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Abstract

The Lagrangian formulation of dynamics has proven remarkably resilient, persisting across
classical mechanics, relativistic field theory, and quantum mechanics despite profound shifts
in underlying ontology. This essay examines the structural features that account for this per-
sistence, arguing that the durability of the variational formalism reflects implicit ontological
commitments rather than historical contingency or calculational convenience. Beginning with
the classical decomposition L = T − V , the analysis traces how explicit energetic opposition
gives way, in more refined descriptions, to symmetry constraints, conjugate structures, and alge-
braic relations. By examining cyclic coordinates, conservation laws, and canonical commutation
relations, the essay identifies distinguishability under transformation as the minimal invariant
presupposed by variational dynamics. Conservation is interpreted as structural indifference,
recording directions along which the action fails to resolve distinction. On this basis, the lim-
its of variational descriptions are clarified: where distinctions remain dynamically recoverable,
Lagrangian methods apply; where they do not, conservation and unitary evolution give way to
selection. Quantum Collapse Geometry (QCG) is situated as an ontology-first extension that
addresses these boundary conditions without modifying the variational grammar itself. The
result is a unifying perspective on why variational principles recur across scales and theories,
and where their applicability must end.

1 The Strange Immortality of the Lagrangian

Few mathematical structures in physics have proven as resilient as the Lagrangian formulation of

dynamics. Introduced as a reformulation of Newtonian mechanics, it has survived every major

conceptual upheaval in modern physics: the transition from particles to fields, the incorporation of

relativity, the emergence of quantum mechanics, and the development of effective theories across

widely separated scales.

What is remarkable is not that particular Lagrangians change—they must—but that the under-

lying variational principle remains intact. The same formal demand persists: physical trajectories

extremize an action constructed from a Lagrangian function, even as the interpretation of that

function shifts dramatically. Time may become a coordinate, energy may lose global meaning, and

locality itself may be softened, yet the variational grammar remains unchanged.

This persistence is often treated as a technical convenience or a historical accident. In practice,

the Lagrangian is frequently introduced as a powerful calculational tool: one writes down the most

general expression consistent with known symmetries, varies it, and extracts equations of motion.

The success of this procedure is taken as sufficient justification for its continued use.
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However, the durability of the Lagrangian across such disparate ontological regimes suggests

that something deeper is at work. A formalism that survives repeated reinterpretation without

structural modification is unlikely to be merely contingent. Instead, it points to a set of implicit

commitments about what it means for a system to evolve, for alternatives to be comparable, and

for change to remain well-defined.

The central question of this essay is therefore not how to construct Lagrangians for particular

systems, but why a variational description is possible at all. What must reality be like for the

same extremal principle to govern classical trajectories, relativistic fields, and quantum amplitudes

alike?

The sections that follow do not propose a new dynamical law or modify existing equations.

Rather, they aim to make explicit the ontological assumptions already embedded in Lagrangian

mechanics—assumptions that are often used successfully without being named. By examining how

distinction, symmetry, and conservation arise within the variational framework, we seek to clarify

why the Lagrangian has proven so difficult to displace.

2 Classical Opposition as Coarse-Grained Structure

In its classical formulation, the Lagrangian is most often written as

L = T − V

where T denotes kinetic energy and V denotes potential energy. This expression is typically

introduced as a matter of convenience: it reproduces Newton’s equations of motion while ac-

commodating generalized coordinates and constraints. At this level, the interpretation appears

straightforward—motion is opposed by configuration-dependent forces, and dynamics arise from

their interplay.

What is less often emphasized is how much ontological clarity this form presupposes. The

separation of the Lagrangian into kinetic and potential terms relies on a coarse-grained description

of the system, one in which degrees of freedom are cleanly partitioned into those associated with

change (velocities) and those associated with constraint or position. Time is treated as an external

parameter, energy is globally defined, and interactions are conservative.

Within this regime, opposition can be made explicit. Kinetic energy depends quadratically on

velocities and is positive-definite; potential energy depends on configuration and penalizes depar-

tures from preferred states. The subtraction in T − V is therefore not merely algebraic—it encodes

a clear structural opposition between motion and restraint, change and constraint.

