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INTENT

The purpose ol this work 1s lo destroy lhe
calegory and classilicatory siructures of ones
realily such that "... Llhe student's world
begins to collapse and dissolve and static
consciousncss begins Lo be dislodged ... [With)
Lhe collapse of predictive structure, the world
becomes an  unintelligible [lux:  withoul
calcgorical structure or form ... ralionalily
and judgment becomes silenced and paralyzed.
This 1s the level ol unintelligibility and

meaninglessness. "

A K Gangadean, 'Formnl Oviology and the Dualectical Trandformation of Conecloysness | Philospphy

Esst and West, Vol. 29, vo. |, 1979, pp 22-20
‘.F w



This case swdy 15 to demonstrate, the Prasangika Madhvamika Buddhist
demonstrations, that all our concepts, all our categories, all our deas. all
theses, all antitheses, all philosophies, all épistemalogies, all ethics, all
ontologres, and all metaphysics, n other words all our views are
meaningless. The purpose of this work is 1o show that the views of
mathematics and science are meaningless as they collapse into absurdities
Hopefully with this demonstration will help *  the student’s world [to}
begins to collapse and dissolve and static consciousness begins 1o be
dislodged = [With] the collapse of predictive structure, the world becomes
an unintelhgible fux: without categorical structure or form . rationality and
judgment  becomes silenced oand paralyzed This 1s the level of
unintelligibility and meaninglessness " This is another case study to
substantinte  the clum  that oll wviews collapse into asbsurdity or
meaninglessness. This cose study goes along side such works as:

The Absurdities Of The Metapsyvehology Of The Povchoanalvsis Of Freud
Paradoxes In Regord To The Unconscious, The Apparatus OF The Mind And
The Exo. By C Dean
The Ahsurdity € Understanding Metaphor: A Case Study In The
Prasangtka Madhvamika Buddhist Thesis Of The Meaninglessness Of All
Views by C Iean

“Bed_p0
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In The Madhyamika Demonstrations Of The Meaninglessness Of

A Piews Comtentless Thought by C Dean
The Abswrdhities In Psychoanalvsis And Science That Make Psvchoanalysis 4

Sewmew  Reasonz Sociology, Epistemology, Ontolopy And Metaphvsics Win
Posehoanalysss Ix A Science Meaninglessness by C Dean,

Levy-Seraasss notes that |~ the purpose of myth is to provide a logical model
capable of over-coming a contradiction ( an impossible achievement if, as ot
Suppen, the contradiction 15 real) a theoretically infinite number of slales
[mterpretations] will be generated, each one shightly different lrom the
others. Thus myth grows spiral-wise antil the intellectunl impulse which
produced it is exhausted ™ "mythical thought for its part 1s imprisoned in
evemts and expeniences which it never tires of ordermyg and re-ordening 1n its
search 1o find a meaming ™

We will see that mathematics and science are and do the same thing as myth

With a shght modification to the above quote we get

© e pupose of myth [mathematics and science] 15 W provide a logreal

model capable of over-coming a contradiction { an impossible achievement

" L Smae, “The Soucsscsd Soady of Myth™, in Srwcture! dnthropdogy, Penguan, 1903, p 229
"€ Lo, The Seage Asd, The Usiversity of Chicago Press, 1966, p 12
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if, as it happen, the contradiction s real) a theoretically infimite number of
slates [interpretations| wall be generated, each one slightly different from the
others,. Thus myth [mathematics and science] grows spiral-wise until the
intellectual impulse which produced it 18 exhausted ™ “mythical
[mathematical and scientific] thought for its part 1s imprisoned i events and

experiences which it never tires of ordenng and re-ordening in 115 search 1o

find o meaning™*

This spiral-wise addon of slates 1s in fact a spiral-wise addition of further
meaninglessness, absurdities, or contradictions and paradoxes which the
next  mathematical, or scientific imterpretation wall create  Mathematical.
and scientific thinking and all thinking are imprisoned in a cogmitive, or
thinking process that will alwavs end - absurdities, or  meaninglessniss
This continual ending in  absurdities gencrates o spiral-wise sccumulation
of interpretations that try and eradicate the preceding absurdities but all that
It does is generate another slale or interpretabion full of absurdities . This
process create nfinite matenal for Ph.D. students who finds the absurdities
m the preceding slates or imlerpretations to do  their theses on By

