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PREFACE

Do I contradict myself?
Very well then I contradict myself,
(I am large, I contain multitudes.)

Walt Whitman, “Song of Myself”

The truth is, my notions about things of this kind are so indigested, that I
am not well satisfied myself in them; and what I am not satisfied in, I can
scarce esteem to fit to be communicated to others; especially in natural
philosophy, where there is no end of fancying.

Sir Isaac Newton'

Welcome to Room 102

Two things have become clear to me in writing this book: 1) it is an
invalid synthetic proposition for those who live in modern democracies
and republics to say that their freedom is being “taken away” from them
by the hegemonies and authoritarian states they build and support, and 2)
that the idea of the existence of a great global cabal working tirelessly to
enslave mankind for its nefarious purposes is a symptom of paranoid
schizophrenia.

In this book one will not find yet another voice decrying the loss of our
freedom at the hands of a rapacious surveillance state hellbent on
totalitarian hegemony in order to provide a small group of plutocrats with
untold riches and power. Nor will one find revelations about shadowy
international organizations working together to create a Slave Planet
where one will be forced to labor for a ruthless central government that
will track one’s every move and stick one’s head in a rat cage to make sure
that happens.

Such propositions, 1 argue, are products of the same fatal logical
contradiction pervading nearly all public discourse in the modern age—
whether for or against these propositions and their myriad permutations.
This proposition about these propositions, however, does not allege that

! Letter from Sir Isaac Newton to Robert Boyle, 28 February 1679.
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they are false. Rather, it means that we cannot prove, analytically, that
they are true or not. So why waste any more time trying?

If we get nowhere with analytic logic and verification, could we do any
better with invalid synthetic logic? The idea that we could do better with
faulty logic lacking in evidence than we could with sound logic backed up
by irrefutable proof is itself a symptom of the mental illness infecting what
is said in the media, the pulpit, the courtroom, the legislative chambers, the
street, on the Internet, and at millions of breakfast tables each day.

To understand this book, then, it is critical to understand that an
“invalid” proposition is not ipso facto false. An invalid proposition is not
the same thing as a false proposition, since whether or not a proposition is
true or false must be proven, and proof requires a valid proposition. It just
means that one is going about trying to prove its premise, or even express
it, in a way that is logically doomed because it is based on a fundamental
categorical contradiction of a categorical contradiction.

However, almost always a part of the invalid proposition (subject or
predicate) is verifiably true. Otherwise, it would just be the ravings of a
madman. Unfortunately, that we use a fatally flawed way to prove what
might very well be true is an even worse situation than peddling outright
falsehoods which time would inevitably discover without a lot of problem
solving and fuss. Why? Because it hides the truth (which is its purpose)
until the consequences of ignoring it are upon us and we can no longer do
anything about it or benefit from the truth’s power of revelation.

An example of the difference between an invalid synthetic proposition
and a valid one can be found in a legendary but fictitious anecdote
regarding F. Scott Fitzgerald and a character in one of Ernest
Hemingway’s short stories.” In “The Snows of Kilimanjaro,” Hemingway
relates the following anecdote: "[PJoor Scott Fitzgerald and his romantic
awe of [the rich] and how he had started a story once that began, "The very
rich are different from you and me." And how someone had said to Scott, yes,
they have more money."

Here we have two propositions that look, at first glance, like they are
not much different from each other:

1. The very rich are different from you and me.
2. The very rich have more money (than you and me).

? For a thorough description of this story’s provenance, see: letter to the editor, “The
Rich Are Different,” New York Times, 13 November 1988, National Edition, Archive
Page 7007070.
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However, there is a significant and categorical difference in the logic
of the two statements. The first is what is described in this book as an
invalid synthetic proposition. The second is what is described as a valid
one. Why the difference?

In the first the subject and the predicate disagree in category. “The very
rich,” as the subject, establishes the attribute of the category. But the
object in the predicate “you and me” fails to show us that it too is in the
same category, which would require some indication of relative value
based on an attribute of the same class. Therefore, it is in some other,
unknown category. (We could quibble about the negligible difference
between “the rich” and “the very rich,” but it would belabor the trivial.)

The phrase “you and me” is not to say that “we are poor,” or even that
we are only “rich” and not “very rich.” Furthermore, it says nothing about
the poor being “different,” an allegation which implies more than the
obvious and, to Marx, for instance, a literal and logical class exclusion. In
fact, it insinuates that “the very rich” are somehow categorically different
and not just because of their relative wealth—a difficult argument to make
even with valid logic.

Put simply, the invalid synthetic proposition, which we shall from time
to time call the ISP, is the third kind of proposition compared to the
analytic and synthetic proposition. Using Aristotle’s Rules of Thought, we
can say that the analytic proposition is a tautology and is always true,
though trivial: A = A (or B = B). Both elements are drawn from the same
class (A, or B, but not both). The synthetic proposition requires a different
kind of reasoning because we find ourselves in what Aristotle called the
“excluded middle” where two elements of the proposition are drawn from
a different class: A = B. For example, A may be drawn from a class of
“real” elements, whereas B is drawn from “imaginary” elements.
Therefore, each is in a different universe of discourse. Provided the same
degree of wverifiability is not claimed for both, they coexist in
noncontradiction.

In his poem “The Ballad of East and West,” Rudyard Kipling uses the
excluded middle to make a point about what he sees as the incompatibility
Eastern and Western culture: “East is East, and West is West, and never
the twain shall meet ...” This is not to say that therefore it is invalid for us
to argue that perhaps there are cultural intersections where the two “meet”
in some way, which sensibility would indicate. If there were such common
ground, then in set theory we would say that there is a “symmetric
difference” (A, or sometimes ©) between them, as there is in the following
sets:
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A=(39,14)
B=(1,2,3)
AAB=(1,2,9,14)

Where set A A B contains numbers that sets A and B do not share (and
therefore they do not “meet” in this way), though the number they both do
share is 3. We do not violate Aristotle’s rule of the excluded middle, since
we still cannot say that A = B, though they have a common element. The
beauty of the synthetic proposition is that it allows us to begin an
argument without positive verification. From there we may form a
hypothesis and then go about attempting to see how much of it is
verifiable.

Therefore, the excluded middle does not invalidate a proposition; it
just makes it impossible to prove, as we could with A = A which, though
always true, is trivial. A symmetric difference in the degree of ready-to-
hand verifiability between the analytic and synthetic proposition does not
mean that the latter is therefore meaningless and cannot lead us to
verifiable proofs of related propositions. If this were not the case, effective
language would be impossible.

However, in the ISP, a fatal contradiction is added to the proposition,
namely that A = B is the material equivalent of A = A, or what we might
call “the same thing” (A = B = A = A) and is therefore verifiable as being
true or false. In effect, then, it is saying that the universe of discourse of
the real is the same thing as the universe of discourse of the imaginary, or
that the imaginary is real and the real is imaginary. The best we can say
about such an ISP is that it is a metacontradiction. The ISP takes the
standard contradiction of the synthetic proposition (A = B), which we
cannot prove because it embraces the excluded middle and negates any
possibility of meaning by insisting that it is verifiable. It is one thing to say
that a synthetic proposition is unverifiable. It is categorically something
else to say that it is verifiable. Here we have a fatal contradiction for
reasons it is the mission of this book to analyze.

While this may seem like an abstract argument, the ISP it is indeed the
main form of discourse in the modern age. It underlies most ideas and
statements. It abounds in the so-called news and in nearly all political and
public discourse. And, of course (and who would argue with this?) it is the
basis of the willing suspension of disbelief necessary for entertainment to be
a marketable, profitable commodity. Furthermore, the fatal contradiction of
the ISP is nowhere more abundant than in the discourse of finance and
economics, which, being the so-called dismal science, lays claim to the
verisimilitude of “the numbers” and, as we all know, “the numbers don’t
lie.”
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Around the same time Hemingway and Fitzgerald were having their
debate on this topic, John J. Raskob, a political party boss who was
instrumental in the building of the Empire State Building and regarded as an
authority on the rich, tried his best to arrive at a popular definition of the
term.

Being rich is, of course, a comparative status. A man with a million dollars
used to be considered rich, but so many people have at least that much in
these days, or are earning incomes in excess of a normal return from a
million dollars, that a millionaire does not cause any comment. Fixing a
bulk line to define riches is a pointless performance. Let us rather say that
a man is rich when he has an income from invested capital which is
sufficient to support him and his family in a decent and comfortable
manner to give as much support, let us say, as has ever been given by his
earnings. That amount of prosperity ought to be attainable by anyone. A
greater share will come to those who have greater ability...>

Raskob’s definition, despite its sincerity, deconstructs itself into the
proposition that “everybody ought to be rich,” thus rendering the term
meaningless. He advises investing in the stock market as the shortest path
to being “rich” or even “very rich.” Never mind the fact that two months
after the publication of this article the world is plunged into the Great
Depression where new distinctions regarding disparities of wealth emerge.

While Fitzgerald’s statement might seem to imply that the rich are in
some other category than “you and me,” and therefore would justify the
violation of the law of noncontradiction of categories, it in fact only serves
to invalidate the proposition. Besides, it does not say that. Instead, it just
pairs the woefully vague and unverifiable “very rich” with the equally
vague and unverifiable “different.” As this is a synthetic and not analytic
proposition, valid or invalid, there is no possibility of verification, which
to a certain extent is Marx’s ultimate problem despite the fact that his
propositions are noncontradictory.

To say A4 is different in any way at all from B we must first specify in
what way, which requires a specification of attributes of the same class.
Otherwise, we simply have to admit they are in different classes and that
there is, therefore, no possibility of rational comparison. Maybe they are
“very” different in some fundamental way, but this argument is not going
to “prove” anything to us unless we already believe it to be true, in which
case the argument is specious.

3 Samuel Crowther, "Everybody Ought to Be Rich: An Interview with John J.
Raskob,” Ladies' Home Journal (August 1929).
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The second proposition, however, while no more verifiable in the
analytical sense than the first (since the attribute “very rich” cannot be
verified), is nevertheless a valid synthetic proposition in that there is no
contradiction. If 1 think someone is “very rich,” and I think that person is
“different” from me because of it, then the only possibility of “difference”
is that I have less money and that person “has more money”—whether it
be a little (rich) or a lot (very rich). Therefore, the second proposition is
based, at least, on the verifiable fact that I have less money than the person
I describe as A4) different from me, and B) rich (or very rich). Therefore, 4
and B agree. This fact does not “prove” the proposition, but it does allow
for the possibility of validity.

Hemingway seems to be deliberately allowing the valid statement to
exhibit its blasé banality: “The very rich are people who have more money
than you and me.” He also seems to be giving unspoken commentary on
the lazy, irrational use of this kind of faulty logic employed to alienate the
nominally “very rich” from the equally nominal non-very rich (which is
not necessarily to say “the poor”). If Fitzgerald had taken the approach
Marx does and called these two groups “classes,” then he would have had
the beginnings of the possibility of a nontrivial statement about categorical
differences. Hemingway, the author of 7o Have and Have Not, seems to
be attempting a correction of this invalid proposition—with some success,
judging by Fitzgerald’s frantic attempt to have the publisher strike the
alleged conversation from the short story.*

Another example is the seemingly sensible assertion some evolutionary
biologists make that if humans disappeared from the earth life would
likely flourish, whereas if insects vanished it would likely come to an end.
“Touché,” we say to the biologist, “you have us there!” Until we realize
that ~iumans are a species whereas insects are a phylum.

Indeed, removing any phylum from the ecosystem will result in
disaster—this few will argue against. In this particular invalid proposition,
a scientifically verifiable proposition is exploited to form the invalid one.
Here we have a typical pattern of invalid discourse where a dubious,
unverifiable, or even knowingly false proposition is gussied up by pairing
it with the truth. The result is not the “half-truth” of, for instance, the
stereotype, which is bad enough, but the ugly aesthetic of the unethical lie.

The extinction argument falls apart when we realize that these same
biologists say they have proven that the majority of species that ever
existed are now extinct, and yet life goes on. To further push home the
point, we must consider that there are over 12,000 identified species of ant
alone, whereas there is only one species of human, they say. Would the

4 Op. sit., “The Rich Are Different,” New York Times, 13 November 1988.
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loss of any one of these ant species bring about global extinction of all
phyla? Here we have a classical category error and therefore an invalid
synthetic statement because it violates the law of noncontradiction.

What is most sinister about the rich being “different” in some
undefinable but critical way is that it dehumanizes them and therefore sets
them up to be targeted for possible inhuman treatment. There is no
verifiable, analytical way to tell them apart from the “non-rich,” such as if
they had the “rich” virus which we could find in a blood test. It makes the
them at best a subspecies of humans which, for all their faults, they are
not. Nevertheless, it is the kind of statement that is wielded by the haters
of the rich, whoever the rich may be. Consequently, it has from time to
time led to the slaughter of both the innocent and not-so-innocent alike.

What is sinister about the evolutionary biology statement is that it
leads one to the conclusion, perhaps, that the world would be better
without humans—or at least so many of them or those of the “wrong”
kind. The bumper sticker “Save the world. Kill yourself!” says it all.
Therefore, if humanity wipes itself out, or if a certain elite group (the
rich?) decides that it is time to reduce the number of those threatening the
wellbeing of insects, which by this logic threatens the wellbeing of all
creatures, such action is justified by biological science.

In both invalid statements the faulty reasoning goes that since the
statement is a priori true, then it needs no valid logic to be so nor does it
need any logical proof since the “evidence” speaks for itself. Therefore,
they are “self-evident.” What is self-evident needs no discovery or
challenge of that evidence. In fact, to challenge their a priori evidentiality
is downright heretical and shall be suppressed and punished. In such a
situation, this “evidence” simply becomes an a posteriori rationalization
for an a priori conclusion which, at best, is a fallacy of the post hoc ergo
propter hoc (after the fact, therefore before the fact) sort. However, this is
not the same thing as the propositions being false. They could be true.
However, it is not even possible to determine their truth value because
they are invalid.

While the old saw that one must compare apples to apples and not to
oranges is an attempt to explain the law of noncontradiction, it fails
because apples and oranges just happen to be in the same class of “fruit.”
Not only that, but they have many other attributes (such as their shape)
which shows that they are so much alike that their differences are trivial
from the point of view of logic. It would be a profitable argument to say
that the same is true of the alleged racial differences between human
beings, but there is neither the time nor the space here for that one.
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Unfortunately, it is typical of prevailing public discourse that even our
attempts to explain the law of noncontradiction in everyday idiom is also
fatally contaminated with a violation of the law that we attempt to
describe! Perhaps the ubiquity of the invalid synthetic proposition gives us
an idea of how inescapable it is, while at the same time underscoring the
seeming impossibility of the rare attempt to escape.

The object of this book is to show that the faulty, contradictory logic of
the invalid synthetic proposition has invaded the territory, or topology, of
much of modern public discourse. As such, it has also infiltrated private
discourse and, worse, the fundamental schemata of our thought structure.
Moreover, I seek to show that it has been institutionalized as the only
possibility of The Truth, and that anything which does not conform to its
schema is de facto False and shall be searched out and silenced.