The effectiveness of this representation stems from the fact that, at macroscopic scales, such

distinctions are robust. Forces can be derived from scalar potentials, dissipation can often be

neglected, and interactions do not entangle configuration and motion in irreducible ways. The

action can therefore distinguish, in a global and unambiguous manner, between how a system

moves and where it is allowed to be.
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However, this clarity is contingent. The classical form T − V works precisely because the

ontology is coarse-grained enough to support it. The degrees of freedom are few, their roles are

well separated, and the distinctions tracked by the action remain stable under evolution.

As the description is refined—by introducing velocity-dependent interactions, field degrees of

freedom, or relativistic covariance—this explicit opposition becomes increasingly difficult to main-

tain. The subtraction does not fail, but the clean partition it relies on does. What persists is not

the particular decomposition into kinetic and potential terms, but the deeper requirement that the

action encode which distinctions matter for the evolution of the system.

Seen in this light, the classical Lagrangian is not the paradigm of the variational principle, but

its most transparent special case. It makes visible, in the simplest possible setting, the structural

role that opposition plays in governing dynamics—an opposition that will later be redistributed,

encoded, and ultimately abstracted as the ontology of the theory evolves.

3 When ”Kinetic Minus Potential” Breaks Down

The classical decomposition of the Lagrangian into kinetic and potential terms owes its success to

the separability of motion and configuration at macroscopic scales. However, this separation is not

preserved as the description of physical systems becomes more refined. As additional structure is

introduced, the clear distinction between kinetic and potential contributions begins to erode—not

because the variational principle fails, but because the ontology no longer supports such a partition.

A first indication appears in systems with velocity-dependent interactions. In classical electro-

magnetism, for example, the coupling between a charged particle and a vector potential introduces

terms in the Lagrangian that depend explicitly on velocity yet cannot be interpreted as kinetic en-

ergy. The interaction is neither purely configurational nor purely dynamical in the classical sense.

The notion of “potential energy” becomes gauge-dependent, and the clean opposition encoded by

T − V loses its invariant meaning.

This erosion deepens in relativistic mechanics. Lorentz covariance requires space and time to

be treated on equal footing, eliminating the possibility of a globally defined kinetic energy distinct

from configuration. The Lagrangian must be constructed from invariant quantities, and the familiar

subtraction between kinetic and potential energy gives way to expressions whose internal signs are

dictated by spacetime geometry rather than by energetic bookkeeping. Opposition remains, but it

is no longer expressed as a simple difference between two scalar functions.

The transition to field theories completes this shift. In a field-theoretic Lagrangian, degrees

of freedom are distributed over spacetime, interactions are local, and the action is built from

densities rather than global quantities. Terms that would classically be labeled “kinetic” and

“potential” intermingle through derivatives, couplings, and symmetry requirements. What matters

is not whether a term increases or decreases energy, but whether it is permitted by the underlying

invariances of the theory.

Across these examples, a consistent pattern emerges. The variational structure survives intact,
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but the interpretation of its components changes. The subtraction T − V is revealed to be a

special case rather than a foundational template. As the ontology of the theory becomes finer-

grained, opposition is no longer represented explicitly as kinetic versus potential energy. Instead,

it is encoded implicitly through symmetry constraints, coupling structure, and geometric form.

What persists is not an energetic decomposition, but a deeper requirement: the action must

distinguish among possible histories in a way that remains invariant under the transformations

relevant to the system. The breakdown of the classical form therefore marks not a failure of the

Lagrangian framework, but a transition to a more distributed and structural encoding of the same

underlying principle.

This transition prepares the ground for understanding how symmetry gives rise to conserva-

tion, and how distinction—once explicit in classical opposition—becomes embedded in the formal

structure of the theory itself.

4 Distributed Opposition: Symmetry as Constraint

As the explicit decomposition of the Lagrangian into kinetic and potential terms breaks down, the

role once played by classical opposition does not disappear. Instead, it is redistributed across the

structural features of the theory. In modern formulations, opposition is no longer expressed as a

direct subtraction between two energies, but as a network of constraints imposed by symmetry.

Symmetries restrict the admissible form of the Lagrangian. Invariance under translations,

rotations, gauge transformations, or Lorentz transformations determines which terms may appear

and how they must combine. These restrictions do not merely simplify calculations; they encode

what distinctions the theory is capable of resolving. Degrees of freedom that transform nontrivially

under a symmetry are dynamically distinguished, while those left invariant recede from explicit

dynamical influence.