changmg assumption, or axioms |, or defimtions etc the next PhD  student

O Lavi-Suims, “Thie Stnacturnl Study of Myth™, In Stevcowad dmshrognilig, Peaguin, 1963, p 129
T LewiSrmss, The Sovigne Vi, The University of Chicago Press. 1966, p 32



finds hus thesis But in doing so he lays the ground for the next Ph D studemt
to find the preceding absurdities ad on infimtum spiral-wise — all because
the human thinking process ends in meaninglessness. All products of human
thinking end in meaninglessness or absurdity.

SCIENCE.

| wall not deal with the paradoxes of relativity theory [slate] 1.¢. the Langevin
or twin paradox, or the Olbers” paradox in astronomy, or with parmmicular
paradoxes of quantum theory 1e. Shrodinger's cat, the EPR paradox, or the
violation of panty  Instead | will deal with quantum theory [slate] n
general. Quantum theory [slate] was developed to explain experimental
results that could not be explained by classical Newtonian models |slates]
But guantum theory ended up genernting paradoxes and comtradictions in 11s

explanations [slates)

Hesenberg  develops the first mathematical model of gquantum theory

“Heisenberg begins by remarking on the strange dichotomies which seem
the essence of quantum mechanics continuous vs discontinuous, wave vs

the particle™

" A Wich, Tive fnflsmwses (lonmdary, Birkhauser, Barlin, 1993, p. 3



“Dual pictures, dun) lunguage Imgwistic analysis is the key to the understand
quantum mechames Bohr told lus prolegee Hewsenberg, shatlening s hard-
won vision of the microworld. The very words physicists use w descnbe
reality constramn therr knowledge of it and scientists in every hield will one
day encountet this barrier 10 human understanding ™

“in the complete analysis of this experiment, Bohr pomted out, exploits two

inconsistent pictures of the nature of light ™

The wave collapse “the Copenhagen view 15 that the wave represents the
complete physical descniption of the photon state If so, the collapse
mstantaneously changes the state a meter from the exposed grain — hence

“spouky action at a distance.”" Nonlocal faster than light

Einsten states ~ if one works only with Shrodinger waves, the interpretabon

Contradicts the principle of relativity. ™"’

*id 0

" ind p 13
il pdd



* The smanmpest aspect of quantum theory, Shrodinger remarks next. is the
way & cames over the Newtoman list of determining paris — posibon,
mossentum, Ume energy - wichanged, vet demes the reality of ithe
Newtoman stste “The classical model plays a Protean role in quantum
mechamics”™, Shrodinger observes. Equally strunge, one can know at most
balf the classically required pans, while the other hall fades into

“mdcterminacy "

I regard 1o the double-slit experiment Feynman states * we thus see that any
phovsscal agency designed to determine through which hole the electron
passes must produce | least there be paradox. enough disturbance to alter the

distribution from [the two-slit to the one-slit pattern] ™"

Feynman then reveals how physicists treal these logical difficulties

“We are still left the quesnon “Do the electrons have to go through hele lor
hode 2 or don’t they? To avoud the logical mconsistencies into which 1t easy
o stumble the phyvsicist takes the following steps ~ When you watch vou
find that it goes either through one or the other hole, but if you are ot

looking vou cannot say that il goes one way of the other! Such 1s the logical

it pru
“dui p 10




ughtrope on which Nature demands that we walk if we which to describe
m-—-"

Wick notes © Here, said the brash voung physicist, 15 a predicament that
you with all your powers of mathematical analysis, cannot understand But
we physicists are not troubled, we simply refuse W speak about the situation
|as we shall see mathematwians are no some semi-divine being who always
confront the logical problems, unlike scientists, but do as scientists do and
refuse to speak about some phenomena 1.¢. mathematical paradoxes]. ™ "