What is to be found here is an analysis of how we use language in the
modern state, East or West. This book also looks at the psychology of the
ideas and behaviors of the citizens of the modern empires where the
discourse of the invalid synthetic proposition reigns supreme. It is applied
to determining all the most important decisions individuals, business,
financial markets, policy makers, and states must make. Such an analysis
entails also looking at what the discontents of civilization might be and
what effect they may have on our wellbeing and intelligence.

As such, you will find here not only a linguistic analysis of the
prevailing discourse of modern life but also a psychological probe into the
mechanics and motivations of the citizen of the modern state, whom we
shall call the “subject.” This creature gets a thorough going over here with
little mercy. Therefore, linguistics and psychology find themselves, for
lack of a better word, codependent throughout this discussion.

The temptation is to say how I came to conclusions 1 and 2 in the first
paragraph. But I think that is what the rest of the book does. To do so here
has its limitations and problems. The book is meant to be read more as a
scholarly novel with some dramatic characters we have seen before in
other guises than as an academic exercise in linguistics or a philosophical
or psychological treatise.

I have always thought that what distinguishes literature from
entertainment is that the former is discursive while the latter is distractive.
Discourse, though, has its dangers. I set out to delight and instruct. My
experience is that delight is too often sacrificed for the sake of instruction
in purely academic discourse. Therefore, I have done my best here to
avoid the academic and go for what I can only describe as the scholarly and
thoughtful.
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I am inclined, then, to call this preface “Room 102” in homage of
Orwell’s infamous Room 101 in Nineteen-Eight Four, a book to which
this one owes much in spirit but more importantly in logic. His book is the
perfect unity of discourse, instruction, and delight. It unifies a compelling
narrative with an analytical discourse.

In this book I seek to discover how it is possible for a person to accept
as “true” in the logical sense such propositions Orwell presents as the
foundation of Newspeak and Ingsoc: War is peace, freedom is slavery, and
ignorance is strength.

Aside from eventually sticking Winston’s face into a rat cage in Room
101, an act which his torturer O’Brien refers to as “the worst thing in the
world,” O’Brien engages Winston in a remarkable lesson in the
importance to the state of the citizen-subject embracing invalid synthetic
logic. It is worth quoting this passage in full because it expresses the great
drama of what might otherwise seem like the promise of a rather bloodless
linguistic argument and clinical psychological analysis, scholarly or
academic.

He paused for a few moments, as though to allow what he had been
saying to sink in.

“Do you remember,” he went on, “writing in your diary, ‘Freedom is
the freedom to say that two plus two make four’?””

“Yes,” said Winston.

O’Brien held up his left hand, its back towards Winston, with the
thumb hidden and the four fingers extended.

“How many fingers am I holding up, Winston?”

“Four.”

“And if the party says that it is not four but five—then how many?”

“Four.”

The word ended in a gasp of pain. The needle of the dial had shot up to
fifty-five. The sweat had sprung out all over Winston’s body. The air tore
into his lungs and issued again in deep groans which even by clenching his
teeth he could not stop. O’Brien watched him, the four fingers still extended.
He drew back the lever. This time the pain was only slightly eased.

“How many fingers, Winston?”’

“Four.”

The needle went up to sixty.

“How many fingers, Winston?”’

“Four! Four! What else can I say? Four!™

> George Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four (London: Martin Secker & Warburg Ltd.,
1949), 315.
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Winston’s situation, only 20 years after the publication of Orwell’s
book, would be duplicated in Stanley Milgram’s obedience-to-authority
experiments we still find shocking today®. In these experiments “normal”
people, rather than finding themselves faced with Winston’s ordeal of
holding onto his sanity when confronted with the demand to abandon it,
instead fook O’Brien’s position as torturers. They would have obediently
harmed or even killed the test subjects if the experiment were not
ingeniously controlled by Milgram to be covertly staged, leading them into
believing that they were shocking the subjects when in fact they were not.

Many years later, Milgram’s work is even more relevant to our
surrender to the dictates of authority. This book picks up where Winston’s
dialogue with O’Brien, and Milgram’s experiment, leave off, which is why
I call this preface “Room 102.”

Perhaps one of the greatest acts of literary revenge in history against
one’s detested employers is Orwell’s allusion in Nineteen Eighty-Four to
the actual Room 101 where he worked for the BBC before writing the
novel. In the novel, this is the place where Winston faces (literally) “the
worst thing in the world.” That Orwell is no longer with us but the BBC
(and perhaps Ingsoc) is, says something about why such a book as the one
you are, I hope, about to read could still find fertile soil to grow more
ideas about the systematic, institutionalized manipulation of language.

The purpose of this manipulation today, as it is in Orwell’s novel, is
the creation of an imaginary and symbolic world that at once gives us what
we want the most: to be totally controlled in thought and deed, in
exchange for our personal sovereignty and self-determination.

This world, particularly through digital technology, seeks to replace
the otherwise unattractive demands the real makes on our ethical aesthetics
with the infinitely attractive distractions and titillations of the imaginary
and symbolic, which are called here “simulacra.” The hallucinatory world
of simulacra is much more to the liking not only of the control-loving
citizen of today’s global Oceania, in thrall to his handheld gadget, but also
of the state’s relentless attempts to satisfy that love while maintaining
homeostasis for its own self-preservation. But I digress.

It could be said that the premise of this story is based on the question
of what if Orwell’s Room 101 were enlarged to include the whole world in
one way or another? How many of us are willing to say “five”? Or better
yet, how many are willing to say “four”? There is no doubt about it that
the idea of living in a global Room 101 is a bit paranoid. Also, the

8 Stanley Milgram, Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View. (Harper
Perennial Modern Classics, 2009).
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metaphor that we are brought by force to Big Brother’s torture chamber is
nothing short of saying just what I say I set out not to say here.

Nevertheless, I feel exonerated by my own words throughout this book
which work to dispel the effects of both invalid synthetic thinking and the
paranoid delusions of the 21st century schizoid man. To think that Big
Brother, Ingsoc, and the dystopian state of Oceania are now our daily
milieu would miss the point not only of these scenes in Nineteen Eighty-
Four, but also of the reality of our situation.

We could even say that Orwell would be astounded at how much
farther we have gone in this respect than anything he tried to shock his
1949 audiences with. Had he described our world of today, he would have
been considered a crank and a crackpot, never mind just a plain old bad
science fiction writer. I think what he would find most disturbing of all is
the degree to which we are complicit in this digital totalitarianism, and to
what degree we long for, cultivate, and support a kind of fascism that
could only have been dreamt up by advertising and marketing
departments.

Nevertheless, what we see today as the pan-global society of the
modern digital state is a wildly metastatic manifestation of the dystopia he
describes. Orwell takes great pains to show that Winston ultimately
chooses to accept what amounts to O’Brien’s invalid synthetic proposition
regarding the sum of two and two, though in a much worse form as his
ultimate betrayal of his lover Julia to the state, bearing false witness to boot.

O’Brien, for his part, finds no value in torturing someone to the point
where he will say anything. What he wants is voluntary, willful,
conscious, intentional, desired, preferred, welcomed, chosen abdication of
the subject’s sovereignty and self-determination.

Only abdication has value to Ingsoc, just as it is all that is required from
the creature we shall call the Apex Consumer by the commercial apparatus
that springs into being to provide for his every need—as long as he makes
the monthly payments and maintains good credit. Whatever follows from
that, such as a loss of sanity or even schizophrenia, O’Brien rightly
understands he really has no control over.

While Winston seems to be able to resist the Milgram-like electrical
torture for something as trivial as embracing O’Brien’s illogical
proposition regarding arithmetic, he finds “the worst thing in the world”
too much to bear, compelling him to give false witness against Julia, the
woman he loves, by calling on O’Brien to torture zer in his stead—despite
her innocence and his de facto guilt. What kind of “logic,” then, is this that
holds such power of persuasion? It cannot be pain, or even terror, since
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Winston had already had his share of both up to that point and yet had not
cracked.

Instead, Winston voluntarily abdicates the last bit of control he has
over himself and his actions while at the same time betraying the only
person who can confirm his humanity because he wants to be free of the
burden of self-determination. The “worst thing in the world,” then, is to
find ourselves responsible for our own fate in a vast universe of utter
mystery and indifference. Worse than rats in the face is the Truth we must
face that the universe just does not care if we live or die, if we are
miserable or happy, and, ultimately, if we are free or enslaved.

To hold one’s fate in one’s hand is to admit that one must die, for the
will ceases to function the moment we convince ourselves of the lie that
our ego will live forever. If immortality is guaranteed, then why struggle
to survive? The struggle to live, on our own terms, is a de facto admission
that we will die. Therefore, turning this nasty problem over to someone
else is our first step toward immortality not only of the ego, but, thanks to
the promises of commercial technology, the body as well.

Winston is swayed by an invalid synthetic argument which negates his
power to act as a sovereign human being. In so doing he negates himself
and in the process his humanity in favor of the prerogatives of the state.
“Do it to Julia! Do it to Julia! Not me! Julia! I don’t care what you do to
her. Tear her face off, strip her to the bones. Not me! Julia! Not me!””’

We begin face “the worst thing in the world” by discovering how many
times a day we betray Julia to the hegemonic powers to which we
willingly surrender our self-determination and sovereign humanity. The
next step is to acknowledge how blithely we consume the sovereignty and
self-determination of others so that we might live in perpetual comfort,
convenience, and immortality.

Room 101 is not (just) the BBC, the state, Big Brother, Oceania, or the
New World Order. It is the way we think. 1t is in each individual, each
person, who carries around in his heart “the worst thing in the world,”
which is fear of the death of the ego brought on by the act of self-
determination and the maintenance and cultivation of sovereignty. While a
rat cage on the face is a strong motivator for anyone (not just rat-phobic
Winston Smith), Nonbeing is an even greater terror. That it is the only
absolute, inevitable certainty in our lives and therefore what might be
considered the only thing we know for sure renders us even more ignorant
and cowardly.

The purpose of this book, then, is to bring us to look at ourselves and
see how culpable we are in this humanitarian catastrophe taking place in

" Orwell. Op. sit., 362.
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our own thought process day to day. How far do things have to go before we
crack?

To make it interesting, this story has all of the characters
anthropologist Vladimir Propp says are necessary for the folk tale: a
villain, a hero, the hero’s helper, the object sought, the donor of the object,
and the receiver of the object.® The intent of the narrative, though, is to
leave the casting direction up to the reader.

In the meantime, the ensuing scenes are fraught with moral and ethical
ambiguity and implicative uncertainty. There are many inversions of the
roles, particularly those of the hero and villain, as the narrative proceeds.
Also, we sample, in a scholarly way, what many others have to say about
these and related matters. But if the reader follows the story, he might just
find out something not only about his fellow citizens and the society they
comprise, but also himself.

Those who live in modern democracies and republics have a desperate
choice to make: whether or not to abdicate their personal sovereignty and
self-determination in exchange for the dubious rewards of modern civilization
and its digital empires. The machine we typically like to rage against is an
expression of our collective schizophrenic hallucination of a great global
cabal seeking our universal enslavement. Ironically, this illusion makes it
possible to exploit us en mass which in turn reinforces this illusion.

None of this would be possible without our willing abdication of our
sovereignty. And our abdication itself would not be possible without a
prevailing social discourse, embraced in its most fundamental and minute
detail around the globe, of invalid synthetic logic. We choose the invalid
over the valid, the false over the true, because we find that “the truth,”
whatever it may be, is “the worst thing in the world.” If this were not the
case, there would be no hope at all.

Shanyang, Liaoning, China
2018

8 Vladimir Propp, Morphology of the Folktale (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1968).
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In the proposition a state of affairs is, as it were, put together for the sake
of experiment. !
Wittgenstein

So we can envisage the linguistics phenomenon in its entirety—the
language, that is—as a series of adjoining subdivisions simultaneously
imprinted both on the plane of vague, amorphous thought, and on the
equally featureless plane of sound.?

Ferdinand de Saussure

In self-trust, all the virtues are comprehended.’
Ralph Waldo Emerson

Oh as I was young and easy in the mercy of his means,
Time held me green and dying
Though I sang in my chains like the sea.
Dylan Thomas, “Fern Hill”

1.1 Coming-into-being (/e devenir)

Why do we talk about reality as if it were something outside of and other
than ourselves? To answer this question, we must set aside some
assumptions about what reality is and analyze the ideas we use to describe
it. By doing so, it becomes possible to see that, psychologically, language
has as much to do with what a thing is as what it happens to be apart from
language. Therefore, “reality” has a solid basis in language, which we
typically see as something within us that moves outward foward reality
through the power of our will and thought.

If we begin with what we know, then, we can say with some certainty
that things, which must be represented in language, derive a part of their

' Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, C. K. Ogden, trans. (New
York: Barnes & Noble, 2003), 45.

2 Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics (Chicago: Open Court,
2008), 110.

3 Ralph Waldo Emerson, The American Scholar, Self-Reliance, Compensation,
Orren Henry Smith, ed. (American Book Company, 1911), 37.
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being or thingness from what we say and think about them. This is so
because our idea of “being” or “thingness” has a psychological component
that is as inextricable from phenomenological reality as we are from the idea
of our own existence.

To what degree, then, are we responsible for the coming-into-being (le
devenir) of things in a phenomenological sense? Is it fair or even accurate
to say that we have nothing to do with it, as sometimes religion and science
suppose, but in contrary ways? Is the arrival of phenomena upon the plane
of reality the result of forces over which language has little or no control?
Or does language determine, in whole or part, what we come to regard as
phenomena?

Even without giving it much thought, it does not seem possible that we,
the creatures who otherwise consider ourselves to be the “masters of the
universe,” macro and nano, have nothing to do with the coming-into-being
of what we regard as objective phenomena. To leave this matter entirely up
to God or Nature seems not only an attempt to dodge responsibility for the
way the world is but also inaccurate to some appreciable degree.

Therefore, let us look at what we can say about how language leads us
to conclude that something is. We may then get a better idea of how
responsible we are for the world we perceive and our role in it. We will look
at three perspectives of the evolution of the language and its relation to the
collective idea of reality, as well as how the idea of sovereignty, or self-
determination, has migrated from the individual to the state.

(I.) First, it is possible to say that something comes into being when it
crosses a certain linguistic threshold where it may be said that it is. But
where is this threshold in the topography of our subjective experience? A
common example may help us here.

Most of us would say that we know what a unicorn is, but none of us
have seen one the way we see ourselves in a mirror. We can say that we
have seen one in art and movies, and therefore “know” what it is the way
we know other facts we may have had direct, empirical experience of or
learned in some second-hand way. But seldom do we step back from this
knowledge and consider the epistemological difference between such
categorically exclusive forms of knowing.