In this setting, opposition becomes implicit. The signs, couplings, and relative weights of terms

are fixed not by energetic intuition but by representation theory and geometric structure. What

would classically be interpreted as competing contributions to energy now appear as complementary

components of a single invariant expression. Constraint is no longer imposed externally; it is

embedded in the symmetry requirements themselves.

This shift is especially clear in relativistic and field-theoretic Lagrangians, where the metric

signature governs the internal balance between temporal and spatial variations, and where interac-

tion terms are fixed by gauge invariance. The familiar notion of “penalizing” certain configurations

gives way to a subtler condition: only those variations compatible with the symmetry structure

contribute to the action at all.

From this perspective, symmetry functions as a distributed form of opposition. Rather than

opposing motion through an explicit potential, the theory constrains how motion may be expressed.

The action does not compare kinetic and potential energies; it compares allowed and disallowed

variations. What remains invariant under symmetry transformations is dynamically silent, while
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what breaks symmetry is rendered dynamically active.

This reframing also clarifies the role of conservation laws. Conservation is not an independent

principle appended to dynamics, but a consequence of structural indifference. When the action is

invariant under a continuous transformation, it fails to distinguish among configurations related

by that transformation. The persistence of the corresponding conjugate quantity reflects this

indifference.

In this way, symmetry does not merely generate conservation; it encodes the conditions under

which distinction is either enforced or withheld. Opposition, once localized in the subtraction

T − V , is now distributed throughout the formal structure of the theory. To understand how this

distribution gives rise to conserved quantities in practice, it is necessary to examine how distinction

is tracked dynamically—an issue made explicit by the introduction of conjugate variables.

5 Conjugate Momentum as Encoded Distinction

In Lagrangian mechanics, the notion of conjugate momentum is introduced by definition,

pk ≡ ∂L

∂q̇k

,

and is often presented as a convenient mathematical construction. However, this definition

encodes a deeper structural role: it specifies how the action distinguishes change in a degree of

freedom from the configuration of that degree of freedom itself.

This becomes explicit when the Euler–Lagrange equations are written in momentum form,

d

dt

(
∂L

∂q̇k

)
=

∂L

∂qk

,

or equivalently,

dpk
dt

=
∂L

∂qk

In this formulation, dynamics appear as a balance between two kinds of distinction encoded by

the action:

variation with respect to rates of change (q̇k) and variation with respect to configurations (qk).

Conjugate momentum is not an additional physical assumption; it is the bookkeeping device by

which the action tracks how distinguishable changes propagate in time.

A particularly revealing case arises when the Lagrangian is independent of a generalized coor-

dinate qk,

∂L

∂qk
= 0
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Such a coordinate is termed cyclic or ignorable. Under this condition, the Euler–Lagrange

equation immediately yields

dpk
dt

= 0

implying that the conjugate momentum pk is conserved.

This conservation law is often attributed directly to symmetry, but the structural content is

more precise: when the action does not distinguish a degree of freedom at the level of configuration,

the flow conjugate to that degree of freedom cannot change. Conservation emerges not from the

imposition of a rule, but from the absence of ontological differentiation within the action itself.

The standard example is the Kepler problem, where the Lagrangian depends on the radial

coordinate but not on the angular coordinate ϕ. The angular coordinate is therefore cyclic, and

the corresponding conjugate momentum—angular momentum—is conserved. Importantly, angular

momentum is conserved not because it is singled out as fundamental, but because the action is

silent with respect to ϕ.

From this perspective, Noether’s theorem can be read not merely as a correspondence between

symmetries and conserved quantities, but as a statement about distinguishability: continuous sym-

metries reflect degrees of freedom that are not resolved by the action, and conservation laws record

the persistence of their conjugate flows.

This interpretation also clarifies the continuity between classical and quantum descriptions. The

Bohr–Sommerfeld quantization condition,∮
pk dqk = nh

and the canonical commutation relation,

[pk, qk] = iℏ

do not introduce new conjugate structure; they formalize it. What appears classically as con-

tinuous conservation becomes, upon quantization, a discrete or algebraic encoding of the same

underlying distinction between configuration and change.

Thus, conjugate momentum serves as a minimal representation of how the action preserves dis-

tinguishability under variation. Conservation arises when that distinction is not explicitly resolved

by the governing structure, and quantization refines—rather than replaces—this relationship.