“the results of the double-sit experiment cut away at the very basis of our
understanding of the way the umverse is. Richard Feynmann used to say that
the two-sht experiment was the problem of quantum mechamics .. there is
something very basis about the stuff of the universe that enther 1s wanting to
be revealed, as Emstein firmly beheved, or it s simply outside the
capabilites of our brains to grasp [which is my thesis 1e  all human

thinking will inevitably collapse mnto absurdities or meaninglessness. """

" s, p 140
"B, Stver, Thw oo of Sciemw, A Solomon Prem Book, 1998, p 793



Einstein  advocated a nafve realism [slate] e “represems a desire o
describe a world of properties existing in space and time, independently of
any observer ™' Because he did not believe God played dice and as such
quantum theory must be incomplete because the data must be explainable m

a determimistic way not non-casuayl or staustically as quantum theory

believes

Nevertheless * quantum mechamcs [slate] provided continued support for a
posiivist or mstrumentalist view [slate] that was taken to imply that physical
properties do not have an objective reahty mdependent of then

observation "**

Bohr expressed this sentiment in his writing “* the role of theory 15 to
predict what we see on the dials of our apparatus™ they say * if the
predictions are accurate, the theory i1s good Answering these other

questions about what is ‘really going on’ — is 4 meaningless exercise ™"

As Bohr states * such argumentation, however, hardly seems suited to

affect the soundness of quantum-mechanical description [slate], which 15

¥ A& Wad The Mfamowy Bowndory, Birkhouser, Berfin, 1995, pp.153-153
W Swenger, The [ nevarseioses (uanium, Prometheus Books,, 1995, p 10




based on a coberent mathematical | but as we shall see mathematics 15 not
coherent] formulation covering automatically any procedure of

wndll
measurement .

Feynman “ [ think | can safely say thal no one understands quantum
mechanics .. Do not keep saving to vourself, f vou can possiblv avoud it
‘But how can it be like that? Because you will get “down the drain’ into a

blind allev from which nobody has vet escaped Nobody knows how it can

be like that ™'

In regard to the paradoxes and contradictions of quantum theory Wick state
the orthodox view when he says “here my opinion of the orthodox quantum
mechanics, like Bohr, comes down to the meaning of words. “Classical” and
“complementanty”, msult and commendation, are euphemisms. the belief
concealed i1s that Nature has been found 1n a contradichion. But quantum
physicists are nol simpletons. In their hearts they know such a claim s

philosophically unacceptable and would be rejected in other sciences. ™

" & Wick, The infamony Beamdary, Birkhauser, Berlin, 1995, p 158
ind p s
" ind, p 132,
d pins



Wik notes = | believe onthodox quantum theonsts [slates)

consciously or unconsciously, something hke this. The microscopic

exhibits paradoxes or contradictions and this fact 18 reflected in the bew

theory describing it "'

It 15 interesting to note that the anthropologist Levy-Bruhl argued the
primitive peoples where pre-logical 1.e. had a mentality that *. . does not
bind itself down .. 1o avoiding contradictions™ The dominam
philosophical paradigm 1s that there 15 only one proper way o reason  and
that 15 rational i ¢ Anstotelian”™ Davidsen and Dennett argue that rationality
is a prerequisite for thinking ** And Freud said that neurotics avoided

; T
mutual contradiction *

Von Neumann and Dirac wrote senmnal hnqginn quantum theory [slates)
where “together these two books reassured physicists that there was no

mathematical contradiction | as we shall see mathematics s full of

A Wick, The Infismsose Bowndory, Birkhauser, Berlin, 1995, p 183

" Levy-Bruhl, Hew Natives Think. George Allen and Unwin, 1926 p 78

*§ such. “The Frgmentstion of Resson’ MIT Press Cambridge, Mass, 1993, p 14
“iwdpls