The threshold in this case, then, is clear. We are by necessity forced to
maintain two categories of “seeing”: one reserved for the world of what we
regard as imaginary, and another that we reserve for what we regard as real.
The two, we think, are mutually exclusive, categorically different, and
separated as antonyms in language and thought.
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In the case of the unicorn, however, we think of what may be called a
simulacrum of such a creature, a mental copy of the “real thing” that
nevertheless does not and never did exist. Despite this obvious difficulty,
we are still ready to say that we “know” what a unicorn is, even though we
cannot testify to the empirical existence of unicorns as we could to our
existence as beings.

However, little of what we consider to be our existence could be verified
except for, perhaps, the bare facts of it. These facts we discover such on our
birth certificate and other official government and church records. The rest,
such as gender, ethnicity, and so on is not in any way unique to us. It
therefore belongs to a fype, as apart from who we are as a unique and
discrete entity. It may be said, then, that this image (imago) we have of who
and even what we are is, perhaps, even /ess substantial than the evidence for
unicorns which, at least, are universally acknowledged in almost every
culture (objectively) as being one-horned, horse-like, mythological
creatures.

(IL.) Second, language does not only indicate, represent, or describe; it
performs. Consequently, we are performers and, as such, are responsible for
the performance of our role in life just as we are for our crimes. Because
there are things we know about and can describe that do not exist (such as
unicorns) and things we are certain exist (such as ourselves), we naturally
divide these phenomena into two categories: the imaginary and real.

This act of dividing the mythical unicorns from the sheep and goats in
the pasture has consequences. Mixing them up, we observe, can negatively
affect the way we are regarded by society. People might think we are crazy
or simpletons for “believing in” unicorns. Conversely, we also observe that
it may propel us into a position of power if we can indeed convince others
to “believe in” unicorns, whether our performance is honest credulity or an
outright act of dissimilitude.

What often matters to us the most, then, is the social effect resulting from
our perceptive discretions and indiscretions when we profess what we
believe in and then ask others to join us in our discrimination between what
is real and imaginary. Whether or not this or that notion is one or the other
we leave up to the theologians and scientists, depending upon the cultural
framework of our belief system.

Regardless, how good are we at distinguishing the real from the
imaginary? What empirical and analytic tools have we at our ready-to-hand
disposal? Do we even consider ourselves “qualified” to make such
distinctions, or do we think it is better to leave it up to the “professionals”
such as psychiatrists and physicists?

printed on 2/10/2023 6:24 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. coniterns-of - use



EBSCChost -

Part One: Preliminary 5

When it comes to imaginary beasts, we do not hesitate to deny they exist
in any way other than as the productions of fantasy, though we will flock to
any media representation of them that looks increasingly “realistic” in the
hope that we will be distracted from a world that is, sadly, without unicorns
in the flesh. But when it comes to distinguishing the real from the imaginary
among the myriad manifestations of phenomena, confusion reigns,
particularly when we deal with ideas, values, ethics, morals, and aesthetics.
But the same confusion may be extended to how we regard various
phenomena, as well as strangers, foreigners, and aliens from across the
border or even from outer space.

If this were not the case, court trials would not be necessary,
experimental results would never be challenged, referees and umpires
would not be necessary at sporting events, armies would stand down,
fortune tellers would be out of a job, and there would not be such a
significant epistemological difference between religious and scientific
knowing.

We also have a vague sense that giving ideas and things names has a
certain magic power affecting the potential verisimilitude of their existence.
It is hard for us to escape this impression. It is particularly obvious when it
comes to ideas, which do not even seem to exist until they are named,
making their coming-into-being and their naming a simultaneous and even
spontaneous event.

As for concrete phenomena, we have a sense that they are just waiting
out there for us to notice, name, describe, and analyze, them so that they can
be logged in the official book of realia. The need to refer to them and endow
them with our subjective perception arises not only from the utility it thus
affords, but also from our ego’s compulsive need to exercise its godlike role
as the creator of the world we inhabit.

The performance of a power that has discernable consequences in the
world, therefore, is of concern to us all. The process of naming, then, gives
us yet another dimension of existence which we may call the symbolic and
add to the real and imaginary orders of our perceptive experience (as
described in the work of Lacan).

Once the symbolic attaches itself to the real and imaginary in our
psychology as language and thought, the real and imaginary are never again
the same. The effective appearence of language and consequently thought
gives rise to a dimension of experience lying in a metaphysical space
somewhere between the real and imaginary. “There is nothing either good
or bad, but thinking makes it so,” says Hamlet. To negotiate this “zero-width
space,” then, we must develop a sophisticated power of what Kant calls
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“judgment” which, as he describes it, is largely synthetic in that it may or
may not be subject to verification and categorical noncontradiction.

Therefore, our capacity for judgment also gives rise to our ability to take
ideas, values, ethics, morals, and aesthetics seriously in the sense that they
can begin to seem to be “more real” than empirical reality, natural law, and
the law of the jungle. After all, if God created the heaven and the earth, then
this invisible Being, all-powerful and all-knowing, must be and has to be
“more real” than that which he created from his imagination. Meantime,
science never ceases to remind us that what appears to us as reality is often
at odds with the analytical truth of what we see as verified by experiment
and mathematics.

Such judgments become the foundation of our social relationship with
others and consequently of society, civilization, and empire. For this
foundation to be made of more than brute force and de facto affinity there
must be a special kind of language which introduces yet another symbolic
element into our experience in the form of the Law or nomos.

As we enter into this social realm of simulacra, populated with the
“unicorns” of religion and technology, anything becomes possible. The
physical universe of the real becomes the metaphysical universe of the
imaginary, mitigated by the language, and thought, of the symbolic
apparatus of conscious awareness in which all is represented to us in various
ways but chiefly in words. Society feels the overwhelming need to curtail
the infinite possibility of existence not only through the laws of man but the
laws of God. Legal codes, such as the Ten Commandments, then, strive to
make sense of society’s metastatic impulse to forge reality from the prima
materia of a universe that is more real than what might have existed prior
to mankind’s judgment and interpretation of existence.

For example, by the standards of society, we may think it is of greater
moral, ethical, and legal consequence to kill another than to kill ourselves.
More people, however, make the decision to kill others than to kill
themselves, despite this apparently greater cosmic consequence. (There is
also the matter of “self-murder” which will be discussed at some length
later.) The Commandment not to kill (murder), then, far from resolving the
matter, metastasizes it into a moral and ethical dilemma no civilization since
has been able to conclusively resolve, particularly when it feels the urge to
go to war.

We are compelled to embrace or reject beliefs about existence based on
our judgment, which is in turn ruled by what symbolic universe we are born
into or later espouse. While few would make a case for the existence of
unicorns, there are many that make a convincing case for the idea that space
aliens walk among us. Why would anyone believe such an idea? Is it any
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less plausible than the idea that the Devil walks among us, hellbent, as it
were, on cheating us out of our reward of eternal life in the heavenly
hereafter?

It is easy to make a mockery of such beliefs, but difficult to scrutinize
our own unverified and perhaps unverifiable beliefs often of a more
ridiculous sort. Meantime, science, which is the prevailing ethical aesthetic
of modern society, demands that we accept its ever-shifting and often
contradictory paradigms of physical reality as well as whatever speculation
it may offer as to what is “really” behind existence (if not God).

No sooner does science raise an objection to, for instance, space travel
at the speed of light, than it turns around and suggests, with abstruse math
and exclusive movie rights, that there are more imaginative ways to traverse
astronomical distances. The public is regaled with worm holes, space-time
warps, event horizons, string theory, black holes, and an n-dimensional
“multiverse” where any number of universes exist in parallel to our
woefully limited one where such feats of quantum derring-do are simply not
feasible.

Each of these exciting possibilities has been deemed credible “in the
future” by one Nobel Prize winner or another. All we need is the right
equation, which the old college try will eventually reveal. Long-term, at-
times publicly funded scientific research projects such as SETI (Search for
Extraterrestrial Intelligence) have kept the hope alive for something more
entertaining than the human race “out there.” At the same time peripatetic
public intellectuals roam the earth hawking their proof that God is a
delusion.

It is no wonder, then, that the belief that UFO’s have planted their alien
cargo throughout the earth is widespread. The almost constant presence of
this topic in various forms of fringe, alternative, and even mainstream media
attests to how widely held this belief has become (of course mostly since
the time when humans also learned how to fly like their extraterrestrial
brethren). To be a “UFO denier” can be a dangerous public position to take
for those who like to use this belief as an example of delusional thinking.
After all, applying Karl Popper’s principle of falsifiability, can we prove
that UFO’s have not visited earth as easily as we seem to be able to prove
that God does not exist?

It is the thesis of the present argument that the logic of language and
consequently of thought has been fatally corrupted by what will be called
invalid synthetic propositions, or ISP’s. Kant indeed makes it clear that
natural thought, including the operations of mathematics, depends upon
valid synthetic propositions. The present argument, however, asserts that
these propositions, for reasons discussed at great length here, have been
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corrupted in the mainstream of public discourse in such a way as to render
them invalid.

We work at this linguistic magic act in our daily transactions with others,
as they do with us, which shapes our thoughts and ideas whether we are
aware of it or not. It consists, in part, of representations or indications of
persons, ideas, phenomena, and things as thought and language with little
reference to what kind of logic is being used in the process. What is more
important to us than logic is the rhetorical power of a statement: Is it
convincing? If yes, then it is true. If no, then it is false. Therefore, rhetorical
power is greater than empirical or analytical power in the ethical aesthetic
of the modern world’s epistemology in public discourse.

We might be able to lay the blame for this asymmetry in public
communication at the feet of modern politicians, corporate advertising, and
the mass media, but that would be too simple as well as inaccurate. Most
unfairly, it would place the blame somewhere other than the individual
subject who is, after all, the originator of public discourse. State politicians
and other mouthpieces of the prevailing hegemony serve at the subject’s
pleasure, often confining their utterances to what their research data and
professional intuition tell them the subject wants to hear.

A great rhetorical communicator, or rhetor, is the one-eyed man in the
land of the blind. The authority of the academic in these matters is
considerable, though indirectly. It is a holdover from a more credulous time,
particularly the Middle Ages of Europe, when the Artes Liberales of
rhetoric, grammar, and logic, were considered the only vehicles worthy of
the Truth; whereas the products of the Artes Mechanicae of agriculture,
industry, commerce and so on were regarded as vulgar and profane and the
domain of the simpleton. The chief reason is that the former is concerned
with what has long been regarded as the sacred, whereas the latter is
inherently profane.

The concept of a “liberal” education comes to us from the idea of the
Greek “freeman” (as opposed to the slave) who must be trained in the
trivium of grammar, rhetoric, and logic to be a full participant in democratic
society; he is “at liberty” to determine his own fate and is therefore the
custodian of his personal sovereignty. Without these lawyerly skills, the free
citizen of ancient Greece was at a marked disadvantage to his compatriots,
particularly in a court of law where the plaintiff (if it was not the state) and
the defendant often had to play the role of lawyer.

The idea of the academic and legal verifiability of truth and
consequently of reality in Western civilization burgeoned into an arm of
control in the hegemony’s arsenal of public rhetoric. In so doing, it
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gradually ceased to be the instrument of the individual’s defense of his own
sovereignty. The rise of the professional academic and lawyer (domini) who
spoke the rarified languages of theologia, humanitas, scientia, and the
nomos (law) came to overshadow the individual’s power to defend his own
sovereignty. The role of the professional class in society took on a quasi-
sacred aura which prevails to this day. It is belied by their ecclesiastic
ceremonial attire and grim social gravitas.

Meantime, the hoi polloi (ol molloi) was often unaware that such a
concept as personal sovereignty even existed until it was made aware of it
through an encounter with the nomos or some other official priesthood of
sacred and profane knowledge. Therefore, abstract ideas, such as res
publica, transmogrification, freedom, privacy, government, and sin, “did
not exist” until society had words for them handed down from on high by
the most convincing rhetors as well as the authorities who codified,
enforced, and prosecuted the law. Meantime, discursive orthodoxy
determined the linguistic Shibboleths of society so that the hegemony could
distinguish the Aoi polloi from the domini.

(IIL.) Third, since language is, as an expression of the mind, both outside
of and within us, then we must admit that part of what we think of as the
being of things is in us as well as in the thing in itself (or what Kant calls
das Ding an sich). However, we must also acknowledge that this power is
in others in the same way that it is in us and is therefore “outside” of us as
well in the form of the social consensus that makes communication possible.

Since others are “outside” of us, what makes language effective and
necessary is that we have a technical and semantic agreement with others
as to how we will communicate. Such a social contract demands that there
is also agreement regarding what is real and imaginary. How, then, do we
accomplish this task on a massive and popular scale?

In other words, we are responsible to a nontrivial degree as accessories
after the fact for the way things are in a phenomenological sense. But we
share this culpability with others in the form of social discourse. How much,
then, of what we believe something is results from our subjective
understanding of it and how much results from our unexamined acceptance
of what others fell us it is, which we may regard as either subjective or
objective? Also, how acute are we at distinguishing what we have
discovered for ourselves from what we have been told? Is it even possible
to discover anything for ourselves without referring to what others have told
us?

Regardless of the answers to the above, the fact is that we tend to think
of everything as being entirely outside of ourselves however it is that we
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have come to “know” it; therefore, why should it seem odd that we prefer
to be told what reality is rather than take the trouble to discover what it is
with whatever equipment we may have on board to do so? We interact with
it, or it interacts with us. But do we also call it into being through language?

As such, things seem to go about their existence quite independently of
us until the moment when we decide that we want them to be different from
the way that we perceive them to be. For example, during one period of
mankind’s history (in one part of the world) God may be the most important
and adored principle of reality. During another, God may be the most
insignificant and even reviled. During yet another the two factions may
battle it out on what Matthew Arnold called the “darkling plane” for
dominance over civilization’s discourse and ethical aesthetic. Therefore,
even God is not immune from the ego’s rampage, making science’s “proof”
that there is no God seem more an excrescence of the ego’s jealousy and
competition with with the idea of a Creator than yet another one of the “cold
hard facts” Scientism adores.

By its nature, the ego is autocratic; but it is also pragmatic in that it
understands that there are other egos like itself which also long to be Masters
of the Universe. It therefore needs from time to time to use them get what it
wants for itself. While it concerns itself with orthodoxy, it never loses sight
of praxidoxy. This situation forces it into a systematic compromise we like
to call “civilization” which, through a process of metastasis, must and shall
seek to be an exclusive Empire “in the future” through perpetual and infinite
Progress.

Long before this historic drama plays out, though, wishful thinking leads
the ego into imagining how much “better” life would be if it could indeed
call all things into being (and send them out of it) at will through the power
of language—with or without any agreement from its fellow egos. This is
the fundamental principle of social and political power. The result is the
nomos, or the Law, whether it has been arrived at by autocratic fiat or the
ritual of democracy. Therefore, it tends to be an expression of the ego’s
psychological imperative to get what it wants through the codification of
social contracts with others who want the same thing for themselves.

