness is, it is located in the being-with,
not in either of the two.

A faint movement, not inertness. The condition is still, but not with the stillness of a stone.
There is in it something difficult to name—a slight, unhurried liveliness: the shared breathing,
the common direction of attention toward the same rain, the slow passage of the hour. It is not
a stop. It is more like a quiet, unhurried proceeding that is not in any haste to arrive anywhere.



Absence of want. There is no sense of lack, no felt pressure of “something still missing.” And
just for this reason there is nothing that needs to be said and nothing that needs to be settled
—a plain, unspoken ease.

Demarcation from neighbouring conditions

The phenomenon is easily confused with several conditions it resembles, and the description
is not complete until these are set apart. The distinctions can be felt at the descriptive level,
before any theory; their theoretical characterisation is deferred.

Against boredom and depressive withdrawal. These too are “uneventful,” but they are condi-
tions of staleness, emptiness, or entrapment, whereas the present phenomenon is one of ease
and fullness. The two share the absence of event and differ in everything else. This already
marks something the later chapters must respect: there are two stillnesses, an empty one and
a full one, and they are not told apart by whether anything is happening.

Aguainst satiety or the relaxation of a satisfied need. Satiety is the aftermath of an event—the
having-eaten, the having-obtained—and points back to a want just supplied. The present phe-
nomenon points to no such want and is not the “after” of anything. It is not a discharge of
tension but a condition with no tension to discharge.

Aguainst the peak experience. Rapture or ecstasy is the summit of an intensity and is itself an
event. The present phenomenon is the opposite in form: low in intensity, without event, and
indefinitely sustainable. It is not a height but a level.

Waiting: a neighbouring mode of the same phenomenon

There is a second scene that belongs to the same family. Two people slow down for one an-
other, wait together for a while, watch the light fade as evening comes on. Here too there are
uneventfulness, sharedness, faint movement, and the absence of want; but there is in addi-
tion an orientation—toward something not yet arrived: the evening coming down, the other
catching up.

A plain observation distinguishes this from its counterfeit. This kind of waiting is not rest-
less; it is, if anything, sweet and full. It is wholly unlike the waiting of one who has missed
a train—which is fretful, out of one’s control, and oriented toward a lack. The two kinds of
waiting are felt to be quite different, and the difference can be marked here even though its
mechanism and structure are left for later. What this mode shows is that the family of the
phenomenon includes not only an “already at rest” but also a “slowly under way”; its modes
are plural.

The limit of description, and what follows

This section has done only what description can do: it has identified a phenomenon, set out
its features, and marked it off from its neighbours. It has not answered—because description
cannot answer—what this fullness is, why it is full rather than empty, or where exactly the
line falls between the two stillnesses and the two kinds of waiting. These are questions of
explanation, not of description, and they require theory.



The order of what follows is accordingly this. The next chapter listens to how the existing
theories explain this already-delineated phenomenon, and finds that they converge on a com-
mon omission. The chapter after that advances the paper’s own account and grounds it. Only
then are the modes redrawn, and only then are the several illustrative registers—dynamical,
neural—allowed to cast their partial light. The phenomenon, for now, is simply on the table.

1 The Plain Happiness across Theoretical Horizons

The phenomenon having been delineated, this chapter asks how the major theoretical tradi-
tions explain it. The method is comparative and expository: each tradition is taken on its own
terms and allowed to illuminate the plain happiness once, in the idiom proper to it, without
being corrected or absorbed into any other. The traditions are placed side by side rather than
woven together, and the work of drawing them into relation—of asking what they share and
where they fail in common—is reserved for the final section, §1.10. The aim of the juxtaposi-
tion is not eclecticism but exposure: the thickness of the phenomenon is best shown by how
many independent traditions find in it something they recognise as their own. Throughout,
points requiring exact textual attribution are flagged for verification rather than asserted from
memory.

A word on order. The sections proceed, loosely, from the most proximate register—the
bare structure of two people attending to the same thing—outward to the most structural, the
place of such happiness in an economy of production. The ordering is heuristic; the sections
are mutually independent and may be read in any sequence.

1.1 Joint attention and intersubjectivity

The minimal structure of the datum, considered psychologically, is that two subjects attend
together to the same object without the need for speech. The question this tradition poses is
why such a wordless sharing of orientation should itself be a form of contentment, rather than
a mere coordination of two perceptual states.

Developmental psychology has made the sharing of attention foundational to its account of
how human sociality arises. In the framework of Trevarthen [63], a primary intersubjectivity—
the early affective attunement of infant and caregiver, a direct coordination of two subjectivities
—is succeeded, after roughly the ninth month, by a secondary intersubjectivity in which a third
term, the shared object, is drawn into the dyad, so that the relation acquires a triadic structure:
I, you, and the object attended to together. The plain happiness of watching the rain together
has the form of a mature secondary intersubjectivity: a triadic engagement in which the object
is not a topic of communication but the common pole of a shared regard.

Tomasello [62] makes the sharing of intentionality the cognitive origin of human coopera-
tion and culture, and isolates as its core a capacity for joint attention that is not reducible to two
parallel acts of individual attention: there is a “we” that is not the sum of two “I”s, a shared
intentional state with its own structure. On this view the togetherness of the datum is not an
aggregate but a unit; the happiness, if it is located in the togetherness, is located in something
genuinely irreducible to the two parties taken separately.

Stern [58] adds a feature especially pertinent here. In his account of affect attunement, what



passes between infant and caregiver in their wordless exchanges is not the content of a feeling
but its dynamic contour—its vitality affect, the shape of its rising and falling. This is a descrip-
tion of a sharing that has no objective content and yet a definite dynamic form: precisely the
combination—contentless yet moving—that the datum exhibits in its “faint movement, not in-
ertness.” The tradition thus already possesses a vocabulary for a togetherness that is full of
movement without being full of any particular content.

What it illuminates. The minimal unit of the plain happiness of being-with is a wordless co-
orientation, a shared direction of regard, rather than any communicated content. Watching the
rain together is satisfying because it instantiates the purest case of a shared attentional state: a
being-present-together that requires nothing to be said.

Its limit. In the developmental framework, joint attention is positioned as a cognitive mile-
stone, or a capacity, rather than as a mode of happiness in its own right: it explains how the
“we” becomes possible, not why the “we” should be a fullness. More tellingly, the teleological
cast of the framework tends to read joint attention as a way-station toward language and co-
operation—a means—whereas the plain happiness of watching the rain together is precisely
an end in itself, leading on to no subsequent attainment. This tension—between the milestone
read as means and the togetherness lived as end in itself—is one the tradition cannot dissolve
from within.

1.2 Psychoanalysis: drive, the symbolic-real gap, and being quietly present

Psychoanalysis takes drive and desire as its underlying dynamics, and this gives the datum
a double edge. On the one hand, if happiness is conceived as the discharge or satisfaction
of desire, then an uneventful, low-tension being-together is hard to count as a fullness rather
than as the mere temporary absence of tension. On the other hand—and this is the feature the
present paper will draw upon most heavily later—psychoanalysis is almost alone among the
traditions surveyed here in offering a candidate source for a perpetually renewed dynamism: if
such a source can be identified, the tradition will have supplied not merely a picture of the plain
happiness but an engine beneath it. The first edge is developed in this chapter; the constitutive
use of the second is deferred to the next.

Freud: drive and the economy of desire. Freud’s Trieb is a frontier concept between the so-
matic and the psychical, possessing a source, a pressure, an aim, and an object, of which the
object is the most variable while the pressure is constant [21]. The drive is thus, by its struc-
ture, never finally satisfied: the object may be replaced, the pressure does not extinguish. This
is the earliest psychoanalytic model of a dynamism that does not stop. Against it stands a
contrary tendency in the same corpus: the Nirvana principle, the trend toward the reduction
of excitation to zero, which Freud (adopting Barbara Low’s term) formulated in Beyond the
Pleasure Principle and aligned with the death drive—distinct from, though entangled with, the
constancy principle’s tendency to a low or stable level [20]. Under it the plain happiness would
be read as a tending-toward-stillness close to inertness—the psychoanalytic form of precisely
the “empty stillness” the present paper must guard against. The fullness of the low-tension
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condition has therefore to be distinguished, within psychoanalysis itself, from its deathlike
counterfeit.

Lacan: desire as the gap between the symbolic and the real. The decisive resource lies here.
In Lacan’s topology the real is what resists symbolisation, and the symbolic, the order of signi-
fiers, never captures it without remainder [36]. This structural shortfall of the symbolic with
respect to the real—the irreducible gap between them—is what sets desire in motion; the ob-
jet petit a marks the leftover of that gap, the object-cause around which desire turns. Desire
is therefore never satisfied, perpetually displaced along the chain of signifiers, never filled by
any particular object, not because it lacks some specific thing but because it is driven by the
unclosable gap itself.

The proposition to be carried forward is this: the gap between the symbolic and the real is a
source-model for a generative dynamism. It accounts for why there should be an unceasing move-
ment, rather than positing that movement as an unexplained axiom. Generation does not stop,
on this account, because the gap cannot be closed.

But a tension is built into the resource, and it must be marked here rather than resolved.
In Lacan the gap drives the perpetual frustration of desire—an economy of lack, of the mangque-
d-étre—in which the subject, driven by the gap, pursues and forever misses. The datum of this
paper, by contrast, is a plain, contented, low-tension happiness. How can a dynamism driven by
an unclosable gap, condemned to miss its object, be the source of a contented fullness? The
contradiction is left standing here, suspended as the entry-point of the next chapter.

Winnicott: the capacity to be alone—the object-relations wing. A different wing of psy-
choanalysis describes the plain togetherness directly. Winnicott’s paradoxical formulation is
the capacity to be alone in the presence of another [71]: the mature ability to be alone is founded
on an early experience of being quietly alone in the mother’s presence, where no interaction
and no tension of desire is required, while an unobtrusive ego-relatedness is sustained. This
is almost an archetype of the plain happiness of being-with: the adult form of being, quietly,
oneself in the other’s presence. The associated notion of going-on-being, whose opposite is im-
pingement, names just such an uninterrupted, plain continuance of existence. Yet this wing
stands outside the economy of drive, and so cannot answer the question of the dynamism’s
source; while the wing that can supply the source (Lacan) locks it in lack. The two wings hold
opposite ends, and a later chapter must rejoin them: the dynamism of the drive and the quiet
of object-relatedness, reunited in a single account.

Bion and extensions. The picture is filled out by Bion’s reverie and the container—contained
relation, in which wordless accompaniment is itself a structure of containing [10], and by
Balint’s account of a harmonious, conflict-free interpenetration, a benign regression in which
the plain being-together approaches a quiet commingling [ 3].

What it illuminates. The plain happiness is a being-together that needs no tension of desire

to sustain it (Winnicott); the highest intimacy may be one in which ego-relatedness is quietly
present without the activation of drive. And, uniquely among the traditions here, psychoanal-
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ysis touches what lies beneath the plain happiness—the question of where its dynamism comes
from—and offers a candidate answer in the symbolic-real gap.

Its limit. The dominant lines (the Freudian Nirvana principle, Lacanian desire) tend to read
the plain happiness as the temporary absence of tension, a subtraction, or to lock its dynamism
into an economy of lack. The Winnicottian line comes closest to a positive account but, standing
outside the economy of drive, does not address the question of the source; its “uninterrupted”
is a negative determination, not yet a positive generation. Psychoanalysis thus bequeaths to
the sequel two legacies: an asset—the symbolic-real gap as engine of dynamism—and a debt—
the default confinement of that dynamism to the mode of lack. The task of the next chapter is
to inherit the asset while breaking with the debt.

1.3 Phenomenology: passive synthesis, intercorporeity, releasement

Phenomenology’s commitment is to describe how things are given. The question it poses to
the datum is whether the still afternoon, as a given fullness, can be grasped at the level of de-
scription—whether one can characterise a “full without event” in terms of the structure of its
givenness.

Husserl: passive synthesis and inner time. For Husserl the fullness of the afternoon need
not be constituted by any active synthesis; at the level of passive synthesis it is already given
as replete [30]. And the structure of inner time-consciousness—the threefold of retention,
primal impression, and protention—means that the present is never a static point but always
carries, in its protentional edge, a slight openness toward what is coming. The still afternoon is
therefore not a motionless instant but a continually self-renewing flow: phenomenology, at the
descriptive level, already registers a faint movement within the stillness. The fifth Cartesian
Meditation’s account of pairing (Paarung), in which intersubjectivity is passively constituted in
the coupling of bodies, supplies in turn a descriptive ground for the joint attention of §1.1.