" § Freud, The Ego and the Id, O Adenapyoholiny, Penguin, 1984, p 191



contradiction and paradox] i thewr new fundamental theory [quantum

m«::r:f‘r.n‘u'u:s].":rl

“Van Neumann's proof was quoted by physicists and philosophers for thinty
vears, Part of the difficulty in discovering the error was that the thearem
was correct ... The problem lay not in the proof but i von Neumann's
interpretation of the theorem. An ex-student of the mathematician Emily
Noether who had switched from mathematics to philosophy first noticed the
circular form of von Neumann’s reasomng. Grete Herman's analysis might
have exploded Von Neumann's clum to have abohished determimsm mn
1835 but unfortunately she published in an obscure journal When Dawvid
Bohm constructed |another slate] in 1952 exactly the kind of explanation of
atoms — classical and determimistic - that von Neumann thought he had
ruled out, the game was should have been over. But somehow it was not.
The end came, or should have come, in 1965, when John Bell found a
classical model [slate] of the electron’s spin so simple it brought the error

. . sl
into plain view ™

* A& Wick, The Infamony Boundary, Birkhauser, Berlin, 1995, p 57
 jind, p.60.



Bohm created another slate which expliains quantum expenmental results
a hidden vanable deterministic interpretation [naive realism] If
model [slate] is rue “... then the only remaining possibility for
hidden vanables i1s that they are be nonlocal But as we shall see

nonlocallity is a heavy price to pay for a return 1o determimistic physics ™

“Bohm has clarmed he was downg nothing more than demonstrating. by a
counter example, the fulsity of von Neumann's theorem on the impossibiliny
of hidden vaniables. Here, the same results as standard indetermimistac
quantum mechanics are obtained in a deterministic - looking theory akin 10
classical Newtoman mechanics. But if the results are the same, how can any
meaningful difference between the two approaches exist ™ *' In other words

two contradictory models or slates explain the data exactly

* It has come to be recognized very slowly that the success [of quantum
theory - slate] was not to be regarded as a demonstration of the vahdity of
the attempits that have been made to put words [models - slates] behind the
mathematics, to provide what 1s called an ontological mterpretation. Several

interpretations [slates] are equally capable of yelding the same empirical

"V Stenger, The [ ncomecaos (huomstion, Prometheus Books, 1993, p 110
"W Samger, The [ scomcom (hvantum, Prometheus Books, 1995, p 109
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results. Since none provides its own unique predictions, this can only mean
that all the interpretations [slates] of quantum mechanics are equivalent at

least until someone shows us how to improve on, or falsify the others. ™

Some of these models, interpretation slates to explain the experimental
results are™ the Copenhagen, the world 1s created in the act of observation,
the world is an undivided wholeness, the many world interpretation,
quantum logic, neo-realism, consciousness creates reshty, the duplex
universe. | have shown that the Copenhagen interpretation collapses mto
paradox and contradiction; it 1s argued all these slates will collapse into
paradox and contradiction — a nice thesis for a Ph.D. bright spark to make a

name for him/her self

To start the ball rolling there 15 a paradox embedded in the “consciousness
creates realty slate™ Von Neumann s an ecarly exponent of the
“consciousness creates realty slate™ but his friend Wigner pointed oul a
paradox with it. “Suppose a fmiend read the dials on the apparatus, then ask
him about the result Since vour friend i1s another matenial sysiem, the
hegemony of quantum mechanics over everything requires that his brain

"W Sienger, The | moumsciiny Cuantum, Promethens Books,, 1995, p 10
"N Merbert, Quanoums Realiy, Rider, 1985, pp 240-246.




state, now correlated with the apparatus, which 15 correlated wah
particle’s state, also be represented n the gigantic Hilbert space of the
system. Therefore your fnend’s brain state 1s a superposition of
like Schrodinger’s cat before we open the box Since one cannot
that one's own mental state can be so unsettled, i follows that the
cannot be really conscious. There for there is no one truly conscious

than vou, or me, or perhaps E. Wigner "