When the nonexistence of God is unthinkable, progress and the social
contract is not as big of a concern as it is when when God is dead. But when
we consider ourselves to be the lords and masters of the universe, we tend
to give more consideration to how things could be bigger, better, brighter,
happier, richer, and more to our liking without begging for intercession from
the Supernatural. Instead, we turn to the “right of man” to be free to
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determine his own fate in a political framework that suits the prevailing
ethical aesthetics of the time and place.

With God around, we are more likely to accept what seems to be the
wretched state of existence for all living things where not only must they
struggle for that existence minute to minute, but, whether they are
successful in this quest or not, they must also die. Without God, we believe
in free will. With God, we believe in fate. Having been, historically,
disappointed by God in this respect, we turn to Science to save us from
disaster and create Heaven on earth—never mind that it is Science alone
that has given us the power to create Hell on earth.

Such thinking is only possible if behind it there is the assumption that
we take much greater responsibility in the coming-into-being of phenomena
than we did before God was dead in the West. Before that, He made most
of the effort and took much of the credit (as he still does in theocratic
cultures). Today, even without Him, temporal, corporeal immortality is just
a hop, skip, and jump away in terms of the “miraculous” developments of
medical science reported daily in the news. Considering that we really do
think this way, and that the evidence of this thinking is all around us as the
Zeitgeist, how acquainted with reality are we in making such assumptions?

Under such a regime of invalid synthetic propositions (ISP’s), sacred or
profane, superstitious or scientific, does the existence of unicorns seem so
farfetched? We all know that “in the future” not only will science synthesize
gold from base metal (as has already been claimed again recently) but that
through genetic engineering one day every little child will have her own
personal unicorn and live forever.

The matter is further troubled by our denial that death is the natural result
of being alive. Rather, we prefer to regard it as a disease to be cured by
scientists at big pharmaceutical firms and in major research universities.
Medical science may indeed find a cure for this unwelcome interruption of
our unrestricted access to entertainment, consumption, and self-indulgence.
But in the meantime, such thinking brings about a strange inversion in the
way we traditionally have thought about being and nonbeing.

When we think of our own death, we prefer to imagine that it is matter
of the disappearance of the world of things rather than the extinction of
ourselves. To our disappointment, though, we see that others die and yet
everything in their lives remains behind in the land of the living; someone
must still feed the dog and water the geraniums. Not being “superstitious”
like the ancient Egyptians, however, we find no consolation in providing
the dead with the household goods and treasures they might need in the
afterlife. Such behavior would be considered “crazy” compared to hoping
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that if we just keep up with the payments on our medical insurance we will
live forever.

Therefore, the question of the phenomenological effect of language on
the myriad manifestations of objective reality remains difficult to answer.
What happens to things when we die if we are in part responsible for their
coming-into-being through language? Do they undergo a petit mort in our
absence? What we see is that fortunately /e devenir is not entirely our
individual responsibility; the collective force of social perception as it is
expressed through a common language manages to support the thingness of
phenomena for us and others in absentia. This we accept because we have
no choice.

We will never know if this assumption is false, though, because to prove
it we must eliminate all persons from the universe just to see if the universe
is still there without them. But in doing so there would be no one left behind
to verify or “see” the result of the experiment.

One of the reasons we accept the social view of reality is because of the
existential impossibility of any kind of verification that this view is false.
We remain free from the danger that we will be proven, analytically and
positively, wrong (and even “crazy”). Therefore, any statement we may
make about our involvement in the coming-into-being of things must be
synthetic, since we cannot prove it positively or analytically.

What remains in this paring away of the possibilities of le devenir is
language itself, specifically how it creates a world of its own mirroring the
world of phenomena while at the same time molding it in demonstrable,
verifiable, and sometimes mysterious ways. We also must consider the
matter of whether we “literally” make things come into being, like
magicians pulling rabbits from hats, or if this is all more figurative language
describing how language encodes reality, producing a certain psychological
effect. This essay will leave that debate up to the phenomenologists. Instead,
we will focus on the what makes a proposition valid or invalid.

What makes this phenomenological alchemy possible is the infinitive
“to be,” or the copula. It is no mere figure of speech that it is the copula’s
power of copulation between subject and predicate that brings forth this
mimetic world of language. The copula is a phenomenological force or
power that can also be found in the fecundity of the world apart from
language, otherwise it would not exist as the infinitive engine of language
itself. To better understand this process, though, we must retrace the
etiology of its logic through what Charles S. Peirce calls abductive
reasoning, or reasoning from hypothesis to first causes and tacit
assumptions.
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Such an adventure demands that we ask a series of questions in the form
of hypothesis, identifying a rejection class of invalid propositions while
building up a class of valid synthetic and analytic propositions. This is a
laborious process. We must then make a rigorous effort to find some
effective answers as to whether our hypotheses are valid or invalid, true or
false.

But we will do this not by launching a full Congressional investigation
into the allegations of the allegations or putting a team of top scientists on
the project (as we speak). Instead what is required is discovery of the
etiology of our assumptions through Peirce’s tool of abductive reasoning.
We will then analyze the results using the interrogative and associative
methodology of psychoanalysis which allows for exposure to the light of
consciousness our unconscious assumptions about language and
phenomena.

Finally, by a judicious application of Occam’s Razor, we will lay the
matter of language’s role in /e devenir open for the reader to decide what is
valid and invalid. Therefore, this investigation is a matter of speculation “for
the sake of experiment,” as Wittgenstein says at the head of this chapter,
and not exclusively for the sake of spinning yet another discourse about
discourse.

As mentioned in the preface of this book, the invalid synthetic
proposition, which we shall from time to time call the ISP, is the third kind
of proposition among the analytic and synthetic proposition. Using
Aristotle’s Rules of Thought, we can say that the analytic proposition is a
tautology and is always true, though trivial: A = A. Both elements are drawn
from the same class (A).

The synthetic proposition requires a different kind of reasoning because
we find ourselves in what Aristotle called the “excluded middle” where two
elements of the proposition are drawn from a different class: A = B. For
example, A may be drawn from a class of “real” elements, whereas B is
drawn from “imaginary” elements. Therefore, each is in a different universe
of discourse.

This, however, does not invalidate the proposition; it just makes it
impossible to prove, as we could with A = A. However, in the ISP, a fatal
contradiction is added to the proposition, namely that A = B is the material
equivalent of A = A, or what we might call “the same thing” (A=B=A =
A). In effect, then, it is saying that the universe of discourse of the real is
the same thing as the universe of discourse of the imaginary, or that the
imaginary is real and the real is imaginary. Here we have a fatal
contradiction for reasons it is the mission of this study to analyze.
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To get going on this project, we must look at the origin of the thoughts
and ideas we assume to be true (or false) determining our understanding of
reality, as well as what happens when our individual responsibility for /e
devenir seeks homeostasis in a society of other individuals doing the same
thing. The hope is that we will discover something about how language
affects our perception of reality, and what the consequences are of our use
of language for our freedom, self-determination, sovereignty, and privacy.

Maybe when we begin appreciating the logic of everyday language, we
we will also begin understanding how the world has come to be the way it
is. Finding out what our active role is in the formation of our worldview
should give us some idea of what responsibility we have for the coming-
into-being of phenomena as well as the role language plays in the
psychology of discourse, the enforcement of civilization’s prerogatives, and
the building of Empire.

Before we get to a more comprehensive view of the psychology of
language, though, it is important that we have a definite idea of what role
we actively play in the drama of the unfolding of our personal experience
apart from society. As what “is” concerns the copula, or the infinitive “to
be,” being is, therefore, the proper focus of any effort to understand
language’s power to determine what is and is not reality.

Where, then, in the semantic landscape, does this threshold lie between
being and nonbeing, and what is the linguistic mechanism involved in the
process of becoming? Why does a thing seem to swim into being based on
what we say and do and then float out of it almost unnoticed? Furthermore,
does the mechanism of this process have any semantic significance to the
resulting discourse, or narrative story, of our lives?

To begin with, we must find a reasonable way of expressing what shall
be referred hereafter as the coming-into-being (le devenir). We shall
consider a proposition, that the difference between zero and one is greater
than the difference between one and any other number. To express this idea,
we will use the following notation: (0 / 1) > (1 / n).* Between the first
enclosed part of the proposition and the last lies the threshold where a thing
“comes into being” in the linguistic sense. Therefore, we will discuss this
matter as a [linguistic phenomenon inseparable from its psychological
effects. We must limit this discussion to linguistics and psychology because

4 Mathematical notation (unless otherwise noted) follows the table on pages xii-xvii
of Discrete Mathematics for New Technology by Rowan Garnier and John Taylor
(Bristol: Institute of Physics Publishing, 1999).
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any discussion beyond that limit would necessitate a phenomenological
metaphysics.

The assumption here is that being (Dasein) has no attribute, therefore we
cannot speak of it as we can speak of the thing itself, what it is, where it
came from, and where it goes. However, as a linguistic phenomenon we
may discuss it in several ways: 1) as the signified, 2) as a “language”
(langue) and that language spoken (parole), 3) as an idea, 4) and as a particle
of a syntactic concatenation with other like ideas creating an expression
called a discourse. 1t is this discourse that is the being of thought. It would
be true enough to say that these particles, arranged in a certain way, also
produce a sentence which we may refer to as an utterance. But the sentence
is a trivial matter by comparison to the discourse of language itself in which
a sentence’s morphology is subordinated to its meaning.

We may look at “the” discourse, with the definite article indicating a
shared understanding of the product of language within a culture, as a
unitary monad. It is a monolith, which stands in contradistinction from what
Heidegger calls the Monolith of Being (discussed later in some depth). One
of'its great distinctions from the Monolith of Being is that it is an apparatus,
or machine, which must be kept in constant oscillation or motion to maintain
its potency within the sphere of communication society finds necessary to
function. There are three basic positions through which ideas must travel so
that they may engender in the subject a sense of identity in the form of
discursive chatter (which may or may not contain intelligence or
signification):

Thought — Language — World (A — B — C)
World — Language — Thought (C — B — A)

During the operation of this machine, A is overwritten by C and vice
versa (which is the same thing). Meantime, B, which must serve as a
frictionless intermediary transmission channel, takes on its own
characteristics as the perfect hybrid of the world and thought. When B
reaches the point of least friction given the values expressed by A and C,
then we say that a discourse has been created. What remains, then, is for
this latent identity to come into being (/e devenir) in one form or another,
until it may be called an ego.

When an absolute threshold has been crossed and a thing has come into
being as the signified, then we have observed a categorical exclusion (CE).

5> The meaning of the term “categorical exclusion” used here is not to be confused
with the meaning of the same term found in the U.S. National Environmental Policy

printed on 2/10/2023 6:24 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. coniterns-of - use



EBSCChost -

16 Chapter One

In other words, the category of 0 has been excluded from the category of 1
and any other number, which we may represent as n. The definition of a
categorical exclusion is the crossing of the threshold between 0 and 1 with
no possibility of the negation of the new state to the previous state. (A
common expression of this idea is that someone or something has “crossed
the Rubicon,” or the point of no return.) Here are the rules which must be
followed for it to be said that there has been a CE:

A) A thing may come into being by crossing the threshold from 0 to 1.

B) A thing may not go out of being by reversing the process of coming-into-
being.

C) After the CE, a thing may cross any number () of thresholds between 1 and
n in either direction without violating A or B.

For example, let us consider “serial-killer” logic. Once a person has
killed another person, a person may never return to the state of never having
killed a person. Therefore, this categorical exclusion of “never having
killed” is nontrivial. However, if that person goes on to kill a dozen or more
persons, no quantity n of future killings, even a hypothetical infinity of kills,
is a CE. The magnitude of kills is trivial in comparison with the nontrivial
fact of the CE. Language based as it is on words and ideas being unique and
discrete cannot accommodate the idea of n killings as a discrete and
therefore categorical event.

Though a serial killer may kill a dozen persons, he will only ever be
convicted of a percentage of those killings beyond one killing for reasons
of sufficiency and efficiency. What is the point of sentencing a person to
twelve consecutive life sentences? It would be, at best, symbolic, which
under the existential hyperbole of the circumstances succeeds in trivializing
the magnitude of the crime. And if the person will be punished by the death
penalty for one killing, there is not even the possibility of applying
punishment for more than that single event (i.e. punish the killer with twelve
death sentences). Certainly, those twelve sentences cannot be carried out
under any circumstances except the imaginary and symbolic.

On the other hand, if the killer is a “war hero” who killed tens of
thousands of persons by dropping an atomic bomb or tons of incendiaries
on a populous city during a war, like the serial killer he has crossed the CE,

Act (NEPA), which is as follows: “‘Categorical exclusion’ means a category of
actions which do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the
human environment and which have been found to have no such effect in procedures
adopted by a Federal agency in implementation of these regulations (Sec. 1507.3)
and for which, therefore, neither an environmental assessment nor an environmental
impact statement is required ...” (40 CFR 1508.4).
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which is the nontrivial event. But again, the magnitude of his kills and the
method are trivial in comparison to the fact of the CE. At the same time, he
is excused from criminal prosecution because of the state of exception of
the nomos (law) at the time of the killings. Again, the imaginary and
symbolic nature of justice reveals itself. The only reality, then, is the CE of
“having killed.”

And while we may add the number 0 to create a decimal system among
numbers beyond the threshold, it is really homage to the event of le devenir,
the coming-into-being. Once something has come into being, it may then
not be at some point; however, this is not a negation of its state of being but
rather a new categorical exclusion (0 / 1). The numbers 10, 20, 30, and so
on become metaphors for this primal event, never again serving as a
threshold except for the sake of trivial convenience. Beyond the singular
event of /e devenir there is an unfolding of implication, which is the
beginning of significance. At first, though, this implication is numerical,
depending entirely upon the relationship of value between the various
possibilities created by a categorial exclusion. As a result, four relational
values arise:

i) 0, representing the negation of 1

ii) 1, representing the negation of 0

iii) 1 in relation to 0 as infinitely greater

iv) and n (any other number) in relation to 1

We may consider that 0 exists before all other numbers as a number. It
does not need to be the predecessor, successor, or in ratio to any other
number fo be a number. Peano, in his first primitive axiom, states as much:
0 is anumber.® As such, it is in a class by itself, discrete, as all other numbers
derive their identity from their relation to other numbers. However, it is an
existential without value as negation until there is 1. It is this linguistic
significance which gives it the value of 0. Therefore, it is dependent for its
coming-into-being on its own negation. The same then is true of 1. Despite
the reciprocity of their relationship as existentially co-dependent, 1
nevertheless is a categorical exclusion of 0 because it is only through 1 that
there can be any relationship to any other number (7).

In this way, as a number, 1 is categorically excluded from 0. Again, the
definition of a categorical exclusion is the crossing of the threshold between
0 and 1 with no possibility of the negation of the new state to the previous
state. From this phenomenon arises the relationship between 1 and n. As we

¢ Paul Halmos, Naive Set Theory (New York: Springer-Verlag. Chapter 7: “The
Peano Axioms,” 1974).
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shall see, there is no significance to the certain number with which 1 is in
relation except to say that it can be any number and not “infinity,” which is
much as saying that 0 is somehow related to itself. The common thinking
here, however, is that 1 is in direct relationship and categorical contrast to
“infinity.”