Merleau-Ponty: intercorporeity and the flesh of the shared. For Merleau-Ponty the watching-
together is two bodies sharing one world; the being-with is given pre-reflectively in intercorpore-
ity, the intertwining (chiasme) of the flesh, rather than in any agreement of two consciousnesses
[43]. The “we” of the plain happiness is a matter of the flesh, not of a contract of minds.

Heidegger: attunement and releasement. The plain happiness is a Stimmung, an attune-
ment prior to the division of subject and object, a low-intensity, open mode of finding-oneself-
disposed; it is not the absence of mood but a quiet, open one. Gelassenheit—releasement, the
letting-be that neither forces nor manipulates but lets things be as they are [ 29 | —names the on-
tological vindication of the afternoon’s “doing nothing,” and stands in close kinship with the
Daoist non-doing. Mitsein ensures that being-with is an original structure, not a later addition.

What it illuminates. The plain happiness is a given fullness, with an attunement-structure

(Stimmung) and a faintly open temporal structure (protention); phenomenology lets us say
that it is not empty but a replete givenness.
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Its limit. Phenomenology is expert at describing how a thing is given and stops at description.
It can render the structure of the afternoon’s givenness with great precision, yet methodolog-
ically brackets the genetic-dynamic question of why this is a generation, whence this fullness
continually grows. Protention touches the “faint movement within stillness,” but phenomenol-
ogy does not ask after the source of that movement, nor after its plasticity under historical and
material conditions.

1.4 The eudaimonist tradition

The question here is in what sense the classical theories of well-being can accommodate a
happiness that is plain yet full. The decisive fault-line runs between conceiving happiness as
an activity and conceiving it as a state, and between conceiving pleasure as kinetic (in process)
and as static (a settled absence of disturbance). The plain happiness falls exactly on this line:
uneventful (near the static), yet full (near the activity).

Aristotle: eudaimonia as energeia. For Aristotle happiness is not a state but the soul’s activity
in accordance with virtue—an energeia [2|. Its highest form, theoria, is an activity outwardly
still yet inwardly most active, which gives the “plain yet full” a classical foothold; and schole,
leisure, is not idleness but the condition under which free activity becomes possible. Watching
the rain together might be read as a low-intensity shared energeia rather than as doing nothing.
The strain is that Aristotelian theoria is solitary and self-sufficient, ill-suited to the dimension
of being-with, and that it retains a determinate object, whereas the plain being-together has
none.

Epicurus: katastematic pleasure. The highest pleasure is katastematic—not the kinetic plea-
sure of sensory stimulation but the settled state of freedom from pain and disturbance (aponia,
ataraxia) [17]. This is nearly the most direct classical advocate of “plainness is fullness”: the
plain is not the absence of pleasure but the very form of the highest pleasure. Yet the katastem-
atic is a subtractive ideal—the removal of want and disturbance—whose fullness is a “being-
without-deficit” rather than a “being-that-grows”; it cannot speak to the growing side of the
plain happiness.

Stoicism: apatheia and accord with nature. The plain as a stability undisturbed by the pas-
sions, the product of accord with cosmic reason—an achievement, not numbness. But apatheia
remains a negative determination, a freedom-from-disturbance, and its ideal of individual self-
sufficiency is likewise ill-fitted to the growth of a shared condition.

Eastern parallels: Zhuangzi’s plainness and the Confucian joy. Zhuangzi’s tiandan (plain-
ness), the “empty room that gives forth light” (xushi sheng bai), and the saying that the plain
and limitless is that from which every beauty follows—here plainness is the condition of gen-
eration (emptied, it lets something be born), which is the crucial difference from the Western
static-pleasure tradition: Zhuangzi’s plainness is generative rather than merely undisturbed
[73]. The Confucian joy of Yan Hui amid poverty, and the “Zeng Dian” vision of bathing in
the river and returning singing, place a plain, shared, seasonal joy at the heart of virtue [13].
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The Eastern tradition, Zhuangzi above all, already harbours the “stillness that generates” the
Western eudaimonism lacks—an important anticipation of the next chapter, though it is left
there as an anticipation, untheorised.

What it illuminates and its limit. The eudaimonist tradition wins for the plain a positive
evaluative standing (it is not a deficiency). But the Western mainstream (Epicurus, the Sto-
ics) reads it as a subtractive, undisturbed stillness; Aristotle’s energeia has a “motion within
stillness” but confines it to solitary contemplation with a determinate object, ill-suited to the
growth of an objectless being-with. Only the Eastern line (Zhuangzi) escapes this, harbouring
the “stillness that generates”—but as an intimation, not yet a theory.

1.5 Neuroscience: low arousal and the calm of prediction

The neural picture of the plain happiness is, at first glance, one of “lowness”: low arousal,
low prediction error, low phasic dopaminergic activity. The question is whether neuroscience
can distinguish, within this lowness, two conditions—an empty lowness and a full one. The
question is only raised here; its positive resolution is deferred to §5.

Arousal and the autonomic tone of calm. The plain being-together corresponds to a safe,
low-arousal, parasympathetically dominant tone—in the terms of the polyvagal account, a
ventral-vagal state of safety and social engagement 48], physiologically the signature of “safe
presence.”

Predictive processing and free energy. The plain corresponds to a persistently low predic-
tion error: the world is well modelled and the cortex need issue no large signal of surprise
[22]. But in the dominant narrative low prediction error can equally point to low information,
to boredom—and the difference between empty and full cannot be told apart at this level.
This is flagged here as exactly the criterial problem that §5.4 must address: not the height of
the error but the tone of the neuromodulation and the character of the resting activity beneath
it.

The default mode network and rest. Resting-state activity in the default mode network is
associated both with calm introspection and with rumination and negative self-reference [50|;
“rest” is therefore in itself neutral, its value depending on the character of the activity—again
pointing to the criterion of §5.

What it illuminates and its limit. The plain happiness has a neural substrate, a describable
condition of calm (safe, low-error, parasympathetic). But the mainstream framework tends to
read “low arousal / low error” as low value (boredom, low information), and cannot at its own
level distinguish empty from full. More fundamentally, neuroscience describes the substrate,
and does not answer the normative—ontological question of what this fullness is or why it is an
end in itself; it is a necessary witness, not a ground. The gulf between the mechanistic “low”
and the experiential “full” is one neuroscience cannot itself cross.
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1.6 Structuralism and post-structuralism

If meaning is fixed by position within a system of differences—with no positive terms, only
differences—then what place does the plain, as a low-intensity condition of meaning, occupy
semiotically? Can structuralism speak of fullness, or only of operation?

The structuralist ground. On the Saussurean basis—Iangue and parole, value as differential, a
system of differences without positive terms [ 54 | —the plain figures as a temporary anchoring
of the chain of signifiers, a low-intensity state of the play of difference.

Barthes: the Neutral, tenderness, the lover’s discourse. In A Lover’s Discourse the undra-
matic, eventless moments of tenderness; in the lecture course on the Neutral, the celebration of
a Neutral that suspends the conflict of paradigms |5, 6 |—the plain as a le Neutre: a suspended
presence that does not stand within the intensities of binary opposition. Here structuralism’s
heir comes closest to naming the plain positively, as a low-intensity mode of meaning.

The post-structuralist extension. Deleuze admits a positive extension—the plain as a low-
intensity becoming, a micro-perception on a plane of immanence [15]; but Deleuze has al-
ready departed the structuralist “difference as absence” toward an affirmative becoming, and
so constitutes a potential bridge to the next chapter. His “becoming,” however, is impersonal
and cosmological, and lacks the relational, two-subject, self-continuing dimension this paper
requires; the difference is to be marked in §2.8, not here.

What itilluminates and its limit. The plain is alow-intensity mode of the operation of mean-
ing, with a definite semiotic place (the Neutral, tenderness, the anchoring of the signifier). But
classical structuralism is adept at saying how meaning operates and inept at saying how mean-
ing is full: on a base of “difference, no positive terms,” a positive fullness is nearly unsayable
—it can locate the plain’s “place” but not give its “repletion.” Post-structuralism (Deleuze)
turns toward affirmative becoming, but its becoming is impersonal and cosmological, lack-
ing the relational and two-subject character at issue here—a difference deferred to the next
chapter.

1.7 Political economy and Marxism

This section moves the plain happiness into the historical-material horizon: in a social form
governed by the imperative of production and exchange-value, what place does an afternoon
of doing nothing occupy? Is it waste, to be optimised away by the logic of capital, or an escape
from and resistance to that logic?

Labour, alienation, and free time. Against alienated labour—the fourfold estrangement of
the 1844 Manuscripts—Marx sets disposable time, free time, and “the development of human
powers as an end in itself” [41, 42]. The plain, non-productive time of being-together is the
obverse of alienated labour: in it, the exercise of human powers becomes an end in itself rather
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than being pressed into the service of exchange-value. Marx’s “realm of freedom,” which be-
gins where labour determined by necessity ends, gives the plain happiness a positive location
in political economy.

The critique of productivism and leisure. Lafargue’s polemic against the cult of labour [37|;
Adorno’s analysis of the colonisation of leisure by the culture industry, in which “free time” is
still shaped by the logic of production [1]. A tension follows: even when one escapes produc-
tive time, leisure may be recolonised by the logic of consumption—so that whether the plain
happiness’s “non-productivity” can truly escape is itself a political question.

Reproductive labour and invisibility. The material conditions that make “an afternoon of
doing nothing together” possible—who sustains the reproduction of life, by what division of
labour this leisure is underwritten—cannot be romantically effaced [18]. The plain happiness
has material preconditions, and honesty requires acknowledging them; this connects to the
questions of power and asymmetry treated in Paper XVII [68].

What it illuminates and its limit. Political economy can locate the plain happiness’s political
value (as the obverse of alienation, an escape from the imperative of production) and its material
conditions. But its determination is primarily negative and relational: the plain as the obverse
of alienation, as resistance to productivism—and resistance is a negative determination, not
yet a positive account of the fullness itself. It tells us what the plain is not (not production, not
alienation) and what it opposes (productivism), but not what its repletion itself is, nor how it
continues to generate.

1.8 Aesthetics

Kant. Purposiveness without purpose (Zweckmifigkeit ohne Zweck), the disinterested satis-
faction of the aesthetic, the free play of the cognitive faculties [ 31 | —the plain as a purposeless
free play of the faculties, satisfying without serving any end. This gives the afternoon’s “doing
nothing” an aesthetic vindication: a contentment that is precisely not instrumental.

East-Asian aesthetics. The Japanese ma (the interval, the negative space) and wabi-sabi; the
Chinese painterly category of liubai (leaving-blank) and of pingdan tianzhen (plain and nat-
ural), in which the plain is the highest, not the lowest, aesthetic category—the yipin or “un-
trammelled grade” of Ni Zan and the literati tradition. That plainness ranks as the supreme
aesthetic value in East Asia directly supports this paper’s “the plain is fulfilment.”

Its limit. Aesthetics accords the plain its highest evaluative standing, yet relies on a particular
framework of transcendence (aesthetic autonomy), and offers no account internal to relation
and history of the plain as a generation.

1.9 Process philosophy and relational ontology

The traditions juxtaposed in this section stand closest to the account this paper will develop
—so0 close that, left undemarcated, they would absorb it. Their function here therefore differs
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from that of the others: where most were marked as “grasping the stillness and missing the
growth,” these have already placed generation, process, or relation at the centre of their ontol-
ogy, and are the strongest of the “marginal symptoms” that escape the common blind spot
of §1.10. Yet—as the close of this section notes—they either lack the dimension of justice or
take completion as their rhythm, and so do not reach the generative relation this paper requires.
The full demarcation is reserved for §2.8; here they are placed alongside the rest, illuminating
once.

Bergson: duration and the vital impulse. The plain afternoon as pure durée—an interpen-
etrating flow of experience not parcelled into a sequence of events, whose “uneventfulness”
is precisely the qualitative repletion that resists spatialised measurement [7|. Durée supplies
a philosophy-of-time description for “full without event.” Its limit (deferred to §2.8): durée
is the duration of an individual consciousness, thin in the intersubjective dimension; the élan
vital is an impersonal cosmic impulse, lacking relationality and normativity.