Bohm notes that the roots of classical theory 15 bwlt on “the hypothesis tha

reality 1s butlt upon a mathematical plan **

Now mathematics [slates] and quantum mechanics [slates] are some degree
incompatible. The postulates of calculus [slate] 1e the continuum  which
quantum mechamcs [slatejuses 1s contradictory to the postulates of quantum
mechanics 1¢, discontmuous quantum As bunch notes: since the
mathematical way of looking at the world generates contradictory results
from that of science.™® such as the mathematical notion of the continuum,

and quantum mechanical concept of quanta. Since the mathematical way of

M A Wick, e Infismous Bowndary, Birkhauser, Berlin, 1995, pp. 145140,
"y Stenger, The nconvitous (hantin, Prometheos Books, 1995, p 88



looking at the world generates contradictory results from that of science,”
such as the mathematical notion of the continuum, and guantum mechanical
concept of quanta. As Bunch notes *  the discovenes of quanium theory or
the special theory of relativity were all made through extensive use of
mathematics that was bwilt on the concept of the continuum.. that
mathematical way of looking at the world and the scientific way of looking

at the world produced contradictory results ™"

MATHEMATICS

Bohm notes that the roots of classical theory 15 built on “the hypothesis that
reality is built upon & mathematical plan ° But we will see that because
mathematics 15 paradoxical then if realty 1s bwh upon a mathematical plan

then it must be paradoxical as well.

The first cnses in mathemantics came with the Pythagoreans discovering
wrational numbers particularly root 2. The Pythagoreans regarded a number
w be what we call a natural number measurements that where not natural

mumbers they believed could be found as the ratio of two natural numbers

8. Bunch , \ethemance! Fallocies amd Paradoses Dover, 1982, pllo
“ind, p 110

* ind.. pp 209-10

v Swenger, The [ 'noorcious (wantion, Prometheus Books, 19938, p 85



be the ratio of With the discovery of root two their whole behefs fall
crisis. To avod the problem what they did was claim that irrational
are not 1n fact numbers 1¢. the formed another slate  In other words
defined the problem away- a procedure we shall see happens with
paradoxes in mathematics * Now mathematicians have again defined
such irratonal numbers are again numbers but this creates all kinds
problems*' 1 ¢. does an urational number exist [particularly on a line
the irrational number t never terminates] Similarly if we divide a number
zero we can end up in paradoxes if we do not define the problem away by

saying it 1s not possible to divide by zero.*

The second cnsis i mathematcs came with the discoverv/invention of
calculus. Newton worked with small increments going of 1o a zero limit
Berkeley showed that this lead to logical inconsistency Y The main problem
Bunch notes was “that a quantity was very close to zero, but not zero, duning
the first part of the operation then it became zero at the end ™ These

paradoxes where resolved by the nme old expediency of mathematics by

“ B, Bunch , \laibematical Follacies amd Paradarey Dover, 1982, pp 82-35

“ I, p B3

] i e %4

Y1, Gratren-Guinness. From the Calenduy fo vt theary 1630-1 910, Ducloworth, 1980, pp §8-89
B Bunch , Mathematical Fallaciey and Poradusey Dover, 1982, p, 192
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defining them away in the nineteenth century by Cauchy and Weierstrass *
Up until then calculus was used pragmatically such that “mstead of having
demonstrations  justify  results, results were wused to  justify
demonstrations.™® Now it must be pointed out that a paradoxical theory of
calculus gave the same results as the reformulated non-paradoxical model of
Cauchy and Weierstrass; sort of similar to the two contradictory models in
quantum mechanics mentioned above where cach gives the correct
prediction Thus Newtonian or classical mechamcs [slate], up until the
redefimtion of calculus in the nincteenth century, was built upon a
paradoxical model [slate] which generated contradictions m the

mathematical model.