In this relationship we have the first categorical error revealed by the
categorical exclusion that will help lead us to the exposure of the invalid
synthetic proposition (ISP). It is also the basis of the use of tautology in
language in the synthetic proposition of which most communication, by
necessity, consists.

For there to be a definite number after 1, it must be expressed as a certain
integer or whole number and cannot simply be termed “infinity.” It is only
within the categorical exclusion where one number is either “infinitely”
greater or lesser than the other that we avoid the categorical error of
describing the “difference” as infinite. Again, once this event (0 / 1) has
come into being, it is always a fallacy to say that any other number (n) is
infinitely more (1 / n)—at least by ratio. If we did say so, we would have
two mutually exclusive forms of infinity. (This is furthermore true of
fractions which can represent an integer subdivided » times.) Nevertheless,
in the language of the invalid synthetic proposition anything becomes
possible; indeed, this is the invalid synthetic statement’s greatest linguistic
attribute and psychological benefit.

But it is better and more accurate to describe a synthetic statement or
proposition as being valid or invalid. The truth value of a statement is not
the same thing as its validity as a statement. We may determine truth by
verification, which does indeed begin by asking if the proposition is “valid,”
in other words, if it violates any rule the abrogation of which is fatal to its
potential truth value. There is nothing mysterious about this process; in a
courtroom it would be considered either determining the credibility of a
witness (“experts” are another matter) or if evidence was gathered in such a
way, or is of such a nature, that it is considered admissible.

Once these critical formalities are out of the way, then, and only then, is
it possible to “weigh” the evidence to determine the outcome or disposition
of the case. Therefore, we are in a position where if truth is determined using
evidence that was illegally gathered or is of such a nature that it can, at some
point, be considered invalid for any other reason, then even a verifiable truth
can itself be considered invalid.

However, the situation is a bit different with a synthetic statement. It is
not analytic because its truth value cannot be verified. But this does not
mean that it is invalid. It is only invalid, as is any proposition, if it violates
a rule that is fatal to its potential truth value. If a synthetic statement is
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potentially true, even if there is no way to verify whether it is true, then as
long as its argument is valid it may be taken as “the Truth.” In other words,
it is the material equivalent of a T statement, just as a verified analytic
statement which has an invalid argument is the material equivalent of a F
statement. If validity did not have priority in any argument, but was instead
subordinated to verifiability, then many guilty criminals would go free and
many innocent prisoners would be convicted.

While we have used jurisprudence as an example here, the matter is far
more pervasive than that in public discourse. Our first consideration is of
what potential abuse may be possible in presenting verifiable “proof” based
on invalid arguments. As we shall see throughout this discussion, the chief
use of supposed “verifiability” in public discourse is to engage in what
professional magicians call “misdirection” wherein the magician directs the
audience’s attention to something other than the mechanics of the trick.

By cluttering up an argument with verifiable facts, and by presenting
“proofs” often poached from accidental successes, interested parties usually
have enough of an argument to convince the media that the news generated
on this basis is prima facie “true,” thus helping the media attract a bigger
audience and therefore advertisers willing to spend more money. Cash is
validation. Meantime, through wishful thinking and the willing suspension
of disbelief, the media and their audience embrace the argument without
stopping to inspect the validity of the argument.

In other words, whether that argument violates a fatal rule of logic. In
this way much of public discourse consists of invalid synthetic arguments
gussied up with verifiable facts serving the purpose of misdirection.
Apostates, nay-sayers, dissenters, and those who simply “prefer not to” buy
into the discourse are treated as cranks, lunatics, lame brains, retards,
hippies, and, if they really have figured out precisely what the fatal flaw is
in the logic, enemies of the hegemonic empire, such as it fancies itself.

The main difference between a false and true synthetic proposition is
that the former violates the law of noncontradiction. Since a synthetic
proposition is not verifiable, we can, at least, determine if it follows this rule
or not. If there is categorical contradiction, the proposition is invalid—
whether it may in some other way be proven true or false. Furthermore, if
the predicate is based upon a verifiably false subject, regardless of whatever
verifiable content we may find in that predicate, the proposition is false (F)
from the get-go.

The most ordinary form of false, or unverifiable, subject begins with the
phrase “in the future ...” The prepositional phrase “in the future,” modifying
the subject noun, immediately invalidates the sentence string as having truth
value. It indicates that what is to follow, verifiable or not in itself at some
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future date, is corrupted with an injection of wishful thinking and
irresponsible prognostication. As this phrase is found in most dimensions of
public discourse, we accept it with the same sang-froid as the statement that
“I am not dead.” However, as what is to follow is in an entirely different
and contradictory category than the present in which such a declaration is
made, it is invalid.

Whatever verifiability the rest of the subject and its predicate may have,
the phrase “in the future” undermines it by categorical contradiction. This
is the problem faced by the professional fortune teller who must depend
upon the powers of his or her crystal ball. Both the subject seeking a glimpse
of the future and the fortune teller must rely on chance “proving” the
predication to be true. As with much or what passes for prayer, the rare times
these gambles pay off negate, through the great power of wishful thinking,
the otherwise overwhelming probability indicated by the times they fail to
produce the desired result. If chance is a necessary element of the equation
of verification, then all positive outcomes (verifications) are suspect as
being mere happenstance. If this is the case, then the subject of the
proposition is false (F), meaning that any other part of the proposition which
may be verifiable inherits this unverifiability and therefore the negative
truth value. It is also a form of contradiction, though in the basal logic of
the correlation between subject and predicate rather than the category of the
content.

For example, the two propositions below (A and B) are in the same form
and contain elements from the same class of realia, or what are considered
the verifiable objects of the world, in this case humans and insects. Prima
facie, and taken together, the propositions appear sound. Nevertheless, there
is a category error in one which makes the entire proposition (A * B) false
(F), showing the inheritability of invalidation:

A.  If humans vanished, there would be no negative effect on life.
B. Ifinsects vanished, however, life would end.

The implication of A is that humans are not necessary for the
perpetuation of life, whereas the implication of B is that insects are, which
is likely “true” (t) if we ignore the category error. Therefore, we can indicate
the truth of the combined proposition of A * B with a lower-case (t), since
A seems to (prima facie) inherit the probable truth value of B by parallel
association. The category error, however, is that humans are a species and
insects are a phylum. For the parallel association to be valid, both must be
in the same biological class.

Furthermore, this “truth” (t) is not contained in the proposition because
the proposition itself is predicated upon the error of the categorical
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contradiction between species and phylum. Consequently, the most we can
say for this utterance, for it is no more than that, is that it is a discourse. A
discourse, true or not, is not a proposition. The discourse is that humans are,
environmentally speaking, trivial, while insects are non-trivial. While this
is indeed “true” (t), the category error invalidates the linguistic logic of the
argument. Therefore, the more we build upon this contradictory proposition
in the forms of policy and action the less stable it becomes.

Worse, the environment is more endangered because validated threats
may be overlooked since those in power seem to have no way of recognizing
them, limited as they are by their embrace of invalid synthetic propositions
as “the truth.” What is truly sinister, however, is that despite the invalid
logic of this statement, the effect of eliminating humans from the
environmental equation would be beneficial to the remaining life forms.
This teleological possibility is then used to justify the faulty logic, with
potentially genocidal consequences.

Therefore, the proposition is false (F) and not merely invalid because of
the contradictory categories of species and phylum placed in disingenuous
and even dishonest juxtaposition. The “truth” of the contradiction, however,
is more ominous when we look at its schema: (t) = F. The logic of this
schema makes such statements from Ingsoc as “war is peace, freedom is
slavery, and ignorance is strength” possible and even probable. A little truth
is a big falsehood, but only to those who have no way of telling (t) from T.
To abdicate at all, one must be among those with this shortcoming, which
is to say the majority, as it is the majority that has shaped modern society in
its own image through “democracy” and other forms of collective will.

Once one accepts the discourse as the only measure of what is true or
not—in any sense, empirical or logical—then one loses the base of the
possibility of verification in any positivistic way, accepting in its place a
system of faith or belief which is, unlike true religious ecstasy, a mere
manifestation of the mind’s propensity for self-delusion.

An error such as this is not merely technical. It is fundamental to the
possibility of a synthetic proposition having the potential of being true,
especially in mathematics. As Kant explains’, we know, a posteriori, that
the sum of 7 and 5 is 12. However, as he points out, there is nothing in the
proposition “7 + 5 = x” that is a priori self-evident. It is not until we turn
the gears of the operation that later, at a different point in the operation and
therefore at another temporal position, we discover that 12 is the sum, which
means that until then it may not be so in our present temporal position. To
declare that “at a later time it will be so” is the material equivalent of the

7 Kant, CPR, Supplement VI, part V, section 1: “In all Theoretical Sciences of
Reason Synthetical Judgments a priori are contained as Principles,” 720.

printed on 2/10/2023 6:24 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. coniterns-of - use



EBSCChost -

22 Chapter One

mantra: “in the future” of hegemonic orders relying on hope rather than
proof for their credibility.

Phenomenological  inconsistencies in  Euclidean  geometry,
impossibilities in Classical (Newtonian) physics, and the problem of
incompleteness in arithmetic provide the doubt necessary to pop the balloon
of hegemony’s hope cults. It is just such a seemingly insurmountable
conundrum during the late 19" Century concerning the Ultraviolet
Catastrophe, brought about by application of the Rayleigh-Jeans Law to
thermodynamics, that led to the breakthroughs in quantum mechanics we
take for granted today in such proofs of concept as quantum computing.

As for the proposition regarding humans and insects, if we abide by the
rule of noncontradiction and rephrase the proposition, we can say that if a
species is eliminated life is likely to continue, but if a phy/um is eliminated
life is likely to end. While this is an important and most of all significant
proposition, worthy of thought and consideration, it entirely lacks any
political discourse that might be useful to those who have an agenda which,
we may presume, might have led to this violation of the law of
noncontradiction. Furthermore, it is so sensible as to be quotidienne, and is
therefore lacking in the hyperbolic sensationalism needed to attract
distracted minds to the chatter of the media.

A further attribute to consider about a synthetic proposition is if its
subject is verifiable. If the subject may be verified then it does not matter if
the predicate cannot be verified, provided the two parts of the proposition
do not contradict categorically. If this is the case, then it is a valid
proposition. In the sentence below, the predicate contains an equation which
has been verified to the point of being considered a natural law, while it also
contains what has earned itself the place of a “constant” in equations in all
domains. The subject (in italics), though, contains a fatal error in that it is
unverifiable in any domain.

Little green men from Mars told me that E = mc?.

The subject, “Little green men ...” cannot be verified, though the predicate
in the form of Einstein’s equation, can. Taken altogether, however, the
statement is false (F) because the subject cannot be verified. After all, the
statement is not about Einstein’s equation; it is about the origin of the
equation. On the other hand, we can say that,

In 1929 Einstein published a series of papers on what has come to be known
as the unified field theory uniting the forces of gravity and electromagnetic
fields.
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In this statement the subject (in italics) is entirely verifiable by examining a
list of his publications for that year, whereas to this day, and despite his
efforts throughout the rest of his life, Einstein could not verify this theory in
the way that he could the theories of relativity. Nevertheless, the statement
remains true (T) even though the proposition “gravity and electromagnetism
are two forms of the same force,” while it cannot be proven false, also
cannot be proven true ... af present.

But, of course, says the discourse of modern science, it will be proven true
“in the future.” Just you wait. It is only a matter of time! Nevertheless, as
we have stated, it does not add to the argument to say that “in the future” it
will be verified “once we have the technology.” Such a qualifier is the
logical material equivalent of “little green men” in terms of its relation to
the predicate.

The presence of the phrase “in the future” in the subject of a proposition
of predicate logic immediately invalidates the entire proposition as it
predicates verifiability on chance, and a chance for which no probability can
be accurately calculated. That we must wait around, tapping our foot, for
the technology to catch up with the truth is an absurd proposition and is de
facto a fallacy, though it does not preclude the possibility of the
mathematical unity of the forces at some later date.

However, to prove that the extinction of humans would have no negative
impact on life we would first have to eliminate all humans, meaning that
there would be no one left to verify the proof. Therefore, it is safe to say that
there is no possibility of verification of this proposition. However, regarding
the extinction of the insect phylum, we can at least say that the
preponderance of circumstantial and theoretical evidence points to mass
extinction of other phyla if this phylum is eliminated. What really matters,
though, is that the inclusive statement is noncontradictory. At least then we
may pursue the truth of it.

In considering the proposition that the difference between 0 and 1 is
infinitely greater than the difference between 1 and any other number (n),
there is neither contradiction nor anything about the subject which cannot
be verified, even though the statement is synthetic. We may verify, and in
fact it is self-evident, that the difference between 0 and 1 is “infinite” when
we consider that in almost any other correlative binary, such as nonbeing
and being, the same principal holds to be universal. However, the predicate,
that this difference is “greater than” the difference between 1 and » simply
cannot be proven, except by certain modular arguments, thereby forming a
synthetic statement.

That 1 is infinitely greater than 0, though, might lead one to understand
that therefore 0 is merely the absence of 1 or worse: less than a countable
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nothing. It is one thing to say that there are 0 balls in the urn; it is another
to say that one does not know if there is a ball in it or not. Therefore, 0
remains a definite number despite its infinitely subordinate relationship to
1, for without it there would be no 1, no coming-into-being, no le devenir;
it would no longer be possible to know if there are any balls in the urn
without the linguistic and psychological concept of 1.

The answer to the interrogation would always be “null” no matter how
it was put: how many balls are there, are there any balls, is there fewer than
one ball, is there more than no ball, and so on. Nevertheless 0 is excluded
from all other numbers while remaining a number. Were it not, then we
could not say that 1 “is” and there could be no linguistic coming-into-being.
In this way the true name of 0 in the proposition (0 /1) > (1 / n) is aleph-null
(or aleph-naught or aleph-zero): No.

As Cantor points out with the aleph numbers, there coexist different
ordinalities of which infinity is not one. To replace the psychological
concept of “nothing” as the absence of 1, or of infinity as the endless
addition (or subtraction) of 1 + 1 (...), we may treat 0 as a number like any
other except that it is infinitely less than its nearest neighbor. It is possible
under such a regime that we are left with only two “real” numbers: 0 and 1
which works well enough within a binary system.

While this may not be the limit in the mathematical sense there is no
reason why it cannot be the limit in the linguistic and psychological senses
if we speak of coming-into-being itself and not how many iterations there
are of it. As the number of its iterations is a number which we can never
count, it is an imaginary number (like w), though we treat it as the basis of
reality itself. But, in fact, there is never any more than just one thing.