Whitehead: process philosophy—the nearest interlocutor. For Whitehead the basic unit of
the real is not a substance but a process-pulse: each actual occasion prehends its antecedent
world, reaches satisfaction (self-completion) through concrescence, then perishes, and through
objective immortality becomes datum for its successors; creativity is the ultimate category by
which novelty perpetually enters [69]. The plain being-together might be read as a series
of low-intensity, harmonious concrescences. The kinship with this paper (the side of inher-
itance): relation (prehension) and process (becoming) are prior to substance—an actual en-
tity just is what it prehends—so that “the individual is a knot of relations” is here already in
embryo. The divergences (the side of the break, marked here, detailed in §2.8): (i) rhythm—
Whitehead takes satisfaction as rhythm, the occasion completing itself and perishing, whereas
this paper takes the refusal to settle as rhythm (cf. Paper IX [66]); “completion” is, for this paper,
close to the death of the good cycle; (ii) temporality—Whitehead’s “perpetual perishing plus
objective immortality” against this paper’s self-continuation; (iii) normativity—Whitehead’s is a
descriptive cosmology with no internal criterion of justice, not asking whether a given prehen-
sion effaces the subjectivity of what it prehends, whereas this paper’s ontology is normative
from the outset.

Simondon: individuation prior to the individual. The individual is not a given starting
point but the result-and-process of a continual individuation out of a pre-individual, metastable
field; relation precedes its terms (“relation has the status of being”) [56|. This resonates with
the relational ontology to come—more directly, in some respects, than Whitehead. Its limit:
Simondon’s individuation is chiefly a technical-physical-biological genesis, with the intimate
and the normative undeveloped.

New materialism: Barad. Agential realism and intra-action—relation prior to relata, the re-
lata determined only within the intra-action [4|—is the sharpest contemporary statement of
“relation before its terms,” directly supporting the relational ontology, though its frame is
post-human and physicalist and its intimate-normative dimension needs separate grounding.
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What it illuminates and its limit. The plain can be read as the qualitative repletion of pure
duration (Bergson), a low-intensity harmonious concrescence (Whitehead), a metastable state
of continual individuation (Simondon), or an intra-action prior to relata (Barad). This is the
group, among all surveyed, that comes closest to the “stillness that generates”—it has genuinely
grasped generation, process, relation. And yet: these frameworks are either impersonal and
cosmological (the élan vital, creativity, intra-action), lacking the two-subject, intimate, rela-
tional concreteness this paper requires; or they take completion/perishing as rhythm, the re-
verse of this paper’s “refusal to settle plus self-continuation”; and they almost uniformly lack
the dimension of justice—they say how the real operates, not whether a relation effaces. Pro-
cess philosophy is thus the strongest marginal symptom of a “generation not yet rendered

relational-ethical.” It lights the gap most brightly of all, and still does not fill it.

1.10 The convergence: a common blind spot, and a silence not yet spoken

The chorus: what each illuminated. Set side by side, the traditions each disclosed one facet
of the plain happiness. Joint attention: its minimal unit is a wordless co-orientation. Psycho-
analysis: it is a being-together needing no tension of desire (and, uniquely, it touched the
source of dynamism, the symbolic-real gap). Phenomenology: it is a given fullness, with the
structure of attunement and a faintly open temporality. Eudaimonism: it has a positive eval-
uative standing, the classical ideal of tranquillity (and, in Zhuangzi, a generative plainness).
Neuroscience: it has a calm substrate. Structuralism: it is a low-intensity mode of meaning
(the Neutral, tenderness). Political economy: it is resistance to productivism, a time that is an
end in itself. Aesthetics: it is the highest, not the lowest, of categories. Process philosophy: it
is duration, concrescence, individuation, intra-action—generation itself, all but named.

The common blind spot: two reductions. Beneath the chorus runs a single omission, in two
forms. The first is a reduction to lack: the plain read as the absence of something—of stimulus,
of tension, of arousal, of intensity, of production (the Freudian Nirvana, Lacan, the Epicurean
and Stoic freedom-from-disturbance, the neural “low,” the structuralist “no positive terms,”
the political-economic “non-productive”). The second is a reduction to static satisfaction: the
plain read as an attained, motionless state—a balance after needs are met, an undisturbed
repose (the eudaimonist mainstream, the teleological reading of joint attention, apatheia and
ataraxia). Both reductions share a result: the moving, growing dimension of the plain happiness
is systematically omitted. None of the traditions can say why this afternoon, in which nothing
happens, is not stagnation but something still growing.

Naming what was omitted: the paradox of “still yet generating.” The phenomenon itself
presents a duality: it is at once still (no new state, no event, no tension) and full and growing
(replete, still being generated). The traditions either seize the stillness and miss the growth,
or—as with Zhuangzi, Husserl’s protention, Deleuze, Whitehead, Winnicott’s going-on-being
—touch the growth without theorising it. These are the marginal symptoms that escape the
blind spot and so anticipate exactly where the gap lies. This “still yet generating”—uneventful
yet continually generating—is the silence on which the whole chorus finally converges.
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Toward the next chapter. To speak that silence positively requires a perspective whose centre
is self-continuation: a category able to hold at once the “stillness of no-event” and the “contin-
uance of generation.” The perspective this paper proposes—generativity—is offered to fill this
gap. But, in keeping with the methodological reticence stated throughout, generativity is not
enthroned as a new “essence of happiness”; it is one further voice, brought on after the chorus,
and aware that its own saying is likewise in motion. The next chapter brings it on.

2 From Relational Ontology to Generativity

This chapter is the load-bearing wall of the paper. Were every illustrative chapter that follows
—the dynamical, the neural—removed, this chapter would still have to stand on its own and
carry the whole of the core argument. Its task is threefold: first, to ground a relational ontology;
second, to establish the dynamism and the identity of generativity by way of two nearest kin—
process philosophy (an ontological lineage) and psychoanalysis (a dynamical one)—in each
case by an inheritance and a break; third, on that ground, to say positively what the plain
happiness is.

A discipline of voice governs the chapter throughout. No category, generativity and re-
lationality included, is enthroned as a motionless ground of truth; every positive saying is
marked as one moment, in motion, historical, and open to being superseded. The point is not
evasion but fidelity: a theory of a happiness that refuses to settle itself must not settle itself
either.

2.1 Catching the silence of §1.10

The gap handed over by the close of the last chapter must first be tightened. The silence there
was not merely “still yet generating” but still yet generating within relation. Nearly every tradi-
tion surveyed illuminated a being-with: the “watching together” of joint attention, being quietly
oneself in the other’s presence, intercorporeity, the “together” of free time. The fullness was
located in no single subject but between the two.

From this the chapter’s starting point follows by force. To explain a fullness that is essen-
tially “between” one cannot use a substance ontology—one cannot begin with two complete
individuals and then let a relation befall them. Relation must come first. The three tasks, and
the discipline of voice, are set out above; the chapter now begins with the ground.

2.2 The grounding of a relational ontology

The problem: why substance ontology will not do. The default picture of substance ontol-
ogy is this: there are first self-standing individuals—substances, an ousia as the underlying
hypokeimenon—and relation is an accident, external and supervenient, between them. Against
the present datum this picture fails. If two subjects are antecedently complete individuals,
then the fullness “between” them can only be a juxtaposition of two inner states or a causal
exchange of them—and this cannot account for a fullness not locatable within either party. The
happiness of watching the rain together is not in my mind, nor in yours; it is in the “we” that
the relation itself is. Substance ontology has left no ontological place for this “between.”
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The thesis of the priority of relation. The principal thesis: being is relational at root; the in-
dividual is not the premise of relation but its relatively stable knot. Relation does not presuppose
completed relata; the relata are continually determined and sustained within the relation. The
thesis is supported—supported, not crowned with authority—by its recurrence across inde-
pendent traditions. From the process-relational lineage (§1.9): relation has “the status of be-
ing” (Simondon); in intra-action, relation precedes the relata (Barad); an actual entity just is its
prehensions (Whitehead). From dialogical and second-personal philosophy: Buber’s I-Thou,
in which “in the beginning is the relation” [12]; Levinas’s grounding of the self in a face that
precedesit [ 39 |; Darwall’s second-person standpoint | 14 |, carried over from Paper XVIII. From
the East: dependent origination (pratityasamutpada: this being, that is) [44 |; the relational “be-
tween” of Daoism; the Confucian ren as that which obtains between two persons. These are
adduced not to stamp the relational ontology with authority but to show that the posture re-
curs across many independent traditions; whether it is frue remains subject to the interpretive
criteria of §2.7, and is not settled by counting witnesses.

The individual as knot: preserving individuality without relapse into substance. A mis-
reading must be forestalled: the priority of relation is not the dissolution of the individual
into an undifferentiated flux—that would relapse into the impersonal cosmology of §1.9 and,
worse, efface the two-subjectness, falling into the wrong diagnosed in Paper XVIII [68]. The
resolution: the individual is a relatively stable, continually sustained knot in the web of re-
lation—real, bounded, possessed of autonomy, yet ontologically “continually generated and
sustained by relation” rather than “self-standing prior to relation.” This preserves the indepen-
dence of each of the two subjects, and lays the ground directly for the “resonance, not merger”
of §6: the autonomy of the knot must be preserved.

Transition. The relational ontology gives the “fullness between” its ontological place. But it
is so far static: it says that being is relational, not why relation should continually generate rather
than freeze into a motionless web. The next step needs a dynamism—why the mode of being
of relation is “generation.” For that source, the chapter turns to psychoanalysis.

2.3 The source of dynamism: drive as the symbolic-real gap

The asset inherited from §1.2. The earlier reading of Lacan identified desire as driven by
the symbolic’s radical shortfall with respect to the real—an unclosable gap, the real never ex-
hausted by the symbolic, the remainder (marked by objet a) keeping the dynamism unceasing.
The thesis of this section: this symbolic—real gap is a source-model for the dynamism of generation.
It answers the question the relational ontology left open—why relation continually generates
rather than freezing: because the symbolic’s capture of the real is never complete, the gap is
always there, and so generation (the continual labour of symbolisation, the continual weaving
of relation) never reaches its term, never settles. Generativity is therefore not an unexplained
metaphysical posit; it has, at the level of psychodynamics, an engine. This is the asset psycho-
analysis bequeaths.

The unclosability of the gap as the interminability of generation. Were the gap closable
—the real fully captured by the symbolic—generation would terminate; but this is structurally
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impossible (the real, by definition, resists the symbolic). The interminability of generation
thus acquires a dynamical warrant, rather than resting solely on the metaphysical assertion
that “generation aims at its own continuation” (Paper IX [66]). The two illuminate one another
here—illuminate, not prove; see §2.7. And this rejoins Paper IX directly: the good cycle’s “not
settling itself” finds a dynamical echo—settlement (the gap’s closure) is both impossible and

not to be wished; the ordinary condition of generation is to move on, carrying the gap.

The debt resurfacing. But §1.2 also marked a debt: in Lacan the gap drives the perpetual frus-
tration of desire (the manque-d-étre, an economy of lack)—the subject driven by the gap, pur-
suing, forever missing. The contradiction now sharpens: how can a dynamism driven by an
unclosable gap, condemned to miss, be the source of a plain, contented, untroubled happiness?
The engine was inherited; its anguish appears to be inherited with it. The next section ad-
dresses this directly.

2.4 Two modes of operation: drivenness by lack versus dwelling in fullness

The decisive turn: not to remove the gap, but to change the subject’s relation to it. The
“subtractive” path of the earlier traditions sought the plain by removing tension or the gap (the
Nirvana principle, the freedom-from-disturbance of ataraxia)—a path this paper has refused
(it is the empty stillness, the death of generation). The path of generativity is the reverse: the
gap is preserved (else generation stops); what changes is the mode of the subject’s relation to the
gap. One and the same symbolic-real gap can be lived in two modes.

o The mode of lack (pathological). The gap is experienced as a deficit; the subject is driven to fill
it, enslaved to it, caught in a metonymic slippage of pursuit, miss, renewed pursuit. This
is the default economy of desire in Lacan.

o The mode of fullness (fulfilled). The gap is experienced as the open space of generation rather
than as a deficit; the subject is no longer driven to fill it but dwells in the continual gen-
eration the gap opens. The gap is still there, still driving generation, but generation no
longer operates in the form of lack-and-pursuit; it operates in the form of fullness-and-
continuance. The plain fulfilment is this mode.

This is not the removal of desire but its transformation. The mode of fullness is not a sim-
ple borrowing of the post-Lacanian “traversal of the fantasy,” though it may converse with
it: after such traversal the subject’s relation to objet a, to lack, is altered. Closer to the present
point: a turn from the possessive, object-directed structure of desire toward a non-possessive
generation in being-with the other—love (amour) as a mode of relation distinct from desire
(désir)—which joins to §1.7 (reproductive time) and to the Winnicottian wing of §1.2.