When the structures that encode this distinction cease to remain dynamically recoverable—through

interaction, openness, or constraint saturation—the variational description itself reaches its limit,

and conservation gives way to selection.
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6 Example: Kepler, Angular Momentum, and Structural Silence

The abstract relationship between symmetry, conjugate momentum, and conservation becomes

concrete in the classical Kepler problem. In this system, the motion of a particle in a central

potential is described most naturally using polar coordinates. The resulting Lagrangian depends

explicitly on the radial coordinate but not on the angular coordinate ϕ.

This absence is decisive. Because the Lagrangian does not depend on ϕ, the angular coordinate

is cyclic, and the conjugate momentum associated with it—angular momentum—is conserved. This

result is standard and often presented as a textbook illustration of Noether’s theorem. However,

viewed through the structural lens developed above, its significance is more precise.

Angular momentum is conserved not because it has been designated as a privileged quantity, but

because the action does not distinguish among angular configurations. The dynamics are insensitive

to absolute orientation. As a result, there is no mechanism within the variational structure by which

the conjugate flow associated with angular displacement can change.

In this sense, conservation reflects a form of structural silence. The action encodes what matters

for evolution, and it does so by omission as much as by inclusion. Degrees of freedom that do not

appear in the Lagrangian are not dynamically resolved; their conjugate momenta persist unchanged.

The conserved quantity is therefore a record of what the ontology does not register.

This framing shifts emphasis away from conserved quantities themselves and toward the condi-

tions that produce them. Angular momentum is not conserved because of a force-free direction or a

hidden balance, but because the governing structure remains indifferent to rotation. Conservation

arises from indifference, not enforcement.

Seen this way, the Kepler problem exemplifies a general principle rather than a special case.

Whenever the action fails to resolve a degree of freedom, its conjugate flow is preserved. Symmetry

is thus not an abstract property layered atop dynamics, but a manifestation of which distinctions

the theory elects to ignore.

This example also clarifies the continuity between classical mechanics and more general formu-

lations. The same logic that renders angular momentum conserved here will later reappear in field

theories, quantum systems, and effective descriptions, where the absence of explicit dependence

carries the same ontological weight. What changes is not the principle, but the manner in which

structural silence is distributed across increasingly refined descriptions.

7 From Classical Conservation to Quantum Commutation

The transition from classical mechanics to quantum theory is often presented as a sharp conceptual

break, marked by the replacement of deterministic trajectories with probabilistic amplitudes. Yet

the structural role of conjugate variables persists across this transition, retaining its essential form

while acquiring a new mode of expression.

In classical mechanics, the relationship between a generalized coordinate and its conjugate

momentum is mediated by the action. Conservation arises when the action fails to distinguish a
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coordinate, leaving the corresponding conjugate flow invariant. This relationship is continuous and

geometric, encoded in the structure of phase space.

Early attempts to quantize classical systems made this continuity explicit. The Bohr–Sommerfeld

quantization condition, ∮
pk dqk = nh

imposed discrete constraints on classical phase-space orbits. While limited in scope, this condi-

tion did not introduce new dynamical variables; it discretized the same conjugate structure already

present in the classical description. Quantization, in this sense, appeared as a restriction on ad-

missible action integrals rather than a replacement of the underlying framework.

Canonical quantization formalized this relationship by promoting classical conjugate variables

to operators satisfying the commutation relation

[pk, qk] = iℏ

This relation is often treated as a postulate, but its structural content mirrors the classical

distinction between configuration and change. Noncommutativity does not negate the classical

notion of conjugacy; it encodes it algebraically. The impossibility of simultaneously specifying pk

and qk with arbitrary precision reflects the same relational structure that, classically, governed how

variations propagate through the action.

From this perspective, quantum mechanics does not abandon the variational grammar of classi-

cal dynamics. Instead, it replaces continuous trajectories with a space of allowed transformations,

while preserving the conjugate pairing that underlies conservation and symmetry. What appears

as uncertainty or noncommutativity is the quantum expression of a distinction that was previously

resolved geometrically.

This continuity also clarifies why Noether’s theorem extends naturally into quantum theory.

Symmetries continue to generate conserved quantities, but conservation now manifests as operator

invariance or selection rules rather than fixed numerical values. The action remains the organizing

principle, even when its role is mediated through amplitudes rather than paths.

Thus, the passage from classical conservation to quantum commutation does not mark a rupture

in ontology, but a change in representation. The same structural distinctions persist, refined to

accommodate the constraints imposed by quantization. What the classical theory preserved as

continuous invariance, the quantum theory preserves as algebraic structure.