Peano's three primitive axioms give us yet another perspective on the
categorical exclusion. First, he nominates 0 as a number like any other.
Doing so makes it possible to establish a ratio between 1 and O that is
nontrivial. It also opens the possibility of Cantor’s different cardinalities
where Ny becomes the “least element” in a well-ordered set where the next
cardinal number is 1. Therefore, 1 and 0 are in the same infinite set with &g
providing the smallest infinite cardinal number and 1 the next number in the
series.

Peano argues that “1) 0 is a number, 2) The successor of any number is
a number, and 3) No two numbers have the same successor.”® Axioms 2 and
3 establish the cardinality of the ratio between 1 and “any other number,”
reducing all successive numbers to mere iterations of the “difference”
between 1 and n. Therefore, the “significance” of the difference between,

8 Paul Halmos, Naive Set Theory (New York: Springer-Verlag. Chapter 7: “The
Peano Axioms,” 1974).
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say, 8 and 23, is trivial compared to the difference between 0 and 1 as both
8 and 23 are in the same class as “all numbers infinitely greater than 0.”

Nevertheless, this does not mean that an iteration (or concatenation) of
1+ 1+ 1+ 1 violates the second and third axioms. First, 0, 1, 8, and 23 are
metonyms for the concatenation of 1 they represent. If this were not so, then
I, 11, and III would not be translatable into 1, 2, and 3! The only exception
to this rule is an imaginary number such as m where, for instance,
3.14159265... is not cardinal, for no matter how many numbers follow the
decimal point, they cannot be considered as the formation of a “new
number” (successor). In pi, we never reach a whole, countable number (i.e.
4). The same is true of such fractions as one third of 5, which is 1.6666666...
No matter how many fractional numbers we add to the integer, we never
reach 2. Again, we are only considering integers or whole numbers here; for
something “to be” it must “be” what it is. If it is not, then the most we can
say about it is that it is “becoming,” that it is imaginary, or that it is part of
something else or some process. (This fact is exploited in Zeno’s Paradox.)

Despite its notorious inconclusiveness, the property of “becoming” is
the darling of the purveyors of the invalid synthetic proposition for
justifying civilization’s excesses. For example, psychologically and
linguistically, civilization is based on what is becoming or imaginary, rather
than what is in any kind of sense independent from its own self-
proclamation of being. Even its gods are subject to endless morphological
permutation.

It has proven itself, time and time again (as seen in the ruins of empires),
to be at best an imagined concept which vanishes at a much faster rate than
it appears. Its fatal flaw is that it is universally predicated upon the illusion
of unrelenting “progress” into an ever-elusive destination called “the future”
where it will be richer, more powerful, bigger, better, greater, stronger,
smarter, and so forth. Periods of uneventful peace, ignored by history, are
regarded by civilization’s collective psyche as anathema to its purpose. And
yet civilization’s much-touted raison d’etre of “stability” seems to be
inversely proportionate to its ever-greater claims of burgeoning empire.

As a result, civilization forces the individual psyche to embrace two
classes of reality, which we will call realia class a and simulacra class b.
(Despite the Latin plurals, these terms are to be treated as singular nouns.)
The former is the stuff of empires, the excrescence of its extravagant claims;
the latter is that which we can verify as wholly independent and discrete
from our imagination. To make this distinction clearer, we will look at
Russell’s approach to set theory.

Russell adds yet another significant mathematical classification to the
categorical exclusion, bringing Peano’s axioms out of their “primitive” state
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and into the light of ontology proper: “The successor of the number of terms
in the class a is the number of terms in the class consisting of a together
with x, where x is any term not belonging to the class.”® The logical paradox
of x being numbered among the terms while also being unique (cardinal)
and therefore not a member of the class provides an example of how 0 can
have a successor, making it a “number” in a primitive sense, while not being
a member of the class of successors 1n. The categorical exclusion (CE)
excludes “any other number” from 0 by forming class ¢ while maintaining
the membership of 0 in class a as x. Again, the definition of a categorical
exclusion is the crossing of the threshold between 0 and 1 with no possibility
of the negation of the new state to the previous state (sometimes known in
mathematics as a “ratchet”). Furthermore, No supplies “infinity” while
sustaining the cardinality of 0, forcing the necessity of having “any other
number” stand in as an imaginary infinity. Finally, Peano’s first axiom
establishes 0 as a number like any other, negating its status as the absence
of quantity as it was by default before it was “invented” as a calculable
member of mathematics.

As mentioned earlier, though, decimal numbers pay homage to this
heritage by inserting 0 where a new cardinality begins beyond 1. If it is true
that 1, 2, and 3 are metonyms for I, II, and III, then it is also true that 10, 20,
30 are simply those same metonyms with 0 added for the convenience of
calculation and order, expressing magnitude in multiples of 10. After all,
can we have 10, I10, and I1I0? We know we can have X, XX, and XXX, but
then, again, the difference between I and X in this system is trivial and
equally awkward as a calculable number.

That which comes into being, then, is the singularity of 1, which is an
Event which cannot be reversed because it occurs in time, like the ringing
of a bell (another form of ratchet). As the saying goes, one cannot “unring”
a bell. What can and does happen to the ringing of a bell, though, is that it
soon crosses a threshold where the paradoxical situation described by
Russell above establishes itself as reality. Class a, or the time in which the
bell may be rung any number of times, soon engulfs x, the event of the
ringing of the bell (CE). The result is a discrete expression of reality
independent of imagination. Therefore, x becomes a “member” of the
iterations of the ringing of the bell while retaining its unique status as that
specific ring of the bell apart from all other rings.

In a more concrete sense this is observable in the birth of a child. We
could not say “this child has been born” were it not for the fact that that birth
is unique among all births past and future (x). At the same time, however,

° Bertrand Russell, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy (London: George
Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1956), 5.
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that birth also inexorably belongs to the class of all births (class a), which
is apart from any one birth while being independent of the imagination.

The paradox is that for there to be x there must be @ as well as the reverse,
thus: (@ — x) — (x — a). In other words, if there is “if a then x,” then there
must be “if x then a.” While this invertibility is a linguistic matter, it is not
language which makes it so, but reality which makes language perform in
this way — however inadequately. And as this affects language it also affects
thinking and therefore the psychology of the thinker. Just as it is a special
ontological error to endow a synthetic statement with the verifiability of an
analytic one, so too is it an ontological error to endow “any other number”
with the power of the difference between 0 and 1, or /e devenir, which is
always a unique event like the birth of a child. In addition, civilization, as
the extrinsic expression of language, consists of the excrescence of these
two ontological errors combined. A procrustean formation—Ilike coral—
civilization is metastatic, growing relentlessly on whatever debris drops into
the sea from above or happens to be scattered about on its floor.

Fueled by the passion of its metastatic ethical aesthetic, it uses language
as the apparatus of its eternal quest for subjects willing to abdicate their
sovereignty. The consolidated absorption of sovereignty is necessary for it
to reign supreme over humanity through the vis major of war. Just as power
is not power if it is given, however, only if it is taken, so too is sovereignty
not sovereignty if it is taken, only if it is given.

The metastatic process grows exponentially until war cools its progress
in an orgy of murder. Mass killing, and destruction of the environment and
property, is necessary to realize civilization’s need for homeostasis after it
loses control of its own compulsive metastasis.

Entirely apart from this comédie humaine, though, le devenir provides a
countervailing stability, insuring that each event is unique. Try as digital
technology might to realize the greatest dream of the corporate state’s
apparatus: perfect reproducibility, unique, unreproducible singularity creeps
in, sometimes as disease and sometimes as revolution. Why? Because an
event must occur in “time” which is signaled by the fact that at no “point in
time” can we ever measure its velocity and therefore its trajectory.

If it were possible to account for an infinity of variables, then civilization
might be able to produce the calculus necessary to make such a
prognostication. Naturally, science explains that “it is only a matter of time”
until it has the right algorithm for modelling an infinity of variables.
Meantime, mankind waits in the wings to be called to the feast that will ensue
when this time comes.

Therefore, the ego’s psychology exploits all possibilities of the
expansion of fault tolerance necessary to sustain the illusion of free will and
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self-determination based on prediction while remaining calculably
unsound—even in its overuse and abuse of calculation and quantification.
What arises is the endemic misapplication of verification in the form of
invalid synthetic propositions as a kind of dogma and belief system. The
result is such abominations as attempting to establish if there is or is not a
God; predicating the fate of national economies upon derivatives and
algorithmic trading; and drugging half the population into convenient
docility because it is “mentally ill.”

1.2 Iteration and recursion

The closest most get to formulating an idea of the structure of reality is
through truisms such as “two and two make four” and that it is faulty logic
to “mix apples with oranges.” It is easy enough to go from birth to death
with the standard education in a developed society believing that the case
for reality is closed once these “laws of the universe” are grasped.
Meantime, it nevertheless remains possible to these citizens of the world
that space aliens visited this planet and live among them, or that their fate is
determined by astrological charts.

Religious beliefs of the wildest and most fantastic sort are common and
are still the cause of major wars throughout the world. And even when the
dogma of science is exposed as false, conniving, or incompetent, the subject
insists on clinging to whatever belief was formed when the fallacious idea
first embedded itself in the chaos of its undisciplined mind.

But perhaps the most pernicious form of belief in a modern society is
consumerism. If mad scientists have ideas that can make money for
stockholders and put miraculous new products into the hands of the
consumer, like digital gadgets, then maybe they are not so crazy after all.
Prodest vincet omnia, or profits conquer all doubts, moral and ethical
misgivings, and legal nitpicking. Consumerism is an ethical aesthetic. As
such, it determines worldview and consequently the subject’s construction
of reality. Provided two and two still equal four, all is as it should be, the
subject thinks.

Consumerism as described above, however, is based on an invalid
synthetic proposition. It confuses an existential (d) set with the universal
(V) set. In fact, all members of d must be the children of V, while V can
never be the child of any set of 3. In contradiction to this rule, it assumes
that profitability, as an attribute of all members, is the sole determinant of
the justification for membership in realia class a. Therefore, that which is
not profitable is not real because it does not “exist” by this rule.
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What, then, of simulacra class 5? A simulacrum is defined here as a
simulation of reality regarded as being “more real” than that which can be
verified. Does this mean that that which is not profitable is a member of
simulacra class b? In the consumer society the universe of discourse (V) is
determined by the existential attribute (4) of profitability.

This confusion is the fundamental contradiction of a society based on
nothing more than the simulation of a universal discourse (V) as realia class
a, when in fact it is simulacra class b (d). Therefore, this contradiction can
be expressed as (V) = (H), violating Aristotle’s rule of thought which states
that A # B, or that A does not and cannot equal B. Here is the essential law
of noncontradiction.

The rest of this book could be considered an explanation and
justification for this proposition regarding consumerism and the simulated
“reality” it impresses upon the subject through the subject’s voluntary
abdication.

To further investigate this claim, we begin with the idea that the
singularity of the event of (0 / 1) is, by ratio, the smaller part of reality. And
that while coming-into-being must be the parent of all events and things,
through language as much as thought, it is more likely that reality consists
mostly of redundant forms of these singularities which remain, nevertheless,
unique. The corporate state’s desire for the perfect reproduction of events
and things is not possible.

Time, as the a priori, marches on, with or without the subject and its
precious civilization. In so doing it leaves a unique “time stamp” on all
events from nano to macro. As they all arise from le devenir, or the coming-
into-being, and as all things arise from these events, all events and things
are unique. Even the myriad output of industrial society, ever striving for
the perfect copy, reveals its gross singularity over time in the distinct
signature of its decay.

But we must add that things are unique fo a point. While there are no
degrees of uniqueness—either a thing is or is not unique—the very
possibility that anything could not be unique points to the psychological
nature of the term. At the same time, the possibility of something being
unique means that there is the possibility that something else is not unique.
How do we verify that an event or thing is unique? Art experts are always
on the alert for forgeries, which often enough pass for the real thing.

One might argue that by copying digital data we arrive as a perfect
duplication of a thing, but then we must figure in that this copying must be
done in time and that digital machines are by their very nature entirely
dependent upon their clocks which, in order for the machine to work at all,
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must mark off each second as unique in all of space and time! In so doing,
all copies become a prime of their original, as in A, A", A", and so on.

A timestamp becomes part of the copy’s metadata. Whatever metadata
we assign it must then map to a string of characters combined in a unique
way to produce yet another form of greater uniqueness as a statement.
Furthermore, the system itself demands that the name of any one object must
be at least one bit different from any other object to be considered data,
otherwise it is just noise. We could also say that any string (byte) of
characters (bits) is unique until it is not unique. When it is no longer unique,
we could say that it no longer exists as data and may be overwritten. Herein
we see the interplay between realia class @ and simulacra class 5. Based on
this property, or attribute, of uniqueness, a thing comes in and out of being
in terms of the rules of the system. If the system or ethical aesthetic happens
to be consumerism, then that entity which earns a profit is unique; that
which does not, is nonexistent and may be destroyed with impunity.

If there are three such objects in the data set it is easy enough to say that
each is unique; but when we consider them in relationship to each other, we
see that each has more than one identity—just as family members do. If an
object has more than one identity, then it is not unique. To say that each
identity is unique is nonsense, since even if this is true, the question arises
as to which is “real.” Reality has the nasty property of being the singularity
of all singularities. There is only one reality, making such terms as “virtual”
reality, or “alternative” reality absurd. It is more accurately described as
simulated reality, but such a description would put the product of VR at
odds with what people consider reality to be, which is nearly almost entirely
simulated except for, perhaps, death.

Since all objects are in relationship to each other, none is unique in this
way except when abstracted from that relationship as the system of the
sorting of the data demands from the metadata. Furthermore, as the data set
expands at the rate of x, there is always the possibility that a singularity will
arise as these relationships grow more intractably complex, erasing their
uniform uniqueness and putting them all in jeopardy both as meaningless
and erasable. The only possibility of a singularity, then, is if the entity is
uniquely unique rather than uniformly unique.

Reality, pinioned as it is within the chaos of simulacra, naturally seeks
to be uniquely unique. Its success or failure depends upon language, while
the efficacy and meaningfulness of language depends upon the degree to
which language consists of invalid synthetic statements. Consequently,
whether we experience reality or a simulation as “life” depends upon the
logic of the language we use to interpret, describe, process, and construct it.
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But what is this singularity? Paradoxically (or we might even say
ironically) under such a regime two events, things, or objects may arise that
are not unique; therefore, a singularity arises which is singular because it is
not singular. And herein lies Russell’s caveat regarding x being a member
of class a if and only if it is not a member of it.

In other words, if members of a class are uniformly unique, then that
member of the class that is not unique is therefore unique for not being
unique. While this is indeed an example of paradoxical language, it is also
a critical attribute of all that comes into being (/e devenir) and consequently
may be regarded as a member of realia class a. That which might be called
“uniformly unique,” then, becomes a candidate for membership in
simulacra class b.

Consequently, the only way we may accommodate this possibility is
through iteration and redundancy. Moreover, when we consider the
efficiency of any system, particularly thermodynamic systems, we find that
an endless coming-into-being of unique singularities would result in total
entropy; linguistically it would be like all words and sentences eventually
coming to mean the same thing because the only quality they possessed was
that they were different in the same way.