Isomorphism with the rest of the paper (load-bearing). This structure—one dynamism, two
modes—is the same structure, sunk to the level of psychoanalytic ground, as Paper XVIII's
distinction between pathological coupling (phase capture, the dissolution of one party’s genera-
tivity) and healthy co-rotation (synchrony without mutual dissolution) [68]. What Paper XVIII
distinguished at the level of relational dynamics here acquires a psychodynamic warrant. It
is likewise isomorphic with the distinction in §5.4 between two “uneventful plainnesses”: the
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difference lies not in the presence or absence of the gap or of error, but in the character of the
relation to it. The three—the coupling of Paper XVIII, the modes of this section, the error of
§5.4—are three layers of one distinction.

The precise statement of the break. Generativity inherits from psychoanalysis the symbolic—
real gap as the engine of generation; it breaks with psychoanalysis in refusing to lock that dy-
namism into the single mode of lack/frustration, holding that there is a non-pathological mode
of fullness-and-continuance, and that this is the source of the plain happiness. The break does
not deny the reality of the mode of lack—it is all too real—but denies its necessary monopoly.

The two modes of the gap. The dynamism of generation has a single source—the unclosable
gap between the symbolic and the real—but two modes of operation. In the mode of lack, the
subject is driven to fill the gap and is enslaved to it; in the mode of fullness, the subject dwells
in the openness the gap sustains. The plain happiness is not the closing of the gap (which is
impossible and would be the death of generation) but the living of the same gap in the mode
of fullness. Happiness is a transformation of the subject’s relation to lack, not the abolition of
lack.

2.5 The hermeneutic character of happiness and the inescapability of the symbolic

This section is one of the paper’s load-bearing pillars. It is forced by a radical objection to
any dynamical or physical approach (whose formal demonstration is given in §4): from the
vocabulary of physical dynamics alone—harmonic oscillators, limit cycles, attractors, asymp-
totic stability—one cannot obtain happiness in the hermeneutic sense. The section states this
thesis positively and gives its ground, and thereby supplies the ontological warrant for the pa-
per’s methodology (top-down, illustration subordinate, illustration never elevated): hitherto
a stipulated discipline, that methodology here receives its reason.

The subject is a subject cut by the signifier. Following the symbolic-real gap of §2.3: the
subject is a subject precisely because it is cut by language, entered into the symbolic (the order
of signifiers), and thereby separated from the real by an unclosable gap. This is “castration”
—the price of entry into the order of signifiers, lack structured into the very condition of sub-
jecthood, not a remediable defect. It follows that a system uncut by the signifier, moving in
the pure real—a genuine harmonic oscillator, a flow, a phase point—has no happiness or its
absence to speak of: it has no dimension of meaning. Happiness presupposes a subject that confers
meaning, that lacks, that interprets, and that subject is a product of the symbolic.

Happiness is given only as meaning, in the symbolic. The core thesis: happiness is not a
physical property of a state but the meaning (signification) a subject confers on its situation; and mean-
ing occurs only in the symbolic. Happiness is therefore hermeneutic, not dynamical. One and
the same dynamical fact—a phase point stable, or wandering—whether it “means” peace or
confinement, “means” freedom or destitution, is a conferral of meaning belonging not to the
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dynamics but to the subject’s interpretation of its own situation within the order of signifiers.
This re-places everything said so far: the “full not empty” sketched in the delineation, the
“dwelling/anguished” of the modes (§2.4), the “stillness/growth” of the phenomenon—all
are distinctions of meaning, occurring in the symbolic, and so not locatable or adjudicable at
the level of pure dynamics.

Why every physical/dynamical approach must miss happiness (the hard thesis). Physical
dynamics is a language of the imaginary-real: force, flow, the motion of a state in a phase
space. It structurally lacks the symbolic—there are in it no signifiers, no big Other, no castration,
no lack structured into meaning. However refined the equations, dynamics yields at most “the
system is in some motion,” and never crosses to “this means happiness to the subject.” What lies
between is precisely the symbolic, precisely hermeneutics. This is the true cause of the “non-
adjudicability of competing intuitions of happiness” (the stability party versus the novelty
party, §4.4): not that the dynamics is informationally insufficient, but that adjudication belongs
to another register—conferral of meaning is an operation of the symbolic, beyond the reach of
dynamics. The dispute between the stability party and the novelty party is not a dynamical
dispute but a hermeneutic one: different conferrals of meaning on the same dynamical fact.

The ontological grounding of the paper’s methodology (why this is a pillar). “Illustra-
tion subordinate, never elevated” was hitherto a stipulated discipline; this section supplies its
ground: fo elevate illustration is to let a language that lacks the symbolic (dynamics, neural mech-
anism) usurp a matter that essentially belongs to the symbolic (the meaning of happiness). This is
ontologically impossible to sustain; illustration can therefore only cast light from outside, and
what bears meaning can only be the hermeneutic philosophical trunk. Restating §2.7 accord-
ingly: formalisation and mechanism are illumination, not proof, not only because interpretive
claims are not empirically falsifiable, but because the locus of happiness (the symbolic) is not
the reach of formal language (the imaginary-real). The two sections are obverse and reverse:
§2.7 concerns “how to test,” this section concerns “why formal language cannot reach.”

Guarding a misreading: hermeneutic does not mean arbitrary. A slide must be prevented:
“since it is a conferral of meaning, happiness is purely subjective and arbitrary, interpretable
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however one likes.” No. The symbolic is not private: the order of signifiers is intersubjec-
tive, historical, materially conditioned (cf. §1.7, and the historical materialism of §2.10). Confer-
ral of meaning is constrained by the symbolic order, and by the four criteria of §2.7 (fidelity,
productivity, coherence, ethical consequence). Hermeneutic happiness is structured and crit-
icisable; only its structure is symbolic-interpretive, not dynamical. The paper does not take
“hermeneutics” as an escape—it remains under constraint, only with the constraint placed in
the right register. The traditions of philosophical hermeneutics, from Gadamer to Ricceur, are
precisely an account of why interpretation is not arbitrary [23, 53 |; §2.6 adds a second, sharper

constraint.

Happiness is hermeneutic. Because the subject is a subject of the symbolic, happiness is given
only as the meaning a subject confers on its situation, and meaning occurs only in the symbolic.
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No purely physical or dynamical account, lacking the symbolic, can cross from “the system
is in some motion” to “this means happiness.” The non-adjudicability of rival intuitions of
happiness is not informational insufficiency but a difference of register: adjudication is an
operation of the symbolic. This is the ontological ground of the rule that illustration must
remain subordinate—to elevate it is to let a language without the symbolic usurp a matter that
is symbolic through and through.

2.6 The background manifold: dynamics as the ground on which meaning unfolds

This section is forced by a radical objection to the paper’s argumentative structure: “neuro-
science and psychology give the phenomena; a dynamical-systems model is then imported;
it is then claimed that happiness is hermeneutic and that dynamics cannot reach it—so is the
dynamics not thereby abolished, written in vain? And if the terminus is hermeneutics, and
hermeneutics is arbitrary, then one has retreated from a structured science to an anything-
goes interpretation, and solved nothing.” The objection is met head-on. The decisive correc-
tion: dynamics and hermeneutics are not in a relation of replacement (the latter abolishing the
former) but of bearing—the underlying dynamics is the background manifold, the stage, on which
meaning unfolds. This is the third tier of the structure (the first two being §2.5, the necessity
of hermeneutics, and its guard against arbitrariness); with it in place, the first two pass from
“apparently mutually negating” to “mutually correcting.”

Correcting a negative reading: constraint is not prohibition. Itis tempting to read “dynam-
ics constrains hermeneutics” negatively, as a limit: dynamics stands beside meaning and says
“you may not interpret thus” (a railing, a guardrail, a lower bound). On this reading dynamics
is still external to meaning, its rival or its censor. This section instead affirms a positive, bearing
reading: dynamics is not a railing that forbids meaning but the place where meaning happens. The
images: the stage (no stage, no play; the stage does not dictate what is played), the background
manifold (trajectories, phase points, attractors exist only “on” the manifold; the manifold does
not dictate which trajectory is true, but any trajectory must be one on the manifold).

The core thesis. The underlying dynamics—neural, bodily, relational-dynamical—is the background
manifold on which the subject’s conferral of meaning unfolds. Any meaning the subject confers
is meaning “on the manifold”: the manifold does not determine the content of meaning (so
happiness is hermeneutic, not reducible to physics, per §2.5); but meaning cannot stand apart
from the manifold (so dynamics is indispensable)—the subject cut by the signifier, conferring
meaning in the symbolic, is always a subject with neural process and bodily dynamics; mean-
ing, however “high,” grows upon this body, this dynamics. Remove the manifold, and there
is no subject, and so no conferral of meaning.

Resolving the first objection—“dynamics abolished, written in vain”—no. A stage is not

abolished because the play is “higher”: no stage, no play. Dynamics/neuroscience is not a scaf-
fold discarded once hermeneutics surpasses it but the ground on which hermeneutics forever
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stands. The correct characterisation of dynamics is therefore “without meaning yet indispens-
able”: it bears no meaning (without meaning), yet meaning cannot leave it (indispensable). It
is not the rival of meaning but its condition. §4 is thus not written in vain—it charts the shape
of this very ground.

Resolving the second objection—“hermeneutics arbitrary”—mno, and by a more internal
mechanism than “external rules.” The manifold has a shape (curvature, topology, admis-
sible paths). Meaning unfolding on it is shaped by that shape—mnot forbidden by external rule
but guided by the lie of the ground underfoot. For an interpretation to “contradict the dy-
namics” is, on this picture, not to “hit a railing” but to attempt a path that does not exist on the
manifold—a path with no ground to stand on. (Example: that the persistent value-signalling of the
waiting interval, §5.3, is the manifold’s curvature in that region; to interpret waiting as “pure
empty suffering” is like declaring oneself to be descending where the ground in fact rises—not
forbidden, but with no ground to tread.) Arbitrariness fails, then, not because a railing bars it but
because off the manifold there is nowhere to stand. This is deeper than “a freedom limited by a set of
rules”: hermeneutics is a freedom with a terrain—the freedom to walk on a real ground, whose
shape already excludes certain walks, with no need of prohibition. With the intersubjectivity
of the symbolic order (§2.5, guarding against the private), this makes two constraints—the ter-
rain of the manifold and the intersubjective symbolic order—which together fix hermeneutics
as structured and criticisable, not quicksand.

Re-placing §4 (removing the nihilistic tail). The dynamics of §4 charts the shape of the man-
ifold (it lays out harmonic oscillators, limit cycles, attractors, asymptotic stability and their
tensions); it does not model happiness. Its “demonstration of insufficiency” is therefore to be
read affirmatively: dynamics is the ground, without meaning yet indispensable, the stage set for mean-
ing—it does not reach meaning (the demonstration stands), yet meaning cannot leave it (the
nihilistic tail is removed).

The background manifold. The underlying dynamics is not the rival of meaning, nor a railing
that forbids it, but the background manifold on which meaning unfolds. It does not determine
the content of meaning—so happiness is not reducible to physics—but meaning cannot stand
apart from it—so interpretation is not arbitrary: to interpret against the dynamics is to attempt
a path with no ground to stand on. Physics gives the place, hermeneutics gives the content;
they bear, not compete. Happiness is thus a meaning that unfolds upon a real terrain—neither
a physical fact nor a free reading.

2.7 A methodological self-defence: how an interpretive theory can be tested

A critical reader will object: “You have used one unfalsifiable theory (psychoanalysis—drive
as the symbolic-real gap) to illuminate another (generativity), two untestable stories under-
writing one another. A seamless fit raises the probability of neither; astrology, too, is internally
coherent. The sting is sharper than ‘you are wrong': what you say cannot possibly be false, and so
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says nothing.” The objection is to be absorbed into the paper’s self-awareness, not waved away.
It is met in four steps, in an order that may not be reversed; none may be skipped.

The objection, at full force. On the ruler “falsifiability is the criterion of meaning” [47], this
chapter is indeed not in good standing, and cannot be brought into good standing by adding an
experiment or a formula. To surrender to that ruler would be to concede that only the falsifiable
counts—and the objects of this paper (the plain, the full, the silent) are precisely what that
ruler would judge meaningless; to surrender is to hand over the object itself. The only honest
response is therefore to contest the ruler.

Step one: relativise the ruler, without self-exemption. Falsifiability is the demarcation cri-
terion of the empirical sciences, and within its domain it is right. But “what is happiness,” “is
being relational” are philosophical-interpretive propositions, like “what is justice” or “why does a
poem move us”—not empirical hypotheses. To demand their falsifiability is a category mistake
(to weigh a colour on a balance). But—and this must follow at once—one must not thereby
declare “I am philosophy and so beyond testing.” That is the cheap exemption the objector

rightly despises. Step two is obligatory.