The third crisis in mathematics came with the discovery of paradoxes like
the Burali-Forti paradox m set theory This particular paradox was so bad
that the whole theory was thought to have to be abandoned.*’ Now how did
axiomatic set theory resolve the paradoxes? What it did was in fact define

them away and “reconstruct set theory on an axiomatic basis sufficiently

* ibid., p 192
1 Gratten-Guimness, ['rom the Calenduy o vet thesry 163011910, Duckworth, 1980, p 29
“ B, Bunch . Mathematicol Fallaciey amd Paradores Dover, 1982 p 130



-
restrictive 1o exclude the known antinomies.”"™ But as Eves and

note “such a procedure hus been criticized as merely avoiding the

. Moreover this procedure cammies no guarantee that other
paradoxes will not crop up in the future " But the axiom svstem
axiomatic set theory comtains an axiom such that a paradox called I
Skolem paradox occurs . “It appears to be such a direct contradiction
Skolem once even suggested that it led hum to conclude that axomate

theory ought to be abandoned ™™

Another procedure  [slate]was advocated by Poincare  where
impredicative definmions where outlawed — thus once again Iﬁﬁ' where
defined away. But the problem of outlawing impredicative definitions was
that a lot of useful mathematics would have to be abandoned “ ruling ow
impredicative  defimtions  would elmmate the contradictions from
mathematics, but the cost was too great **! Also as Russell pointed out the
notton of impredicative definitions was paradoxical as the property applies

o itsell * 1s the property of being impredicative itsell impredicative or not?

“H Eves, C Newsom. [he Introducton fu the Foundotivns and Fundamental Concepty of Vathemancs,
Healt, Rinehor and Wilson, 1965, p 254

" ibid, p 294

"8 Bunch  Alosheseticul Fallacier amd Parodones Dover, 1982 p 167

"B, Bunch , Marhumoticel Fallecies and Porodenes Dover, 1982, p 134
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(this s another anslog,of Grelling’s parsdox)™ Russell tried o solve the
paradoxes by his theory of types [slate] Russell and Whitehead explained
the logical antmonues as beng due 1o a vicious circle thew theory of types
was meant to irradiate these vicious circles by making them by definition not
allowed” [but Godel says he disagrees with Russell and uses them mn his
le his G statement
nNgaMRIBTENESproof]. . But the theory of types cannot over come the
syntactical paradoxes 1e lar paradox™ Also this procedure created
unending problems such that Russell had to introduce his axiom of
reducibility [slate] ** But even though the axiom with the theory of types
created results that don’t fall into any of the know paradoxes 1t leaves doubt
that other paradoxes want crop up. But this axiom 15 so artificial and create a
whol¢ nest of other problems for mathematics that Russell eventually
abandoned 1.7 Godel uses this axiom i his DEEMEHEIENES proof ™ “Thus

these attempts to solve the paradoxes all tumed oul 0 volve either

paradoxical notions them selves or 10 artificial that most mathematicians

“ id, p 134

" E Carruccio, \iathematiey ond Logic m sty and in Contemparary Thusgin, Faber & Faber, 1964,
¥44-155

EH. Godel, “On Formally Undecidable Propositions of Pincipia Mathenustica and Related Systema™, in

Ihe U ndecrable ed M. Dawvis, Raven Press, 1965, p63

L " E Camuccio, Adathemuncy angd Logse in History amd i Contemporary Thosgght, Faber & Faber. 1964,

has
ll.m,lmd}-dﬂnnﬂnd!'muﬁun Dover, 1982, p. 133
" ind, p 135
* K. Godel, “On Formally Undecidable Propositions of Pincipa Mathemat:ca and Related Systems”, i
Thw | meciable od M. Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p 5.
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rejected them "™ Also attempts in mtuitomst mathematics had the effect
the antinomies are eliminated, since they onginate in non-constructive
concepts, and at a high price, for many fundamental theorems of classical
mathematics are no longer valid for intuitionist mathematicians ™ We can
say paradoxically that it 15 by having a paradowical [meaninglessness|
mathematics that mathematics is meaningful, if we get nd of the paradoxes

mathematics then becomes meaminglulless

Wick noted that other disciplines would not accept paradox and
contradiction and he believes that mathematics 15 a sure path to truth as he
states “von Neumann submitted to the discipline of the axiomatic method.
and 1t is the surest route to truth the human race has vet devised ™' But it
turns out that this paragon of rationality and surety of truth is it self full of
paradoxes and contradictions. Thus it could be said that mathematics is built
on sand In which case science-which uses mathematics - is itself built on
sand - a science full of nevitable paradoxes built on a discipline full of

inevitable paradoxes

™ B, Bunch , Mathematical Fallacles and Parodcoes Dover, 1982, pp 135116

"B Carruccta, Mathesmatics ang Lewgic inn Hixteory amad o Contimparary Thaught, Faber & Faber, 1964,
350,

