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0. Part 3a: Prelude
Horizon and Unknown Discipline
Reader introduction • Non-canonical. The Part 3a papers govern technical definitions, arguments and evidence.
1. If This Were Possible
What if we could act on our best available understanding without losing account of what remains unknown?
We need answers in order to continue. We make decisions, accept explanations and rely on classifications before every relevant question has been settled. Much of this confidence is earned. Yet a conclusion adequate for one purpose can gradually become accepted certainty, while its supporting conditions and unresolved questions disappear.
The earlier Parts grounded finite observation and the load-bearing terms through which we describe it. Part 3a asks what those grounds permit us to conclude, and how we proceed when they remain incomplete. Having a real observation does not settle every question we can ask of it.
If we could make these limits explicit and keep them attached to subsequent decisions, we could preserve justified confidence while preventing a necessary working answer from acquiring authority it has not earned.
2. Why This Is Difficult
A usable answer lets us stop searching, coordinate with others and act. Reopening everything indefinitely would make ordinary life impossible. The difficulty is that the answer often travels more easily than the conditions under which it was accepted.
A model adequate for prediction becomes treated as a complete explanation. A classification useful for screening becomes a final judgement. A decision made under uncertainty becomes remembered as something we knew. The record preserves the selected answer while alternatives, limitations and reasons for revision become harder to recover.
Neither confidence nor doubt identifies the problem reliably. We can feel certain while a decisive condition remains unresolved, or remain hesitant despite strong evidence. The task is to account for what the available relation supports, for whom and for which purpose. That requires more than a general acknowledgement that uncertainty exists.
3. What We Propose
General Organisation Theory and The Epistemic Method begin this next step by separating what becomes available from what it establishes. A signal may arrive without its source being identified. A measurement may be recorded without its cause being explained. A question may be expressible without the present method being able to settle it.
A horizon names a boundary in that relation: what is available to this system under these conditions, and what prevents it from satisfying the particular demand being made. The demand matters. Enough support for prediction may leave explanation open; enough support for a limited action may leave identification unresolved.
Where a conclusion is sufficiently supported for a stated purpose while relevant uncertainty remains, the papers call it a Soft Horizon. Its scope, comparison conditions, remaining uncertainty and conditions for revision must travel with it. This gives provisional conclusions a disciplined form.
The unknown then becomes something we can distinguish and account for. Missing access calls for a different response from an unexplained observation or an incorrect classification. Where an attempted claim remains unclosed, its residual identifies the unmet condition, the stronger claim it blocks and the evidence that would change the position.
We can compare the alternatives that remain admissible, exclude those that fail and carry the strongest current account as a Best Available Formulation. Its purpose and residual remain attached. Unresolved alternatives need not have equal support, and selecting the strongest does not make it final.
4. What This Part Inherits
Part 1 supplies the discipline of locating where an organised distinction changes what happens next and testing that dependence. Part 2a grounds the pathways through which physical differences become available, abstracted, registered and retained. Part 2b gives knowledge, intelligence and observation distinct functions within that architecture.
Part 3a inherits those physical requirements and their empirical tests. Its additional task is to distinguish what a relation makes available from the strength of the conclusion or action built upon it. A retained record can do real causal work while failing to support the explanation assigned to it.
The architecture remains substrate agnostic. The access and closure conditions can be examined in organisms, instruments, machines and coupled human systems, with the relevant pathway and limitations established in each case.
5. Why Two Papers
The Gödel Horizon establishes the boundaries between availability and closure. It explains why provisional conclusions are necessary, how they overreach, and how a system can make a relation available without being able to settle it. The Gödel Horizon itself requires the present abstraction regime to disclose a limit in its own resources for closure. The mathematical theorem supplies the formal exemplar; wider applications must establish their own conditions. An unanswered question alone does not meet that burden.
The Discipline of the Unknown asks how we continue once these boundaries are explicit. It distinguishes forms of unresolved relation, compares live alternatives and develops the Best Available Formulation with its remaining uncertainty preserved. It then separates the grounds for action from the grounds for a stronger conclusion, making safeguards, monitoring, stop conditions and revision part of proceeding under uncertainty. The first paper locates the boundary; the second develops the discipline for working with it.
6. What You Need to Grant – and What You Do Not
The invitation is to examine whether claims can be made more accountable by specifying their support, purpose, limits and correction conditions. Strong evidence remains strong. A well-founded conclusion need not be weakened merely because it leaves other questions open.
This does not require treating all views as equal, assigning numerical probabilities to every unknown, or projecting conscious doubt onto a cell or instrument. Nor must action wait for complete understanding. Its justification must fit the particular action and its consequences; proceeding does not erase what remains unresolved.
7. Where to Attack It
Consider a hypothetical detector whose retained response could be produced by either of two chemical inputs. Compare the inputs under matched measurement conditions. If the records remain indistinguishable, the detector may register a change without identifying which input caused it. A source-specific conclusion would exceed what that record preserves.
A second measurement could help only if its realised pathway supplies the missing distinction. Describing a possible test does not mean that the evidence is available. If independent evidence separates the inputs, the account must update; it cannot preserve uncertainty by ignoring the discriminator that resolves it.
A connected control system might still pause a process under a separately justified protective threshold. That response would need limits, monitoring and a condition for resuming or revising it. The pause itself would not prove the source. This is a proposed comparison, not a reported experiment.
Attack the framework where its distinctions do no work. Does the unresolved identity actually block the stronger claim? Can the permitted action and its stopping conditions be recovered? Does contrary evidence change the formulation? If uncertainty is recorded but cannot constrain or revise anything, the promised accounting has not been provided.
8. If the Architecture Holds
If this discipline survives scrutiny, it could make our conclusions more useful by making their strength and limits recoverable. We could carry a well-supported account forward without erasing the questions it leaves open, and preserve why a decision was justified at the time without rewriting that decision as certainty afterwards.
The same requirement matters for intelligent machines. Grounding their language must include preserving the difference between an answer produced, a claim supported and a question resolved. More fluent or extensive output cannot by itself supply a missing evidential pathway. The proposed gain is an empirical, auditable account of what the system can establish and what would require it to change.
This makes the unknown an operating condition to be handled explicitly. Some limits call for further observation, some for revised methods, some for constrained action, and some for suspension. The later Parts examine power, responsibility and trust on that foundation. These two papers begin by asking how a finite system can continue while remaining answerable to what it has not established.
Canonical source note
Canonical basis: The Gödel Horizon (GOT-V1-3a-1), Issue 1, and The Discipline of the Unknown (GOT-V1-3a-2), Issue 1. Their definitions, qualifications, formal dependencies and evidence govern this introduction. The detector example is illustrative.
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