Step two: substitute criteria, and accept their real constraint (the step that distinguishes this
from astrology). Interpretive theories are tested by other criteria, and these can genuinely
make a theory fail:

e Phenomenological fidelity: is it faithful to the experience described? A theory that describes
the plain happiness so that one who has lived that afternoon cannot recognise it has failed.

e Hermeneutic productivity: does it light up what was previously unseen (such as the “still
yet generating” that all the traditions of §1 commonly missed)? A theory that merely re-
describes in new words, lighting nothing, has failed.

o Coherence and parsimony: does it explain more with fewer assumptions; is it internally con-
sistent?

o Practical-ethical consequence: does the way of treating others it licenses (effacement versus
non-effacement) withstand examination? This is the criterion that separates generativity from
astrology: generativity is an ethicised relational ontology with normative consequences,
and those consequences can be tested, in living, as productive of harm or of flourishing;
astrology has no such dimension.

The cardinal point: unfalsifiable does not mean uncriticisable. A theory can fail on fidelity, pro-
ductivity, coherence, ethical consequence, even where it cannot fail on falsifiability. This paper
accepts these constraints and concedes that generativity may fail on them.

Step three: name the method correctly—illumination, not proof. What §2.3 did is, strictly,
not “proving B by A” but the mutual illumination of A and B and the marking of their structural
isomorphism—whose proper names are reflective equilibrium |51 | and the hermeneutic fusion
of horizons [23]. Its epistemic standing: it adds no empirical truth to either side (this must be

26



conceded plainly), but adds depth and unity of understanding—and the unity of understand-
ing is a legitimate aim of philosophy (not of empirical science; but philosophy is not empirical
science). The precise point of difference from the objector: he takes “mutual underwriting”
for a swindle; this section holds that “mutual illumination” is a legitimate method in the in-
terpretive disciplines, provided one does not covertly claim that it has produced empirical proof. The
chapter declares openly: I illuminate, I do not prove; I do not conflate the two.

Step four: the self-referential turn (restrained version; usable only because step two has
been honoured). Observe: a falsifiable theory is one that claims “I can be adjudicated true or
false once and for all, I can be settled”; falsifiability presupposes a static point of fact that could
be finally judged. But the whole posture of this paper is the refusal to settle (Paper IX: the good
cycle does not settle itself; §8: unwritability). Hence (in restrained statement): for an object
like the plain happiness, the proper kind of test is not falsification but the four interpretive
criteria of step two—because the object is itself a thing in motion, generative, that refuses to
be settled into a static fact. An explicit brake: this section does not claim “unfalsifiability is a
virtue” (too convenient—any charlatan can say “I am too profound to be falsified”); it claims
only that “this object calls for a non-falsificational kind of test,” and still delivers itself to the
real constraints of step two. The strong version (“unfalsifiability is fidelity”) is deliberately
declined, lest the chapter become the very “unbounded rational authority” it most distrusts.

Interpretive testability. That a theory of happiness is not falsifiable does not place it beyond
test. It is tested by fidelity to experience, by what it makes visible, by coherence and parsi-
mony, and by the ethical consequence of the conduct it licenses—and it can fail on these. The
use of one interpretive frame to illuminate another is reflective equilibrium, not proof; it adds
understanding, not empirical truth, and is legitimate only so long as it does not pretend other-
wise. For an object that refuses to be settled, the fitting test is not falsification but these criteria
—which is a claim about the object’s register, not a licence to treat unfalsifiability as a merit.

2.8 The demarcation from process philosophy

The side of inheritance (relation/process prior to substance). Generativity inherits from
the process-relational lineage (§1.9: Whitehead, Bergson, Simondon, Barad) its core posture:
relation and process are prior to substance, the individual a knot of relation. This is the nearest
precursor of the relational ontology, drawn upon already in §2.2.

The side of the break (three points, detailing the marks of §1.9).

1. Rhythm: refusal to settle versus completion as rhythm. Whitehead’s actual occasion takes satis-
faction (self-completion) as its rhythm, completion issuing in perishing [69|. Generativity
takes the refusal to settle as rhythm—*completion/satisfaction” is, for it, close to the death
of the good cycle (Paper IX [66]). The normal condition of a generative relation is a con-
tinuance that does not reach satisfaction.
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2.

Temporality: self-continuation versus perpetual perishing plus objective immortality. Whitehead:
perpetual perishing, with preservation in the successor by objective immortality. Gen-
erativity: self-continuation—the relation itself persisting and growing, not preserved after
perishing. A nearly opposite temporality.

. Normativity: ethicised versus descriptive cosmology. Process philosophy does not ask whether

a given prehension effaces the subjectivity of what it prehends; generativity asks from the
outset (Paper IX’s good/bad cycle; the critique of generative dissolution, cf. Paper XVIII
[68]). This is what distinguishes generativity from every purely descriptive process-metaphysics
—it is an ethicised relational ontology.

The symmetry of the two breaks (drawing the two kin together). The identity of genera-

tivity is now fixed from two sides at once:

from process philosophy it inherits “relation/process prior to substance” (ontology), and
breaks with “completion as rhythm, objective immortality, the absence of justice”;

from psychoanalysis it inherits “the symbolic-real gap as engine” (dynamics), and breaks
with “the confinement of dynamism to the economy of lack.”

Two inheritances and two breaks fix generativity in relief: a relational ontology that is pow-

ered (supplied by psychoanalysis), ethicised (by its own normativity), and rhythmed by self-

continuation rather than completion.

2.9 The plain happiness, said from the standpoint of the generative relation

The positive saying (with self-marking). Upon the relational ontology (§2.2), the re-geared
engine of the drive (§2.3-§2.4), and the identity fixed by demarcation (§2.8), the paper now
says—provisionally—what the plain happiness is:

Happiness is the fullness a generative relation displays in its own self-continuation—a fullness
“between,” driven in the mode of fullness by the unclosable gap, rhythmed by self-continuation
rather than completion.

Stillness is the refusal of the full generation to settle itself, to cash itself as event, to cast a
shadow needing a name (Paper IX).

Silence is the absence of debt, of remainder, of the driving pressure of any gap to be filled,
so that there is nothing that must be said and nothing that need be said (§7).

This saying refills the gap of §1.10: “the still-yet-generating within relation”—still (unsettled,

eventless) and generating (the gap-driven continuance) united in one phenomenon.

The relation of superposition to the traditions (not replacement). The method is restated:

this chapter does not negate the traditions of §1; each truly lit one facet. It supplies the com-

monly omitted dimension, “the still-yet-generating within relation.” Superposition, not re-

placement.
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2.10 The self-limitation of the saying: even “generativity” is in motion

Reflexive application to the core category. Since truth is forever in motion, “generativity”
and “relationality” are themselves no firmly grasped, stable referents. The deepest fidelity to
generativity is to let the core category enact its own incompleteness: in saying happiness through
generativity, to grant that the saying in turn reshapes what “generativity” is—category and
object generating one another, neither serving as motionless ground. This is true generativity,
as against treating “generation” as a static essence-noun.

Leaving the place of “the essence of happiness” open—a reticence at the level of theory.
This chapter does not pronounce the essence of happiness. What can be circled with some
assurance is what happiness is not (not an attained state, not an event, not any pre-specifiable
fixed form, not anything exhaustible by a predicate); what it is forever recedes. On the open
ground these negations enclose, the chapter offers a positive saying (§2.9), but marks it as
“one moment in motion,” not a terminus—neither evading (a positive saying is still given)
nor usurping (it is not closed off). To leave open, forever, the place of “what shape happiness
must take,” and to keep every saying of it in motion—this is at once historical materialism’s
honesty about itself (theory too is produced by its epoch, this paper included) and a reticence,
at the level of theory, of the generative kind (not to occupy that place).

Transition. Since the form of happiness is not closed off, the next step is not a definition but
a description of the modes in which it emerges under varying conditions—and the list is open.
The next chapter redraws them.

3 The Modes Redrawn: A Morphology of Happiness from the Stand-
point of the Generative Relation

The modes sketched, pre-theoretically, in the delineation of the phenomenon are here redrawn—
reorganised in the language grounded by §2 (the generative relation, self-continuation, the
modes of lack and fullness, the two ways of living the gap). The delineation was a sketch; this
chapter is the redrawing after theoretical grounding—the same phenomenon passing a second
time. In keeping with §2.10, the chapter does not argue that happiness “must” take some form;
it describes the modes in which one and the same fullness emerges under varying conditions,
and the list is open. The morphology is descriptive and open, not an essential determination.
Unlike the delineation, this chapter may use the full vocabulary, since §2 has grounded it.

3.1 From sketch to redrawing

The sketch is recovered (uneventful, full, shared, faintly moving, without want; with waiting as
anear relative). The gain of the redrawing: the sketch could say only “it is still and full”; after
§2 one can say why—still, because generation does not settle itself (no event, no remainder);
full, because the gap, lived in the mode of fullness, drives a generation “between”; faintly
moving, because that continual generation is itself the movement (the “slight liveliness” the
sketch felt is now nameable as the persistence of generation).
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3.2 Mode one—abiding: a being-with already in continuance

The pole of “doing nothing, watching the rain together”: the relation has fallen into a self-
sustaining continuance, with no need to be oriented toward anything not yet arrived. Redrawn:
the fullness of a generative relation in its self-continuation, the gap operating in the mode of
fullness—the gap is still there (hence generation, hence the faint movement), but the subject is
not driven by lack (hence no want, no event, the silence). In the dynamical illustration (§4)
this mode answers to a stable co-rotating trajectory—>but only as a side-image, never as a definition;
no formal object is unfolded here, only the interface is marked.

3.3 Mode two—waiting: a proceeding toward a common rhythm

The pole of “slowing for one another, watching the evening together”: the fullness is under
way, oriented toward what is not yet arrived (the evening descending, the other catching up).
Redrawn (load-bearing; with §2.4 and §6):

e Waiting is not stillness, not lack. The genuine (sweet) waiting is full of movement oriented
toward the other—a continual adjustment of oneself, a voluntary restraint of one’s own
pace. Beneath the apparent stillness is an actively sustained orientation.

e Waiting therefore confirms, rather than refutes, “fullness comes from continual genera-
tion”: it is a proceeding phase of the mode of fullness—the open space the gap holds is lived
as a “moving toward together,” not as a “deficit to be filled.”

e The line against “forced empty waiting” (sketched in the delineation, now given its frame):
sweet waiting is the gap lived in the mode of fullness (voluntary, oriented, shared); fretful
empty waiting is the gap lived in the mode of lack (compelled, out of control, oriented to a
deficit). One and the same “waiting,” two modes—one further layer of the distinction of §2.4,
of Paper XVIII's pathological/healthy coupling, of the two neural systems of §5.3.

In the dynamical illustration, this is more like an approach trajectory, a negotiation not yet
phase-locked, than a closed orbit—and it is stated plainly: to force it into any single form
(such as a limit cycle) would be to repeat the error of “swallowing an ill-fitting phenomenon
with a cherished form.” Waiting is the living proof that happiness is exhausted by no single
form.

3.4 Mode three—...(left open): the chapter’s reticence

There are other modes, emerging historically and materially, which the paper does not fore-
close and cannot enumerate. This ellipsis is itself the chapter’s load-bearing element: it positively
enacts the “leaving open of the essence of happiness” of §2.10—the openness of the morphol-
ogy is not an oversight but a structural honouring of “no finite form is entitled to exhaust hap-
piness.” One thread may be laid here as a footnote without elevating it into another pinned-
down cell: a mode of “never repeating yet always bounded,” the happiness of a creative life
—each day different yet always within a certain form of life. It is left as a thread for some fu-
ture paper, not developed; the “strange attractor” figure that might tempt one belongs in this
footnote, not in the body.
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3.5 The methodological discipline of the morphology

The three modes (abiding / waiting / ...) are not the exhaustive cells of a classificatory system
but several identifications within an open family. What they share is not a fixed structure but
the same generation—operating in the mode of fullness of the gap, rhythmed by self-continuation, oc-
curring “between.” And this “sharing” is itself a saying in motion, open to revision under later
conditions (per the voice-discipline of §2.10). The transition: the modes redrawn, the chap-
ters that follow turn to illustration—the dynamical (§4), the neural (§5)—casting analysable,
visible side-light on these modes. Illustration is subordinate to the philosophical morphology
established here; it does not define it in reverse.