A case can be made for nearly all utterances being the same on the deep-
structure level, such as in a statement where the structure is n-v-n (noun-
verb-noun). “I am a teacher” is, on the deep structure level, the material
equivalent of “A teacher is a teacher” and I am I,” or, as Aristotle would
have it, the rule of thought that states that all tautologies A = A are always
true. And while this truth cannot be refuted, it is trivial and therefore, we
might say, meaningless. For something to be true it need not be meaningful,
which is expressed in the Latin word “sic,” or “thus.”

Thusness, while always true, exists with or without consciousness and
therefore meaning. As such, it need not be subject to any cognitive process.
Therefore, the fabric of reality need only consist of endlessly redundant
events punctuated by singularities while at the same time, so to speak, each
redundancy is unique because of its “time stamp.” It is like the cynical
saying that “all men are the same; they just have different faces, so women
can tell them apart.” The differences are trivial while the copies are
redundant and tautological.

Taking the above into consideration, then, what can we say about the
psychological and linguistic reality of the way people use the idea that 2 +
2 =47 It is not necessary to get mystical or even talk of “other dimensions”
to say that while this arithmetic proposition is true (T), its relative T must
be considered in the light of whether a person refers to the proposition as an
existential (d) or universal (V) proposition. There is no doubt about it: 2 +
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2 =4 is part of a universe of discourse (V) that is true throughout the
universe. And it is this universal proposition O’Brien seeks to undermine in
Winston’s psyche in Room 101.

However, as we have seen, Kant challenges the a priori verifiability of
the proposition’s predicate of 2 + 2. Until we perform the calculation, it
remains unverified. While this may seem silly with such small numbers, and
in an equation of addition at that, we could easily enlarge the numbers
astronomically and make it a matter of division and possibly even fractions,
in which case it would take some work to verify. If the number were large
enough—as they are indeed in encryption schemes—then the amount of
time needed to verify may be so great that it pushes what we assume to be
a universal into an existential.

If no human being could live long enough to receive the verification,
and if the machines humans use to calculate cannot operate on their own
long enough to complete the operation, then we must admit that there is the
possibility that 2 + 2 does not equal 4 under all conditions at all times
because we have not been able to verify it. Herein lies the relationship
between what is termed modularity in mathematics to the universe of
discourse in what Peirce calls second-order predicate logic, a correlation
explained below.

If we assume from the start that 2 + 2 is true in an existential set, then it
is easily verifiable. Anything can be true in such a modularity provided the
rules allow it. This is precisely what O’Brien attempts to impress upon
Winston. The difference, though, between Big Brother’s set and one that
allows for the rules of arithmetic is that arithmetic rules have a basis in
objective laws of quantification.

But that is as far as it goes, for the whole idea of “2” (as distinct from 1
and 3) is in part psychological. Furthermore, there is no reason why the rules
of an existential set that allows for objective quantification cannot also
allow for more subjective, creative, imaginary, and even mystical rules.
After all, it is not constrained by the rigors of universal discourse. Never
mind that Cantor proved that arithmetic is not a perfect system.

If the subject has never been introduced to the distinction between (4)
and (V), nor the possibilities of realia class a versus simulacra class b, nor
of that between a valid and invalid proposition, then what is to be expected
from the subject’s assessment of experience? While anything seems
possible in the face of such a lack of analytic equipment, what we can rely
on is that the subject will inevitably assume that the attributes of the
members of an existential set are universal.

As aresult, we are left with the fatal contradiction of =V, which is the
material equivalent of A = B. While we might imagine that the subject
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would soon employ the heuristics needed to rectify this conflict (A=A VB
=B, ~ A =B), it is not to be; society has failed to equip the subject with all
but the most rudimentary and ineffectual heuristics.

While this is in part by design, it is not by conspiracy. Rather, it reflects
what the subject itself desires: an infantile psychology where all problems
are solved by paid “experts” and the state. To be a good citizen of any
civilization, one must assume that society will define reality in such a way
as to benefit the metastasis, or continued growth and “progress,” of that
civilization. This is not a conspiracy, but a symptom or expression of a
burgeoning empire. Therefore, it is the subject’s duty to identify with this
mission or perish. Meantime, civilization, which is always striving for
empire, acts as the subject’s existential set while claiming to be not only the
universal set, but the ever-elusive set of all sets. What drives its metastasis
is its lust to become an empire. Like all cults, the cult of civilization is in a
state of perpetual insecurity because of the presence of other emerging cults
challenging its collective egoic supremacy. Therefore, these challengers
must be snuffed out by any means necessary, be it economic, technological,
or military, before they get the upper hand. This laborious snuffing
eventually eats up the would-be empire’s treasure and labor until it reaches
a critical catastrophe.

What the subject desires most in this chaotic process is that its mode of
verification (such as it is) overcomes all possible conflict, dissonance, and
contradiction. As this is not possible in an analytic mode, then, the subject
is thereby forced to embrace invalid synthetic propositions. Meantime, it
supports the systematic vilification and suppression of any social attempt at
instilling effective analytics and heuristics, thus setting the stage for the
empire’s final tragic drama.

They key, though, is the invalid synthetic proposition. It has the
convenient ability to adapt to any situation, and the magic power to make
simulation seem real and reality seem like a simulation. Such a desire,
though, forces the subject to rely on unverified verification, emotional and
commercial appeals, inherited notions, and, of course, flawed logic.

Obviously, ignoring reality, or making believe it is not real, does not
make it go away. The social result is the confusion, or rather conflation, of
analytic and synthetic propositions. Like a disease, this unholy alliance
inevitably creeps into every domain of society, from the highest peaks of
research academe to the lowest depths of violent street culture. For
civilization to function as a hope cult, it must normalize category errors into
the hallmark, rather than the bane, of reason.

Naturally, this affront to reality has profound consequences for the
individual, society, and civilization. But even the catastrophes which follow

printed on 2/10/2023 6:24 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. coniterns-of - use



EBSCChost -

34 Chapter One

soon enough upon this maladaptation to reality are incorporated into the
agenda and discursive narrative of the corporate state with the full and
hearty approval of the mass of subjects comprising its polity, representative
or not.

While the social effects are clear—as they populate what is regarded as
“the news” in modern states—the correlation between the existential set and
modularity is less obvious but no less significant. The circumstances of the
successful proof of Fermat’s last theorem by Andrew Wiles touch upon
some points of modularity which make the case for what can be considered
as the existential mechanics of the relationship between the existential (4)
and the universal (V) sets. While his ultimate solution is dauntingly
complex, it was his ingenious solution to a simpler problem that had stood
in the way of a proof for centuries since the death of Pierre de Fermat in
1665 that provided the breakthrough needed to produce the proof.

This solution also gives us a glimpse into how an existential set can serve
as a universal set with nearly all the functionality of a universe of discourse.
By taking the matter into the existential from the linguistic, we enter upon
the phenomenology of the relationship between realia class a and simulacra
class b.

Fermat left the world with his final theorem perhaps as a challenge to
future generations to keep pressing analytic heuristics to its limit rather than
allow it to lapse into inherited dogma. While the theorem itself has little use
in terms of a practical application, Wiles’ proof helped bring modularity
into the foreground of mathematics over 350 years later. It is modularity
which has made it possible to work with data sets of enormous and complex
scale, and to add what Peirce calls an “abductive” method of proof to
induction and deduction.

However, for our purposes here, modularity provides a suitable
mechanical model to understand how a “world” consisting of simulacra
class b (d) can function as realia class a (V), making it possible for A = B
to appear “true,” which we will notate with a lower-case “t” (t).

Fermat’s theorem states that A" © B" = C" where (n) is any multiple
greater than 2. This simple algebraic equation nevertheless presents a
seemingly insurmountable challenge in terms of proving that it is true (T).
To prove the theorem, we must account for every multiple of 3 or greater,
ad infinitum ... or not prove it at all. Of course, the proof we refer to here is
mathematical. Therefore, it does not allow for the liberties of, say, first-
order propositional logic where a syllogism might do. For example, the
famous syllogism ““all men are mortal, Socrates is a man, therefore, Socrates
is mortal,” seems proof enough of his mortality until we demand a
mathematical proof.
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The problem lies in the predicate “all men are mortal.” The “proof” of
Socrates’ mortality depends upon the predicate being “true,” but there is
nothing in the syllogism to prove it positively. There is much more to say
about this problem, but it would lead us astray here. Let it suffice to say that
the proof Fermat’s theorem demands, does not allow for any implicative
proofs such as “all men are mortal.”

All meromorphic (partial) propositions must be proven first before we
may prove the holomorphic (whole) theorem. Well, then, in the case of
Socrates we find ourselves in the situation where we must account for “all
men” past, present, and future, including Jesus, which presents obvious
problems just as do all multiples of 3 or greater.

The breakthrough for Wiles came in the form of the Taniyama-Shimura
Conjecture which states that rational elliptic curves are indeed modular
forms, or for all rational elliptic curves there is a corresponding modular
form. In particular, it is the meromorphic property of modular forms which
allows them to function, under certain circumstances, as a part of a greater
whole in an equation or a theorem (such as in a gamma function [I'] on an
infinitely complex plane). Therefore, what is true of the meromorphic form
will be true of the holomorphic form, particularly when we apply this
correlation to a modular form which possesses a strict internal symmetry
and is therefore not subject to distortion and, consequently, infinite
variation.

Finally, it is possible to reduce the infinity of “all multiples of 3 or
greater” to a discrete pole, forming what is sometimes referred to as “clock
arithmetic” where any number (of 3 or greater) will suffice as infinity not
analogically but in truth, thus serving as a positive proof of a theorem.

The application of modular arithmetic using elements of the Tanayama-
Shimura Conjecture allowed Wiles to treat a universal proposition as an
existential one while proving that it was universal. The difference between
the phenomenological quality of Wiles’ proof and the A = B of simulacra
class b is that in the latter the whole is not holomorphic, it is holographic.
As such, it is a symmetrical and identical imago (idea) of realia class a.

Furthermore, by imposing its own clock arithmetic upon infinity,
simulacra class » manages to reduce death (the infinitely small existential
moment, or o) to either 1) the possibility of metaphysical immortality in
the religious sense, of 2) the possibility of physical immortality through
medical technology “in the future.” Either way, the seduction of immortality
is enough to make the subject abandon all desire for the truth (T) of its own
egoic mortality, which is inevitable and therefore “the worst thing in the
world.”

printed on 2/10/2023 6:24 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. coniterns-of - use



EBSCChost -

36 Chapter One

More needs to be said about the beauty of clock arithmetic. Rather than
multiplying 2 by itself to get 4, which is only true if any number greater than
0 may increase infinitely, Wiles worked within a mathematical system
which was “modular” because it is bounded by a limit which can then be
applied to all successive iterations of itself: the meromorphic pole. In an
infinite system containing only three numbers, multiplying 2 by itself
produces 1 rather than 4 (as the system is infinitely cyclic).

This procedure can also reverse the category error typically made in the
psychological language of thought where an d is treated as a V. While
O’Brien loses the battle with Winston when Winston says, “Four! Four!
What else can I say? Four!” to O’Brien’s assertion that 4 = 5, he wins the
war when Winston nominates Julia, his lover, to be punished for his crimes.
Therefore, O’Brien’s methodology does manage to reduce Winston’s
stubbornly universal ethical aesthetic down to Big Brother’s existential one
of putting the paranoia of the state before all considerations of personal love,
loyalty, and, ultimately, sovereignty.

Furthermore, there are parallels to the function of the categorical
exclusion (CE) where the value of infinity is translated from (0 / 1) to (1 /
n). We know that (1 / n) can only lead us to a certain integer, as “infinity”
is imaginary when we refer to the relationship between any number (7)
greater than 1. The categorical exclusion, when considered from the position
of Russell’s paradox regarding x being a member of class « if and only if it
is not a member, provides the compression of infinity necessary to make
verifiable statements about reality which by and large confound the notions
and truisms everyday “knowledge” is based on.

This “knowledge” suffices as a gamma function on an infinitely
complex plane; whether we can say that its truth-value is subject to proof
(verification) depends up whether what appears to be the holomorphic plane
can be positively identified as realia class a or simulacra class . The film
The Matrix (1999) neatly summarizes the polarities as the “red pill” (realia
class a) and the “blue pill” (simulacra class b). Those who swallow the blue
pill have chosen the holographic plane over the holomorphic. However, as
reality is indeed the set of all sets (or realia class a'), then it includes the set
of class b which, in the schema of the complex holomorphic plane is
therefore merely a gamma function (I" = d).

Nevertheless, the subject that has chosen to take the blue pill and
abdicate its sovereignty tacitly assumes that the holographic plane is the
holomorphic plane (4 = V), a delusion which must be constantly reinforced
by thought and language through invalid synthetic propositions (A = B).
Otherwise, a “glitch in the Matrix,” as the movie states, occurs through the
constant pressure realia class a exerts on the flimsy nothingness of

printed on 2/10/2023 6:24 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. coniterns-of - use



EBSCChost -

Part One: Preliminary 37

simulacra class b, causing the subject to doubt the social construct of reality
transmitted by the hope cult of civilization. (Note that “matrix” means
“womb” in Latin.)

These so-called glitches may bring about a kind of awakening of the
subject’s conscious will, provided it has not atrophied beyond the possibility
of functioning in any other way than its abdication dictates. The paradoxical
situation of the coexistence of the holomorphic and the holographic
becomes possible and verifiable where a unique event can be iterated if and
only if it remains unique. The introduction of blockchain logic in digital
systems strives to institute positively verifiable uniqueness into the
corporate state’s eternal quest for the perfect copy. This technology
positively confounds the ethical aesthetic of consumerism and hegemonic
control which strives for the eternal iteration of whatever generates the
greatest power and profits.

Variation is suspect and dangerous. It is for this reason that nearly all
discourse in the media is now based on stereotype and phenotype, which
can be conjured up by the desires of the consumer and then transmitted
electronically because they do not require the laborious and
phenomenological “gene” of reality in the process of /e devenir. They have
replaced the genotype which cannot be faked (due to its “DNA” profile or
private encryption key), and which may only be positively verified to the
exclusion of the invalid synthetic proposition. In fact, the matter has been
reversed: what must be verified existentially is now the “fake” because of
its remoteness, inconvenience, and suspect variability and what is conjured
up out of nothing is considered the “real thing” because it is given the
valorization of the corporate state’s technological apparatus—the new
chariot of the gods.

Furthermore, to qualify for membership in simulacra class b, an entity
must have the requisite degree of verisimilitude, variously defined, that
makes it “more real” than the real thing. For example, “Al” robotics strives
to create an android that is “more human than human” by deliberately
building into its programed behavior randomness—as if what characterizes
human behavior is its mechanical, unconscious, flailing about in the
precincts of reality.