8 Action as the Measure of Distinguishability

Across its classical and quantum formulations, the action occupies a privileged position in the

variational description of physical systems. It is often introduced pragmatically, as the time integral

of a Lagrangian, or heuristically, as a quantity extremized by physical trajectories. Yet these
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characterizations obscure a more fundamental role played by the action: it functions as the measure

by which alternative histories are rendered distinguishable.

To vary an action is to compare nearby possibilities. This comparison presupposes that differ-

ences between configurations, paths, or field histories are legible to the theory—that they can be

weighted, ordered, and meaningfully contrasted. The action provides precisely this ordering. It

does not merely assign numerical values; it establishes which variations matter for the evolution of

the system and which do not.

In classical mechanics, this role is partially hidden by energetic intuition. The action appears

as an accumulation of kinetic and potential contributions, and extremization is often interpreted as

a balance between competing energetic tendencies. However, as seen in more general formulations,

the success of the variational principle does not depend on such interpretations. What persists is the

requirement that the theory be able to distinguish among neighboring possibilities in a structured

way.

This requirement becomes explicit when considering symmetry and conservation. When the

action is invariant under a continuous transformation, variations along that direction do not alter

its value. Such variations are dynamically indistinguishable, and the corresponding conjugate

quantity is conserved. Conservation, in this sense, records not the persistence of a substance, but

the persistence of indistinguishability under transformation.

Quantum mechanics preserves this structure while altering its expression. The action no longer

selects a single trajectory but weights a family of alternatives. Distinguishability is no longer

geometric but algebraic, encoded in commutation relations and interference patterns. Nevertheless,

the action remains the quantity that determines which differences contribute coherently and which

cancel.

Seen this way, the action is not ancillary to dynamics; it is the condition that makes dynamics

possible. Without a mechanism for comparing alternatives—without a measure of distinguisha-

bility—there can be no meaningful notion of variation, extremization, or evolution. The action

supplies this mechanism across all regimes in which the variational principle applies.

This perspective also clarifies the limits of the formalism. When distinctions among alternatives

are no longer dynamically recoverable—when variations cannot be meaningfully compared—the

action ceases to function as an ordering principle. The breakdown of variational description thus

signals not a failure of mathematics, but a boundary in the ontology of the system being described.

9 The Ontological Floor: Distinction as the Conserved Primitive

The preceding sections have traced how opposition, symmetry, and conservation are successively

re-expressed as the description of physical systems becomes more refined. What remains constant

across these transitions is not a particular quantity or law, but a structural requirement: the

persistence of distinguishability under transformation.

At the most basic level, physical dynamics presuppose that differences can be maintained in a
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form that remains legible to the governing framework. Whether expressed as separable kinetic and

potential terms, as symmetry constraints, or as noncommuting operators, the theory must be able

to tell alternatives apart in order to compare them, weight them, and propagate them forward in

time.

From this perspective, familiar conservation laws appear as surface manifestations of a deeper

invariant. Energy, momentum, and angular momentum are conserved when the action fails to

distinguish certain directions of variation. What is conserved in each case is not merely a numerical

quantity, but the absence of differentiation along a corresponding degree of freedom. Conservation

records where distinction is withheld.

This suggests an ontological floor beneath the variational formalism: distinction itself functions

as the conserved primitive. So long as distinctions remain dynamically recoverable—so long as

differences can be compared without ambiguity—the variational description remains valid. When

this condition holds, symmetry, conservation, and unitary evolution follow naturally.

Importantly, this claim does not elevate distinction to a new physical substance or force. Rather,

it identifies a precondition for the applicability of physical law. A theory that could not preserve

distinctions under transformation would be incapable of supporting dynamics, prediction, or in-

variance. In such a regime, the concepts of trajectory, amplitude, or conserved quantity would lose

operational meaning.

The limits of variational descriptions therefore coincide with the limits of recoverable distinction.

When interactions, openness, or constraint accumulation render differences no longer comparable

within the formal structure, conservation ceases to apply and selection replaces invariance. This

transition marks not a violation of physical law, but the boundary beyond which the assumptions

of the variational framework no longer hold.

By identifying distinction as the conserved primitive underlying Lagrangian mechanics, one

gains a unifying perspective on why variational principles recur across theories and scales. The

formalism does not enforce order upon an otherwise indifferent world; it operates only where the

world itself sustains the distinctions required for ordered change.