4 Charting the Ground: The Underlying Dynamics as the Background
Manifold on which Meaning Unfolds

This chapter differs in kind from an ordinary illustrative chapter. By §2.5, happiness is hermeneu-
tic, dwells in the symbolic, and the dynamical—a language of the imaginary-real, lacking
the symbolic—cannot cross to the dimension of meaning (the demonstration of insufficiency
stands). Yet, by §2.6, meaning cannot stand apart from it: the dynamical is the background
manifold, the stage, on which meaning unfolds. This chapter therefore has a double office:
(a) demonstration of insufficiency—pressing the dynamical vocabulary to its limit, and showing
that the many neighbouring theories which also explain the phenomenon translate into it and stop at
the same boundary, so that “it cannot cross to the symbolic” becomes visible at its fullest; and
(b) bearing—in doing so, charting the shape of the very ground on which meaning is laid
down. The dynamical system here is neither a model of happiness nor a discarded scaffold,
buta ground without meaning yet indispensable. The breadth of theoretical connection (§4.3) does
not elevate the dynamical to the master account; on the contrary, the wider the web of theo-
ries that meet in it, the more decisively their common boundary—the failure to reach meaning
—is exhibited. Its kinship with §8 is exact: this chapter strains to the utmost to show dynam-
ics insufficient, as the final chapter turns the impossibility of writing into evidence—the same
self-referential gesture in formal dress.

Honesty clause. The toy models below are constructed for illustration; their parameters are
not empirically calibrated. They illuminate structure; they prove no empirical fact, and cer-
tainly no proposition about happiness (cf. §2.7, §2.5).

4.1 What this chapter guards against

The downgrading is restated, with one warning peculiar to this chapter. By the foregoing chap-
ters, “happiness = a fixed form” is already foreclosed; what this chapter must guard against
is its last hiding-place—the equation of some preferred dynamical property (asymptotic stability,
ergodicity, the capacity to escape) with happiness. The chapter will show that dynamics is
neutral as to “what happiness is,” and that the cause of the neutrality is the lack of the sym-
bolic (§2.5). The point is made with equations, so that both the neutrality and the lack come

into view.
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Trajectories from many initial conditions converge on one cycle
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Figure 1: Trajectories from many distinct initial conditions—inside and outside—spiral onto one
asymptotically stable limit cycle (deep rose). The origin is an unstable fixed point. The cycle has a
basin of attraction: after a perturbation the system returns to it. This is a side-image of the abiding mode,
charting one region of the manifold’s shape—not a definition of happiness.

4.2 An arraying of candidate properties: each dynamical property courts an intu-
ition of happiness

The harmonic oscillator (the base). Let each subject be an oscillator. The linear oscillator,
F+w?x = 0, has closed circular orbits—but it is neutrally stable (no basin of attraction; perturb it
and it merely switches to another orbit). This answers to a “happiness of chance”: resembling
happiness, yet dispersed by a single push. Already visible: the plainest “stability” will not
bear the intuition of happiness.

The limit cycle (van der Pol). Add nonlinear damping;:
i—e(l-2?)z+uwx=0. (1)

At small amplitude the damping is negative (energy injected), at large amplitude positive
(energy dissipated); the system converges to a unique, asymptotically stable limit cycle—neither
decaying to rest nor diverging, oscillating perpetually and returning to itself after perturbation
(Figure 1). This answers to a “rhythmic abiding happiness.” (As a side-image of “the gap
lived in the mode of fullness”: energy-injection =~ the real’s continual regeneration of the gap,
dissipation ~ continual symbolisation, the cycle = the gap not vanishing while the system
never stops. The gap appears here only as a damping metaphor; an explicit gap-dimension is
not unfolded.)

32



Basin of attraction and asymptotic stability. These answer to the “abiding” intuition: pre-
dictably stable, returning after perturbation—the stability party’s happiness.

Multiple attractors and metastable switching. Where the phase space holds several attrac-
tors and the system can switch among them (metastability), the answer is the “exploration”
intuition: able to go somewhere new, not locked in—the novelty party’s happiness.

Edge-of-chaos / strange attractors. High-dimensional trajectories, never repeating yet al-
ways bounded, answer to a “creative” happiness—each day different yet always within a form
of life (the mode left as a thread in §3.4, here a legitimate candidate piece).

The capacity to escape a basin. Not stability itself but the capacity to leave the current basin
answers to a “freedom” intuition.

Each candidate has its equations, each is self-consistent, each can be claimed by some in-
tuition of happiness.

4.3 Dynamics as a lingua franca: how the same phenomenon is explained by, and
connects to, other theories

The objection must now be met that other theories also explain the phenomenon—predictive cod-
ing, synchronisation theory, thermodynamics, cybernetics, catastrophe theory, the geometric-
phase account of Paper IX. This is true, and it is not a weakness of the dynamical illustration
but its deepest point: the vocabulary of dynamical systems is a lingua franca into which these
otherwise disparate theories can be translated, and which therefore exhibits both their con-
nection and—the load-bearing turn—the single boundary they all share. The wider the web of
translation, the more decisively the boundary shows: every one of these is a language of the man-
ifold, and none reaches conferral of meaning (§2.5). Breadth of connection serves subordination,
exactly as in §5.

Limit cycle <> predictive coding / free energy. A stable attractor is, in the predictive-coding
register, a low-free-energy state [22|; the system’s settling onto the cycle is its minimisation of
long-run prediction error. The translation is exact—and both languages, equally, lack the sym-
bolic: a low-free-energy state no more “means” contentment than a stable orbit does (§5.4).

Coupled oscillators <+ Paper XVIII's phase capture. Two coupled oscillators, in the Ku-
ramoto register [35, 59, synchronise by mutual frequency entrainment; this is the very math-
ematics of Paper XVIII [68 |, where unilateral capture is pathological (one party’s autonomous
term overwhelmed) and bilateral co-rotation is healthy. The dynamical illustration of §6.4
and the relational claim of §6 thus share one formal object—and the difference between cap-
ture and co-rotation, recall, is adjudicated not within the mathematics but at the symbolic level
(whether the place of conferral is preserved).
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Table 1: Dynamics as lingua franca: each neighbouring theory explains a facet of the phenomenon,
connects to a dynamical concept, and shares the one boundary—none reaches conferral of meaning

(§2.5).

Theory Dynamical connec-  Facet explained / shared boundary
tion
Predictive coding /  Stable attractor = Plainness as low error; cannot mean contentment by
free energy low-free-energy itself
state
Kuramoto syn- Coupled oscillators;  Shared rhythm; capture vs co-rotation (Paper XVIII)
chronisation entrainment
Cybernetics / al- Basin of attraction = Robustness, return after perturbation; not its mean-
lostasis feedback regulation  ing
Dissipative struc- Non-equilibrium “Still yet generating”; not, as such, happy
tures steady state
Geometric phase /  Closed-loop trans- Good cycle (Paper IX); spiral not circle
holonomy formed return

Catastrophe / syn-  Bifurcation between  Transition: mode of lack <+ mode of fullness
ergetics attractors

Basin of attraction <> cybernetics, homeostasis, allostasis. Return to an attractor after per-
turbation is, in the cybernetic register, negative-feedback regulation [70]; in the physiological
register, homeostasis, and—predictively—allostasis, stability through anticipated change [57].
This connects the “robustness” of happiness (§6, and Paper XVII's generative balance versus
static equality [68]) to a wide family of regulation theories. All describe the return; none says
what the return means.

Non-equilibrium steady state <+ dissipative structures. The plain happiness is still on the
surface yet generating beneath—a description that maps precisely onto a dissipative structure, a
non-equilibrium steady state maintained by continual flux [49]. This is perhaps the sharpest
formal side-image of “uneventful yet generating”: macroscopically stable, microscopically
never at rest. It connects the present account to the thermodynamics of self-organisation—
and, once more, the thermodynamic description carries no meaning: a dissipative structure is
not, as such, happy.

Geometric phase / holonomy «> Paper IX’s good cycle. The geometric phase (Berry phase)
accumulated around a closed loop [9] is the formal criterion Paper IX [66] used for the good
cycle: a return that is transformed rather than mere reversion, a spiral rather than a circle.
Here the dynamical illustration connects directly to the series’” founding formalism—the limit
cycle’s “return that is not mere repetition” is the holonomy of Paper IX in another coordinate.

Bifurcation / catastrophe <« the transition between modes. The shift between the mode of
lack and the mode of fullness (§2.4) is, formally, a change of attractor under a varying param-
eter—a bifurcation, in catastrophe-theoretic terms a phase change [25, 61|. The qualitative
suddenness of a shift from drivenness to dwelling has a formal name.
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The lesson of the web. These six translations show that the dynamical vocabulary connects
a remarkable range of theories that each explain a facet of the plain happiness. But the very
success of the translation is what carries the argument: all six are languages of the manifold, and
the rightmost column of Table 1 records, in every row, the same failure to cross into meaning. That so
many theories converge here, and that all stop at the same boundary, is far stronger evidence
for §2.5 than the limit cycle alone could give. The breadth is the proof.

4.4 The conflict: these properties cannot be jointly maximised

The decisive fact: the candidates stand in real tension, statable with equations. Sharpest: asymp-
totic stability (return to the original orbit after perturbation) and attractor-escape (the capacity to reach
a new attractor) are mathematically opposed—the deeper the basin, the more stable, the harder to
escape; the more readily switching and exploratory, the less stable. One cannot jointly max-
imise “returning” and “getting elsewhere.” The stability party and the novelty party do not
misunderstand one another; they have preferred opposed properties of the phase space. Both are
right, both have equations. This is precisely the demonstration of §2.5: dynamics can formalise
every intuition of happiness, and cannot adjudicate among them.

4.5 Non-adjudicability: no meta-criterion within dynamics selects “which prop-
erty is happiness”

Within the language of dynamics there is no higher dynamical quantity that judges “asymp-
totic stability is more happy than ergodicity” or the reverse. Any such judgement has already
imported a value, a conferral of meaning, from outside. The cause (per §2.5): adjudication
belongs to the symbolic (conferral of meaning); dynamics, lacking the symbolic, cannot reach
it—not informational insufficiency, but the wrong register. Here the “boundary” shows itself:
dynamics, pressed to its fullest (every candidate arrayed, every tension made explicit), reveals
at exactly that point the line it can never cross.

4.6 Rejoining §2 and §3.4: how the open thesis stands “above” these properties

The open thesis of §2 (rhythmed by self-continuation, operating in the mode of fullness, ex-
hausted by no single form) does not take the side of the stability party or the novelty party: it
neither requires resting in a stable cycle (“not settling itself” would exclude that), nor requires
perpetual leaping to the new (that is merely another pinned-down preference). It stands above
stability and novelty, and so can hold both as modes under differing material-historical con-
ditions. This formally redeems §3.4: the array of mutually conflicting candidate properties is
the concrete unfolding of that chapter’s “left-open ellipsis,” and their non-adjudicability is the
formal proof that the ellipsis must be left open. Openness is no longer only a philosophical
posture; it receives, on the manifold, a witness: the non-adjudicability is the complexity of the
terrain on which meaning must unfold, a terrain that does not choose for meaning.

4.7 Closing: the ground is laid, happiness unfolds upon it

The chapter does not end in failure. It has, with equations, exhausted what dynamics can
say, and thereby confirmed two things: (a) demonstration of insufficiency—this language does
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not reach the meaning of happiness (meaning is in the symbolic); (b) bearing—it has thereby
charted the shape of the background manifold on which meaning unfolds (§2.6). Dynamics
is thus a ground without meaning yet indispensable: meaning is not in it, but meaning cannot
stand apart from it. It is neither abolished nor elevated—it sets the stage, and happiness, as
meaning, unfolds upon it, mediated by the symbolic order. The form here returns the meaning
to philosophy and remains, itself, the ground of meaning, not its sovereign.

5 A Neural Illustration: The Mechanisms of the Plain, Shared, and
Waiting Happiness

This chapter offers a second illustrative register, parallel and co-equal with the dynamical one,
and subordinate in the very same way: it is a witness, not a ground; the philosophical claims of
§2 and §3 stand on their own before it; and by §2.6 it charts another region of the background
manifold’s shape, never the meaning that unfolds upon it. The review that follows is deliber-
ately broad—it surveys the principal neural systems implicated in the phenomenon—precisely
so that the breadth may make vivid, at its end, the single boundary every one of these systems
shares: none reaches the conferral of meaning (§2.5). Comprehensiveness here serves subor-
dination, not its overturning.