The simulation of reality, Al or otherwise, is a matter of the generation
of a semantic surface, which above has been described as a “complex
plane,” a service which language readily performs. But this surface must
“give off” attributes inherited from realia class a, or that which may be
objectively verified as extant without the imposition of language and
imagination. Verisimilitude appears throughout art history as an aesthetic
value engaged in a pas de deux with idealism. Cultures vacillate between
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valuing realism (the concrete) or idealism (the abstract), usually depending
upon how miserable patrons of the arts are. “Good times” tend to favor
realism when reality is pleasant, whereas “bad times” tend to favor idealism
and romanticism because, life having become unpleasant, fantasy provides
an escape from it.

The term verism describes the aesthetic value of verisimilitude in Roman
sculpture of the late Republic between 147-30 BCE, which favored
likenesses of important persons with their “warts and all” rather than
idealized busts. The aesthetic developed to a point where the texture of
living flesh, and the subject’s human flaws, lent gravitas to an otherwise
marble physiognomy.

As we can see, then, greater verism allows for what might be called
greater symmetry between representation and life itself. The Greek story of
the Cyprian king Pygmalion, who falls in love with a marble statue of a
woman, which is later animated by Aphrodite into a “real” woman, provides
a convenient analog. However, when applied to the holographic
representation of reality in the form of simulacra class b, verism becomes a
semantic surface supported by invalid synthetic propositions about the
nature of reality. The most famous of these holographic claims is that it is
possible (i.e. “real”) for the ego to live on forever, with all of its foibles,
selfishness, and mental illness, in Heaven by the side of Jesus and the
Apostles and angels—as if they would welcome such intrusions.

Such mirroring of reality presents challenges for the otherwise primitive,
analog, and universally untutored mind of the subject. Therefore, for the
time being, let x serve as the inheritable attributes of realia. The semantic
surface of simulacra inherits realia’s verisimilitude in the form of verism (x)
when the subject abdicates its sovereignty to the corporate state. At the same
time, the subject embraces the invalid synthetic proposition as The Truth,
relegating valid synthetic propositions and even verifiable analytic
propositions to the semantic dustbin.

In effect, then, the subject assigns verisimilitude to the simulation of
reality by subordinating it to the place once held by childish fantasy and the
raving of crazy people. However, for this magic trick to work, much time,
money, and power is needed. Therefore, the detritus of reality, in a rather
raw form, falls upon the heads of the poor and powerless who are least able
to deal with it. Reaching out for the nearest remedy, they often turn to drugs
and alcohol which always seem to be in ready supply thanks to the
mediocrity and impotence of the state to control them in any meaningful
way. Dark days descend upon the social class of those who cannot maintain
the economic status needed to provide the consumer goods and digital
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gadgetry simulacra class b requires to be considered “more real than
reality.”

Despite the inheritance of verism by the semantic surface of the complex
plane of simulacra, it remains insubstantial. Holographic rather than
holomorphic, it is maintained by the voltage of consumerism and the
narcotic distractions of the entertainment industry. Therefore, the “plane of
ideas” belongs more to the ideal than the real. And as the ideal belongs to
the ego’s idea (imago) of itself, it also belongs to the most rudimentary stage
of psychological development of infantile narcissism. This matter is pursued
in some depth later. What matters to use now, here, is the possibility of
mimesis, or the mimicking of reality, which up until now has also been
called simulation.

Simulation belongs to mimesis and therefore what Lacan describes as
the spectral (Ideal-I) state of what he calls the “mirror stage” of early
personality development. (This, too, is discussed further later in this essay.)
As a phenomenon apart from the development of the psyche, mimesis need
not possess inherited attributes. It only needs to reflect them. Simulacra,
however, must be independent of mimesis, as they do not imitate things but
are things in themselves. To attain this exalted status among what Kant calls
the “manifold” certain attributes must pass on in the form of inheritance
from realia to simulacra.

The chief attribute they seek to manage the process, however, is
meaning, which is why we say that the surface is semantic. If simulacra
were meaningless, they would immediately cease to exist. Therefore, they
must borrow (inherit) meaning from realia the way a hermit crab
commandeers a vacant shell from a snail. Therefore, we can say that realia
class a, as the parent state, passes down certain attributes (x, in the form of
verism) to simulacra class b, as the child state, through the medium at first
of simulation, but then of imagination alone. Once the threshold from realia
to simulacra has been crossed, it is proper to say that the latter is entirely a
member of what Lacan calls the “imaginary order” of experience.

As we escalate the relationship between 1 and 0 into sets with
dimensions of being without attribute (7, where # is any number greater than
1), the x of Russell’s class (set) a becomes the least element of a non-empty
subset of a well-ordered set. As a result, the modularity of a subset serves
as the existential (9) of the greater universal (V) class a. Here, then, the x of
verism and the x of the non-empty subset merge into one, which forms x',
or x-prime.

In x', realia class @ and simulacra class b exchange semantic positions in
the personal and collective psyche. In so doing, invalid synthetic
propositions and verifiable analytic propositions also exchange position not
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only in the language (discourse) of the subject, but also in its thought
process. Soon enough, social pressure and the reinforcement of public
discourse, infotainment (news), education, and government power
propagate the evangel of the category error as the only orthodox logic. War
is peace. Freedom is slavery. Ignorance is strength.

Once logic has been inverted, Russell’s class a could also be a non-
empty subset of another greater set (b), and so on. The relationships are
scalable to prevent the problem of 2 + 2 = 4 ever being “false” as an
existential proposition in arithmetic, just as the proof of Fermat’s theorem
must be “true” for every multiple of A, B, and C, greater than 2 without
imposing the necessity of having to prove T for any and all multiples. The
least element in the categorical exclusion is, of course, 0, or more precisely
No which, like a guantum in physics, is always the smallest quantity (such
as electromagnetic radiation) possible given set S, which is here the set of
all sets. Therefore, any other element of the set is greater than 0 if it is a
positive integer.

The problem of le devenir is solved in this arrangement because
anything—even the simulacra of mediated reality—is greater than O(x). But
the new problem arises of the possibility of a number no longer being
“unique” in the psychological sense because it contains within it the
possibility of recursion to itself later. Moreover, the field of the set soon
crowds up with redundant iterations and recursions which nevertheless
bring with them the demand to be considered “unique.” This is a
psychological problem because the ego considers itself unique under all
circumstances and goes into a kind of apoplectic shock if it suspects that it
is not.

The reason for this terror is that the sense of its “special” place in the
universe is one and the same as its sense of its own immortality. It sees
others around it dying, arousing its terror of nonbeing. “I am not like that”
becomes the discourse of its immortality “because / do not die. They do.”
And while reason tells it that all other beings from the start of time have
faced death the ego nevertheless considers itself to be the one and only
exception—in all of past and future history. Therefore, any form of
analytical thinking that might bring it to the reasonable conclusion that it is
mortal is to be reviled, stamped out, persecuted, and silenced.

From this hubris arises the curious phenomenon in fashion where
everyone tries to be unique in the same way based on a style that was
invented by someone other than themselves. Under such a regime, one is
unique if and only if one is unique in the way that all elements of the set are
“unique.” Again, this raises the possibility of being “uniquely unique” or
“uniformly unique.” Such a distinction is possible because a false V
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manifests through a process of collective identity disseminated chiefly
through the discourse of mass media and the indoctrination of education.
However, this same process of normalization creates an anomaly in the form
of a singularity which is, in fact, uniquely unique.

Just as numbers greater than 9 cannot exist (arithmetically) without 0,
elements of any subset cannot be considered well-ordered without a least
element which, by being “least,” is therefore unique. The relation of all other
elements becomes one of succession. Soon enough the least element
becomes the gene of a new modularity which then becomes a non-empty
subset with its own attributes.

A discourse may spring up instantly under such conditions because it
need only apply to one element of the subset. “All members of x race have
y attribute.” From this principle we may manufacture the stereotypes and
phenotypes populating the realm of simulacra. All other elements of that
subset, being iterations and recursions of that one element, are quickly
infected with what is popularly called a meme, which is a kind of itinerant
extension of the mimetic principle.

Nevertheless, despite this metastatic process of manufacturing a
simulated universe of stereotypes and phenotypes, simulacra maintain their
dependence upon the inheritance of attributes from realia. Therefore, such
rules as 2 and 2 make 4, verified or not, remain the kernel of the dogma of
the imaginary order. In this way scientific charlatans and wiseacres keep the
research funding flowing into universities so that they may pay their bills
and live a good life.

Attempts to invade the territory of the semantic plane of simulacra are
met with all the heavy artillery these mountebanks can muster. Particularly,
they fear the replacement of imaginary infinity (1 /7) with the simply binary
of being and nonbeing (0 / 1). By taking away the subject’s cherished
imaginary infinity, we impose upon it the mortality of cats and dogs, which
its ego finds intolerable.

For the ego it is not enough to be born (0 / 1); following that event the
ego must persist ad infinitum (1 / n). The subject finds it suffocating to think
that numbers may recur, that perhaps life is a matter of “eternal return,” and
that if anything dies it is the ego, even if the body can be kept alive
indefinitely.

While it may seem that a clock cycle could be a reassuring sign that we
live forever—though that “forever” is an infinite recursion—the ego finds
it to be more like a millstone grinding away at the harvest if its youth,
leaving only the chaff of old age in which to wallow, in perpetuum. It wants
infinite extension of its youthful domain, as time, space, power, and most
of all empire. Therefore, the corporate state must find a way to form a
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simulated reality that seems infinite to the point of verisimilitude but is in
fact a modular plane comprised of semantic panels manufactured by invalid
synthetic propositions.

In this way, the subject’s inevitable observation of what appear like
other realities ceases to be threatening. Instead, they are just seen to be
“wrong” and dismissed, or (more often) attacked, as anomalous threats. For
example, Islam is bad, and Christianity is good; or theism is bad, and
atheism is good; or communism is bad, and capitalism is good, and so on.
To the ego in each of these domains, it is simply not possible that the
designated “other” has anything to offer in terms of humanity except a
perpetual threat to its quest for immortality and absolute empire.

Before we arrive at any further linguistic, ethical, social, and cultural
implications of these ideas, there is still more to show regarding iteration
and recursion. In our minds there are always two competing paradigms of
experience: the recursive (1 — 0") and iterative (n + n +n + n ...). In both
cases we crave and loathe the effects they produce.

We crave iterative experience because we want good things to keep
happening, but we loathe it when “bad things” keep happening. We crave
recursive experience when we want to “reset” events—for instance get
remarried—, but we loathe them when we want perpetual “progress” toward
the bigger, better, faster, richer, smarter, and more powerful.

However, seen from the strange semantic mélange of our twilight
consciousness, they either look the same or compete for priority. Therefore,
we tend to conflate them into one foggy farrago we call “experience.” The
result is that we regard experience as having a kind of “ratchet effect” where
the identical process repeats, bringing it with it an increment of “progress”
with each turn that we presume defies an eternal return. Things are “the
same but different,” an experiential program which fits neatly into the logic
of an invalid synthetic proposition as A = B.

It seldom occurs to us that this may be an illusion caused by our
interpretation of reality filtered through the simulacrum of our invalid
synthetic thinking. For instance, all educational reform is a reform of a
reform of a reform of a reform, and yet we imagine that with each iteration
of “reform,” whatever it may be, things mechanically get better with each
turn of the screw. Why? Because wishful thinking would have it be so.

Technically, though, all that is necessary for either iteration or recursion
is that we return to at least the point from which we started, provided we
refer to a certain and specific movement or event. We casually regard the
12/24-hour cycle of the clock as always bringing us back to the same
numerical point in real time. But we seldom regard the fact that this point is
always subject to a prime: Point A, A', A" and so on because it is necessary
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that each cycle advances us in the greater increment of the week, month,
and year—however it is measured. “I wasted time, and now doth time waste
me,” says King Richard II in Act V, Scene 5 of Shakespeare’s play.
Therefore, time marches on, whether we measure it with clocks or the decay
of radioactive isotopes.

Richard, nearing death, suddenly loathes the timelessness of unmetered
reality. “Ha, ha! keep time: how sour sweet music is, / When time is broke
and no proportion kept! / So is it in the music of men's lives.” He craves the
comforting repetition of iteration and recursion, knowing that the curtain is
about to fall on his act for the final time with no chance of either.

In the 12-hour clock, we must designate ante meridian (a.m.) or post
meridian (p.m.) so that we may recycle the numbers twice daily, thanks in
part to the base-60 number system (12 x 5) borrowed from the ancient
Sumerian civilization. We can say, then, that we have been “brought back
to the same place from which we started” except that that place has a unique
time stamp on it. In other words, its metadata have changed without
changing its value or quantity (24 hours from its last iteration). Therefore,
invalid synthetic propositions offer us a way to reconcile our discontent with
time’s relentless arrow by making such magical possibilities such as
metaphysical or physical immortality seem within reach “in the future” if
we are good enough or rich enough.

The ludicrous irony of modern medical technology is that it creates a
social order where immortality for the ego in Heaven with God is for the
poor, and immortality for the ego on earth with, one presumes, perpetual
material pleasure is for the rich.

Naturally, time is not all that man must parcel up into quanta to feel that
the universe is not just one great complicated holomorphic plane of
disordered infinity. For example, a banknote has a serial number stamped
on it unique to each individual note though all such objects have the same
composition and value. Of course, it may be counterfeited, causing the
“double spending” problem and obviating its uniqueness and therefore its
value. This problem is solved by blockchain logic which, by enforcing
digitally encrypted uniqueness that is phenomenologically impossible to
duplicate, restores use-value to the unit but makes it impossible for us to
hold it as a thing in space-time. Consequently, iteration becomes useless
and intolerable if there is not some way to “prime” the iteration so that we
may distinguish iteration A from B—a problem solved by rational numbers
or integers in quantification (1, 2, 3 versus 1 + 1 + 1).

Recursion, conversely, is bound by its own rule of recursion. For
example, Peano’s primitive axioms establish that 0 is a natural number. But
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since they also establish that each natural number has a successor, all
successive natural numbers are also natural.

While we can find analogs of recursion in the linguistic parsing of the
deep structures of sentences, what concerns us here is the discourse iteration
and recursion evoke from the meaning of those sentences. In the case of
iteration, the emerging discourse may be called “progress”—the word
which above all others defines the ethical aesthetic of the modern industrial-
technological age and its politics. The discourse of progress is that the “mere
passage of time” (and lots of frantic activity within that time) leads to an
increase in all desirable qualities of civilization. But this invalid synthetic
proposition merely serves as a cover for civilization’s quest for hegemonic
empire. If it makes “progress” toward the goal of totalitarian domination,
then it is progressive; if it does not, then it is atavistic or, worse,
conservative.

But does the “mere passage of time” consist of iteration or recursion? It
would be safe to say that both occur “in time” and that for there to be
recursion we must have iteration. But the fact that they share the same
space-time does not mean that with the mere passage of time things
“ratchet” up into a more refined and “progressive” state that is “better” than
the last. Iteration is the ritual of the simulacrum (i.e. A, A', A") and recursion
is th