10 QCG as an Ontology-First Extension (Not a Replacement)

The preceding analysis has remained intentionally internal to standard Lagrangian mechanics and

its extensions. No new dynamical laws have been introduced, and no existing equations have been

modified. Instead, the focus has been on clarifying the ontological commitments implicit in the

variational framework—commitments that remain operative wherever the formalism succeeds.

Within this context, Quantum Collapse Geometry (QCG) is best understood not as an alterna-

tive to Lagrangian mechanics, but as an ontology-first extension that addresses the limits identified

in the preceding sections. Where the variational formalism presupposes recoverable distinction,

QCG is concerned with the conditions under which that presupposition holds, degrades, or fails.

In conventional formulations, the breakdown of unitary evolution or conservation is often treated
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as an external complication—attributed to measurement, openness, or effective descriptions. QCG

reframes these phenomena as structurally necessary responses to the erosion of distinguishability.

When distinctions can no longer be maintained coherently across scales or interactions, invariance

gives way to selection, and evolution becomes constrained by stability rather than symmetry.

Importantly, this reframing does not displace Noether’s theorem, canonical quantization, or

variational dynamics. On the contrary, it explains their domain of validity. Conservation laws,

commutation relations, and action principles remain exact wherever the ontology supports them.

QCG intervenes only at the boundary where the assumptions that sustain those structures cease

to apply.

Seen in this light, collapse is not an anomaly introduced to repair quantum mechanics, but a

geometric and ontological consequence of distinction loss. It plays the same role at finer scales

that constraint plays at coarser ones: enforcing legibility where symmetry alone is insufficient.

The continuity between classical opposition, distributed symmetry, and collapse-driven selection is

therefore structural rather than metaphorical.

The value of this perspective lies in what it clarifies rather than what it adds. By making

explicit the role of distinction as the conserved primitive underlying variational descriptions, QCG

situates itself as a completion of the ontology already assumed by Lagrangian mechanics. It does

not replace the grammar of physical law; it explains why that grammar works—and why it must

sometimes give way to a different mode of description.

11 What This Perspective Clarifies

The purpose of this essay has not been to revise Lagrangian mechanics, quantization procedures,

or symmetry principles, but to make explicit the shared ontological assumptions that allow these

frameworks to function across disparate domains. All formal results discussed—the Euler–Lagrange

equations, Noether’s theorem, canonical commutation relations—remain unchanged. What changes

is the way their persistence and scope are understood.

Seen through this lens, several familiar structures become unified. The classical opposition

between kinetic and potential energy appears as a coarse-grained manifestation of a more general

requirement: that the action distinguish among alternatives in a structured way. As descriptions

become more refined, this opposition is redistributed into symmetry constraints, geometric struc-

ture, and algebraic relations, without altering the underlying variational grammar.

This perspective also sharpens the meaning of conservation. Conserved quantities do not repre-

sent substances preserved through time, but directions along which the action remains indifferent.

Conservation records where distinction is withheld rather than enforced. In both classical and

quantum contexts, this indifference is what allows conjugate structures to persist and remain dy-

namically legible.

By identifying distinction as the conserved primitive underlying variational descriptions, the

limits of the formalism also become clearer. Where distinctions remain recoverable, symmetry and
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conservation follow naturally. Where they do not, the assumptions required for variational reasoning

no longer apply. The boundary between these regimes is ontological rather than mathematical.

Returning to the question posed at the outset—why the Lagrangian formalism has proven so

difficult to displace—the answer suggested here is simple: it survives because it encodes the min-

imum conditions under which change can remain meaningful. Wherever physical systems sustain

structured distinction, the variational grammar applies. Where they do not, a different mode of

description is required.

12


	The Strange Immortality of the Lagrangian
	Classical Opposition as Coarse-Grained Structure
	When "Kinetic Minus Potential" Breaks Down
	Distributed Opposition: Symmetry as Constraint
	Conjugate Momentum as Encoded Distinction
	Example: Kepler, Angular Momentum, and Structural Silence
	From Classical Conservation to Quantum Commutation
	Action as the Measure of Distinguishability
	The Ontological Floor: Distinction as the Conserved Primitive
	QCG as an Ontology-First Extension (Not a Replacement)
	What This Perspective Clarifies