Honesty clause (placed first). Throughout, [E] marks a claim established in the literature,
[S] a claim with some support, and [H] a hypothesis advanced here. Per §2.7, neural mech-
anism is illumination, not proof ; it lends an analysable side-image to claims already established
philosophically, does not ground them, and is never to be passed off as empirical proof of any
proposition about happiness. The mapping from mechanism to phenomenon is, in every row
below, an interpretive mapping—an act in the symbolic (§2.5)—not a reduction.

5.1 The systems implicated: a structured review

(i) Reward and value: dopamine beyond “pleasure.” Mesencephalic dopamine encodes a
reward prediction error, not reward itself [ 55] [ E]; mesolimbic dopamine tracks the value of work
and sustains ramping activity across a delay toward an expected reward [26]| [ E]. Crucially, the
dopaminergic “wanting” system is dissociable from the hedonic “liking” system, whose neural
substrate is a small set of cortical and subcortical hedonic hotspots [8, 34| [E]. This dissociation
matters to the phenomenon: the plain happiness is closer to “liking” (a quiet hedonic tone)
than to “wanting” (appetitive drivenness)—a neural correlate of the distinction between the
mode of fullness and the mode of lack (§2.4).

(ii) Prediction and free energy. Under the free-energy framework, the cortex minimises pre-
diction error through active inference, with precision weighting the gain on prediction errors
[22] [E]. Plainness corresponds to persistently low prediction error—but low error is two-
faced: it can signify a well-modelled, untroubled world or an informationally impoverished
one (boredom). The framework alone cannot tell these apart [ S]; the criterion must come from
elsewhere (subsection (vii) and §5.4).
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(iii) The default mode network and self-referential rest. The DMN is active at rest and in
self-referential processing [46, 50| [E]; mind-wandering, frequently DMN-mediated, corre-
lates with lowered subjective happiness [ 32| [E]; ruminative, negatively self-referential activ-
ity is a marker of dysphoric states [45] [E]. Yet experienced meditators show reduced DMN
activity and altered DMN connectivity [11] [E], and contemplative training reshapes self-
referential and attentional networks [40, 60| [S]. Thus “rest” is in itself neutral: its value turns
on the character of DMN activity (ruminative versus non-ruminative, open), not on its mere
presence.

(iv) Autonomic regulation and safety. A calm, low-arousal, parasympathetically dominant
tone—in polyvagal terms a ventral-vagal state of safety and social engagement [48] [S]—is the
physiological signature of “safe presence,” the bodily ground of a being-together that requires
no vigilance.

(v) Affiliation and the calm-and-connect axis. Oxytocinergic and related affiliative systems
support non-appetitive bonding and self-soothing under non-noxious sensory contact 64 | [S];
the neurobiology of attachment describes a synchronised, affiliative bond not reducible to
reward-seeking [19] [E]. This is the neural side-image of Winnicott’s “being quietly in the
other’s presence” (§1.2)—intimacy without the activation of drive.

(vi) The social brain and intersubjectivity. Watching the rain fogether engages systems be-
yond the single brain: shared attention and mentalising networks, and, at the inter-brain level,
neural synchrony between interacting partners [ 16, 28| [S]. Second-person neuroscience argues
that genuine interaction is not reducible to two spectator brains |52 | [S]—a neural counterpart
to the irreducibility of the “we” (§2.2).

(vii) The positive low-arousal state. Across (ii)—(iv), the recurring problem is to distinguish
a full low-arousal state from an empty one. The resolution proposed here (developed in §5.4)
is that the difference lies not in the level of arousal or error but in the neuromodulatory tone and
the character of resting activity.

5.2 Two review tables

Table 2 consolidates the systems against the facets of the phenomenon; Table 3 consolidates
the central distinction between the two “uneventful plainnesses.”

5.3 Part A revisited: the value-signalling of waiting

The sustained delay-period activity of the value system [26, 55| [E] gives the philosophical
claim of §3.3—that the fullness of waiting comes from a continual movement beneath an ap-
parent stillness—a nearly literal mechanistic side-image. Indeed, in a delayed-gratification
paradigm, dopaminergic activity in the ventral tegmental area rises steadily across the waiting
period, and optogenetic activation or silencing of these neurons respectively extends or shortens
the willingness to wait [65] [ E]—the waiting interval is not a blank but an actively sustained
state. And the dissociation of voluntary, oriented waiting from forced, uncontrolled waiting [S] is
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Table 2: Neural systems implicated in the plain, shared, and waiting happiness. Evidence: [E] estab-
lished, [S] some support, [H] hypothesis advanced here. The mapping to facets is interpretive (§2.5),

not reductive.

System Core finding Facet of the phenomenon Ev.
Dopamine / Prediction-error cod-  The fullness of waiting; “not a blank” [E]
value ing; delay-period
ramping; value of
work
Wanting vs lik-  Dissociable appetitive =~ Mode of fullness (liking) vs mode of lack [E]
ing and hedonic systems;  (wanting)
hedonic hotspots
Free energy Low prediction error ~ Plainness as low error; ambiguity of “low” [E]/
under good model; [S]
precision weighting
Default mode Rest/self-reference; Two plainnesses turn on DMN character [E]
network mind-wandering low-
ers happiness; medi-
tators show reduced
DMN
Autonomic Ventral-vagal safety Bodily ground of safe being-together [S]
(polyvagal) / social-engagement
tone
Affiliation / Non-appetitive bond-  Intimacy without drive (Winnicott) (E]/
oxytocin ing; self-soothing; [S]
attachment synchrony
Social brain / Shared-attention & Irreducibility of the “we” [S]

inter-brain mentalising; neural
synchrony; second-

person interaction

anchored in stressor-controllability research: controllable anticipation recruits ventromedial-
prefrontal regulation, whereas uncontrollable stress engages subcortical stress circuitry, and
cortisol directly blunts the neural anticipation of reward [33, 72|. Sweet waiting and fretful
empty waiting differ, then, not in degree but in circuit—anchoring the “mode of fullness ver-
sus mode of lack” distinction (§2.4) to a separable neural difference.

5.4 Part B revisited: the mechanism of two plainnesses

The distinction between the two plainnesses (Table 3) falls not on the height of the predic-
tion error but on two properties beneath it—the neuromodulatory tone (depleted vs steady)
and the character of DMN activity (ruminative vs non-ruminative, near open awareness)
[11, 22, 46, 50]. Two convergent literatures support the contrast: depressive rumination is as-
sociated with heightened DMN engagement during negative self-reference 27, 45| [E], while
meditation—open-monitoring and choiceless-awareness practices in particular—consistently
reduces DMN activity and connectivity [11, 24| [E]. The components are thus established [E];
the specific synthesis proposed here—that “full plainness = low error + steady tone + non-
ruminative DMN” constitutes a distinct neural signature of the full, as against the empty, plain-
ness—is advanced as a hypothesis [S], now with convergent support though not yet directly
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Table 3: The two “uneventful plainnesses,” distinguished not by the level of error but by the character
beneath it. The word “saturation” is deliberately avoided (cf. §2.4).

Property Empty plainness (boredom/dys- Full plainness (the phenomenon)
phoria)

Prediction error Low Low

Neuromodulatory Depleted / low Steady

tone

DMN activity Ruminative, negatively self- Non-ruminative, near open aware-
referential ness

Autonomic tone Withdrawn or dysregulated Ventral-vagal, safe

Relation to the gap ~ Mode of lack Mode of fullness

Evidence for the [E] for components [H] for the specific signature

contrast

tested in the relevant low-arousal, shared condition.

5.5 Synthesis, and the single boundary the breadth reveals

The modes of happiness answer to several healthy modes of the generative predictive system:
the waiting mode = the value circuit’s sustained positive signalling across the delay; the abid-
ing mode = low error with steady tone and a non-ruminative default network. Both are side-
images of a predictive, embodied, and interpersonally coupled system relating to the symbolic—
real gap in the mode of fullness: the gap is still there (the system is alive, predicting, coupled),
but it does not operate in the form of lack-and-drivenness.

The boundary the review makes vivid (returning meaning to philosophy). Seven systems,
dozens of findings—and not one crosses from “this circuit is in this state” to “this means hap-
piness to the subject.” Every row of Table 2 required an interpretive mapping in its third col-
umn; that mapping is an act in the symbolic, not a reading-off from the mechanism. The very
comprehensiveness of the review is what exhibits the boundary: however many systems are
charted, the meaning is not among them. The neural charts a wide region of the manifold
(§2.6); the meaning unfolds, as ever, in the symbolic (§2.5). This is the chapter’s subordina-
tion, shown rather than merely asserted.

6 The Hermeneutics of Shared Happiness: Resonance, not Merger

The place of this chapter in the argument (the seam, marked first, to forestall repetition). §2.5 estab-
lished the single-subject conferral of meaning (happiness is the meaning I confer on my situa-
tion, given in the symbolic); §2.2 established the two-subject ontological co-existence (relation
prior, the individual a knot, the autonomy of the knot preserved). At their intersection lies a
question neither has asked: since happiness is meaning given in the symbolic, a “shared” happiness
would require some “shared” conferral of meaning—so how can two subjects, each cut by its own signi-
fier, share a meaning without one’s symbolic order swallowing the other’s? This chapter advances at
that intersection. It does not re-prove “the necessity of hermeneutics” (§2.5 is done); it stands
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on that result and asks after its two-subject corollary.

The chapter’s distinctive thesis (one sentence). Shared happiness is not two subjects falling
into one symbolic order (that is the hermeneutic annexation of one by the other) but the reso-
nance of two meaning-worlds that remain translatable to one another without being exhausted
by the translation—each conferring meaning in its own signifiers, each open to the other, nei-
ther required to surrender its symbolic order. The “we” of happiness is the resonance of two
meaning-worlds unexhausted by each other, not their merger.

6.1 The question: does shared happiness require shared meaning?

Relaying §2.5: happiness is meaning conferred in the symbolic. It follows that two people
being happy “together” is not a juxtaposition of two private meanings but seems to call for
a shared meaning—the happiness of “watching the rain together” belongs to the “we,” not
to two side-by-side “I”s. But the symbolic order (the order of signifiers, the big Other) is a
structured order prior to the individual. Hence the sharpening: is shared meaning a conferring
of meaning within one and the same symbolic order? Whose order? The question is at once one
of power and of justice (cf. Paper XVII [68]).

6.2 The danger: hermeneutic annexation—the symbolic form of the dissolution of
co-existence

The most dangerous “shared happiness” is precisely this: one party’s symbolic order becomes
the shared order, and the other confers meaning within it—so that the other’s happiness is
expressed in another’s signifiers, is translated, is aphasic in its own meaning-world. This is the
true form, at the symbolic-hermeneutic level, of “mutual dissolution”: not the phase-capture of
the dynamical level (a language lacking the symbolic, treated in the ontological and dynamical
registers of §2.2 and §2.4), but one meaning-world annexing the other.

Its concealment (isomorphic with the “regime bleeding” of Paper XVII |68 |): hermeneutic

s

annexation often wears the face of “how alike we are,” “we think the same”—and “thinking
the same” may be precisely that one party has migrated wholesale into the other’s signifiers
and lost its own place of conferral. The felt happiness of concord may be the quiet that follows
a completed annexation.

The criterion (at the symbolic level, distinct from the criteria of the other registers): in this
being-together, does the weaker party still retain the capacity to confer meaning in its own sym-
bolic order? Or can its meaning now be expressed only through the stronger party’s signifiers?
“Whether subjectivity is preserved” here takes the concrete form of whether the place of conferral

is preserved.

6.3 The positive form: translatable yet not exhausted by translation—the structure
of resonance

Healthy co-existence does not abolish the differing symbolic orders; it maintains translatability
between two meaning-worlds: I can open onto your meaning, can grasp you in your language,
without requiring you to surrender your language—and conversely. The crucial qualifier, yet not
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exhausted by translation: translation always leaves a remainder (the inter-subjective version of
the symbolic-real gap of §2.3—your meaning-world has, for me, a remainder no signifier of
mine can exhaust). Healthy co-existence respects this remainder, and does not force it flat into
“we are wholly the same.” Resonance is just this: two meaning-worlds, of different frequency
yet answering to one another, rather than the monotone left when one has swallowed the other.

Connecting to the epistemic hospitality of Paper XIII [ 67]. Paper XIII established that “to present
something real in the other’s epistemic language” is a correction of epistemic injustice, a respect
rather than a manipulation (provided what is presented is real). Here is its positive employ-
ment in the theory of happiness: to open onto the other’s symbolic order, to share meaning in
a manner the other can grasp, while retaining one’s own place of conferral—this is neither annex-
ation (the other is not abolished) nor aphasia (one’s own is not surrendered). Resonance = a
mutual epistemic hospitality.

Thus the right reading of “shared meaning” is not “one identical meaning” but a continual,
remainder-leaving, mutual translation and answering between two meaning-worlds. The happi-
ness of the “we” is generated in this back-and-forth, not in a merger.

6.4 Taking up the earlier material as subordinate illustration: waiting / shared
slowing

The “waiting / shared slowing” distinction is here re-placed as a concrete illustration of the
above symbolic-level thesis (no longer an independent load-bearing point):

e pathological traction = unilateral phase-capture (one party’s autonomous orientation crushed)
—answering, at the dynamical level, to the hermeneutic annexation of §6.2;

e healthy traction = bilateral, voluntary mutual yielding, falling into a common rhythm that
equals neither party’s original pace (“watching the evening together”)—answering, at the
dynamical level, to the resonance of §6.3;

e the criterion (dynamical level): is the slowing bilateral or unilateral? Is the new rhythm
negotiated between the two, or captured by the stronger? The difference lies in whether the
autonomous term is preserved—the side-image, at the dynamical level, of the symbolic-
level criterion (whether the place of conferral is preserved).

Connecting to §3.3 (waiting as the proceeding toward a common rhythm) and §5.3 (the two
neural systems of voluntary versus forced waiting): the three layers—symbolic, dynamical,
neural—are three layers of one distinction, of which §6.3 is the load-bearing symbolic state-
ment.

An emendation to Paper XVIII (footnote-level, not load-bearing). On the strength of this
chapter, one emendation to Paper XVIII [68]: “shared slowing / voluntary mutual yielding”
is to be marked as a mechanism of realising generative balance, not a variant of generative dis-
solution. What Paper XVIII refused was unilateral, condescending waiting; that refusal is not
withdrawn—but this distinction must be added, lest Paper XVIII read as a prohibition of
tenderness. This emendation is a by-product of the chapter, not its thesis; the thesis is the
resonance-structure of §6.3.
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6.5 Close

Shared happiness is the resonance of two meaning-worlds unexhausted by each other, sus-
tained by a mutual epistemic hospitality, with the mutual preservation of the place of conferral
as its criterion of justice. In keeping with the voice-discipline of the paper, this “resonance”
is likewise not a pinned-down essential form but a saying in motion—what resonance con-
cretely looks like emerges with the two persons” historical and material conditions, and is not
foreclosed here.

7 Silence as Fulfilment: The Completion of Three Silences

The chapter’s distinctive load (demarcated first, to forestall repetition). §2.9 already noted “silence =
no debt, no remainder”; §3 touched it. This chapter does not repeat that. Its distinctive value
lies in two things the foregoing did not do: (1) to gather the three forms “silence” takes across
this series into a single threefold, making this chapter the point of convergence of the silence-line
running from Paper XIII through Paper XVIII to the present (not one more local claim within
Paper XIX); and (2) to re-place silence, by way of §2.5, as a determinate state of the symbolic—not
the absence of signifiers, but the movement of signifiers having reached a fullness that need
say no more. The latter the foregoing did not touch at all.

7.1 Silence is not aphasia: a re-placement at the symbolic level

A fundamental misreading must be barred: the silence of fulfilment is not aphasia, not a pre-
symbolic chaos, not the aphasia of the annexed party of §6.2. Following §2.5 (happiness is
conferral of meaning in the symbolic): if silence is a fulfilment, it must be a state within the
symbolic—the order of signifiers present, the conferral of meaning accomplished, only arrived
at a point of saturation needing no further signifier.

The decisive contrast:

e the aphasia of the annexed (§6.2) = wanting to speak and having no signifier of one’s own
to speak with (the symbolic place usurped);

e thessilence of fulfilment (this chapter) = having signifiers and needing none—the symbolic
movement complete, no gap-driven pressure compelling speech.

Both “do not speak”; their standing in the symbolic is opposite—one more pair of “same ap-
pearance, opposite being” (isomorphic with the two zeros of §4, the two plainnesses of §5.4).

7.2 The threefold of three silences (load-bearing; the series’ convergence)

e Silence one—obligation (Paper XIII [67]). Generative silence = not to occupy the other’s gener-
ative space. An ought—to yield place actively, that the other may generate of itself. Directed
at: the other’s freedom to generate.

o Silence two—restraint (Paper XVIII [68]). The negative structural obligation = not to dissolve
the other’s generativity (not to crush the other with one’s own order). Also an ought—to
restrain the tendency to annex. Directed at: the preservation of the other’s subjectivity (cf.
the place of conferral, §6.2).
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o Silence three—needlessness (Paper XIX, this paper). The silence of fulfilment = nothing to say
and no need to say it. Not an ought-not-to-speak, but the absence of debt, of remainder, of
any unresolved tension compelling speech. Directed at: the fulfilment of the relation itself
(the gap abiding in the mode of fullness, §2.4).

The structure of the ascent. The first two are negative oughts (“one ought not to ...”)—they
remain obligations, still presupposing a tendency to be checked (occupation, annexation). The
third is a fulfilled actuality (“there is no need to ...”)—no longer an obligation, because there is
no longer a tendency to check; it is the state after obligation has been wholly satisfied, in which
obligation itself dissolves. The three are therefore not coordinate but an ascent: from “ought
not to occupy” (XIII) to “ought not to dissolve” (XVIII) to “there is no need to speak” (XIX)
—obligation sublated (Aufhebung: at once preserved and surpassed) in fulfilment.

The three silences. Silence completes a series. The silence of obligation does not occupy; the
silence of restraint does not dissolve; the silence of needlessness has nothing to say and no
need to say it. The first two are negative oughts that presuppose a tendency to be checked;
the third is the fulfilled state in which, no tendency remaining, the obligation itself dissolves.
Silence is thus not the absence of meaning but the saturation of it: signifiers present, and none
required.

7.3 The Eastern interface: arriving from within, not borrowing authority

Daoism: tiandan (the plain), the “savouring of the flavourless” (wei wu wei), “the great sound
is faint” (dayin xisheng), “one who knows does not speak” |38, 73 |. “Savouring the flavourless”
fits the third silence especially: not the absence of flavour (aphasia, flavourlessness) but flavour
grown so complete it need add no more. The Chan “no establishment of words” (buli wenzi)
is not “no words” but the needlessness of further words.

The voice-discipline (per the paper throughout): these are not authorities adduced to
stamp the argument; the paper has arrived again, from within the argument of the generative
relation, at the place they once reached. The convergence is corroboration, not borrowed light.

7.4 Close and transition

The threefold is complete: obligation (yielding) — restraint (not dissolving) — needlessness
(fulfilment). The third silence is the signature, at the level of saying, of this paper’s happiness
—fulfilment need not be stated; it need only be lived, a circle at a time, and kept, together, in
silence.

Transition to §8: yet this paper is a paper; it is, right now, saying the very thing that “needs
no saying.” This performative tension is no error—the next chapter shows it to be the self-
verification of the thesis.
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8 The Impossibility of Writing as the Self-Verification of the Thesis

The hard core (against “this is mere sentiment”). A chapter saying “I cannot write it” is, without
argument, a sentimental self-congratulation. This chapter’s load is to show that the unwritabil-
ity of this paper’s object is not a failure of the writer but structural—a direct consequence of the
symbolic-real gap of §2.3. Writing is an operation of the symbolic; the still afternoon holds a
real remainder no symbol can exhaust; therefore “it cannot be written to the end” is necessary,
not rhetorical. From this, the unwritability verifies the paper’s core claim (the gap unclosable,
happiness holding a remainder no symbol exhausts). This is argument, not sentiment.

8.1 Returning to the quarry of the opening

Return to the quarry laid down at the opening (the delineation): why the harder one tries to
write that afternoon clearly, the more it resists. This chapter raises that “resistance” from a fact
of writing-experience to a phenomenon predicted by the foregoing structure.

8.2 Unwritability is structural, not a matter of ability

Writing is an operation of the symbolic: to capture, fix, and transmit by the order of signifiers.
But (per §2.3) the symbolic’s capture of the real always leaves a remainder; that afternoon, as a
lived situation under conferral of meaning, holds a real remainder no sequence of signifiers can
exhaust (the remainder marked by objet a). Hence: however precise the writing, there is always
a remainder that does not enter—this is not the author’s limit but the limit of the symbolic—real gap,
and it is structural. “Cannot write that afternoon to the end” and “the symbol cannot fill the
real” are one proposition. Following §2.6: writing (the symbolic) too can only unfold on the
background manifold, and is never the written life itself; between text and life lie the manifold
and the difference of meaning. The paper is a map, not the terrain.

8.3 This impossibility verifies the thesis (the self-referential closure)

One of the paper’s core claims: happiness, as the fullness of a generative relation, holds a
remainder no symbol exhausts (the gap abiding in the mode of fullness, §2.4); it is therefore a
genuine emergence, hermeneutic, not to be settled by any form or statement. Then: could this
paper write that afternoon exhaustively, it would thereby falsify its own core claim (proving happiness
exhaustible by the symbol, settleable). Just because it cannot be exhausted, the core claim is
borne out. Unwritability is the performative proof of the claim’s truth.

The convergence with the series” self-referential gesture:

e Paper IX [66]: the poem refuses to settle its own sublimation—its form is its claim.

e Paper XIII [67]: the dedication enacts the very theory it states—the performative is the
argument.

e This chapter: the paper cannot write its object to the end, which is just what proves the
object inexhaustible by writing—the failure is the evidence of success.

e (And §4, “insufficiency-cum-bearing,” is the formal-dress version of the same gesture: ex-
hausting the form to display the form’s not-reaching.)
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The three (four) are one self-referential gesture in successive instances.

8.4 But this chapter does not slide into the unsayable or the mystical (self-brake
one)

A guard: against sliding from “cannot be written to the end” to “therefore unsayable, there-
fore mystical, therefore nothing need be argued.” No. “Cannot be written to the end” # “un-
sayable”: this paper has said a great deal (eight chapters)—it only does not say exhaustively.
The existence of a remainder does not annul the validity of what has been said (just as the
paths one cannot walk on the manifold do not annul the paths one can, §2.6). The saying
remains under constraint (the four criteria of §2.7, the double constraint of §2.6): unwritabil-
ity is an honest marking of the boundary of saying, not a use of “the unsayable” to abdicate
the responsibility to argue. This chapter is the surveying of a boundary, not a forfeiture of
argument.

8.5 Nor into self-congratulation (self-brake two)

The chapter’s greatest risk is to turn “I cannot write it to the end” into “I am too profound to
write it to the end” (the same slope as the “unfalsifiability as virtue” guarded against in §2.7).
The brake: unwritability is a structural property of the object (the symbolic-real gap), not a
special profundity of the author. Anyone writing any lived situation cannot write it to the end.
The chapter asserts a general structure of symbol and real that happens to fall on this paper’s
object—not the author’s self-coronation.

8.6 Close: the fitting end is to lay down the pen

Since the third silence (§7.2) is “no need to say,” and this paper has said what can be said to its
boundary, the fitting end of this paper is not one more conclusion (a conclusion is a settlement,
and settlement is the death of the good cycle, §2) but the laying-down of the pen. To lay down
the pen is silence; silence is fulfilment—the paper here instantiates what it argues: that the
fulfilment of the plain happiness need not be stated, and so, at the boundary, it stops, adding
no further signifier. An opening is left for the envoi.

Envoi

By §8.6, the fitting end is not a conclusion. What follows is not a summary, makes no further
claim, and states no thesis—any added signifier would weaken the needlessness of §7.2 and
the laying-down of the pen of §8.6. The envoi performs only an indication (a turning-toward,
not a statement) and an unclosing image. It does not speak about happiness; it enacts having
no more need to speak. The “we” is left anonymous—a bare structure, into which any reader
may enter their own afternoon.

And so we return the gaze to the afternoon that is, even now, still going on. Two people. The
rain beyond the window. Nothing to be done, and nothing lacked.
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[ the closing image, to be set by hand |
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Coda

i
NN RS, —ZRBRSEE
FRZEME AR REK, ST RIERRAIE,
ARPVEEFHLE,  JCrlaNEEE,
[FIERRA T,  HOWKEF T,

By a quiet window, two sit facing each other, wordless; in a glance, each is already at ease. The
rain runs along the eaves, its sound unceasing; the lamp’s soft halo lights the seat, and a warmth
is added. Where nothing need be asked, the spring is always there; in what cannot be named, the

sense is round of itself. Together they watch the thousand fine threads of rain; this heart, like
water, settles before the steps.
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