I'l" A Wick, The /nfomaus Bowndary, Birkhauser, Berlin, 1993, p 60
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In regard to the axiom method von Neumann used as a sure path to truth
Nagel & Newmann notes * we repeat that the sole question confronting the
pure mathematician ( as distinct from the scwentist who employs
mathematics 1n investigating a special subject) 1s not whether the postulates
he assumes or the conclusions he deduces from them are true, but whether
the alleged conclusions are in fact the necessary logical consequences of the

imual assumptions e

Russell said * pure mathematics 15 the subject m which we do not know
what we are talking about, or whether what we are talking about is true "

The abstractness of mathematics raised the question * whether a given set of
postulates serving as the foundation of a system 15 imernally consistent, so
that no mutually contradictory theorems can be deduced ™

Or could contradictory theorems be deduced from the axioms

Some attempts to prove the axioms of Reimann geometry where based upon
the premises that Euclidean geometry was consistent ™

'EWI‘.J Newanan, (radel, Routledge & Kgan Paul, 1978, p. 12
“d=d pll
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Hilbert tnied to show the consistency of Euchdean axioms by using
algebraic truths™ “ Hilbert's arguments for the consistency of his geometnc
postulates shows that 1f algebra 1s consistent, so 1s his geometric system The

proof 1s clearly relative to the assumed consistency of another system and 1s

not an “absolute™ proof. ™"’

Hilbert * sought to construct “absolute™ prools, by which the consistency of

systems could be established without assuming the consistency of some

other system ™

“what Russell (and before him the German mathematician Gottlob Frege )
sought to show was that all arithmetical notions can be defined in purely
logical 1deas and that all that the axioms of arithmetic can be deduced from

a smill number of basic propositions certifiable as purely logical truths,”™

This thus reduces the consistency of axioms to the consistency of formal

logic itself. * The question whether the axioms are consistent 1s equivalent Lo

“itid p 14
 bid., p 18
" jnd.. p 20,
“ibid, p 21



in

the question whether the fundamental axioms of logic are consistent.”™™
|SEE appendix for an argument that the axioms of logic are not consistent as
logic undermines s own vahdity such that logic cannot be an epistemic

condition of truth because it collapse into paradox)

" the Frege-Russell thesis that mathematics 15 only a chapter of logic has for
various reasons of detail not won universal acceptance from mathematicians.
More over as we have noted the antinomies of the Cantorian theory of
ransfinite numbers can be duplicated within logic sself, unless special
precautions are taken to prevemt this out come. But are the measures
developed in the Principia Mathematica to ouiflank the antinomies adequate
to exclude all forms of self-contradictory constructions? This cannot be
asserted as o matter of course. Therefore the Frege-Russell reduction of

anthmetic o logic does not provide a final answer to the consistency

| I I-v.‘ﬂ

“itnd, p.20,
“ihid, p 42,
Vi, p 42,
Tind, ppA3-44



Using Russell and Whithead's system in the Principia Mathematica and the
W Godel showed that “ it 15 impossible 10
give a meta-mathematcal proof of the consistency of a  svstem
comprehensive enough to contain the whole of arithmetic - unless the proof
iself employs rules of inference in certain essential respects different from
the Transformation Rules used in deriving theorems within the system
Godel's arguments makes it unlikely that a finitistic proof of the
consistency arithmetic can be given " Godel's proof does not eliminate the
possibility of strictly finitistic proofs that cannot be represented within
arithmetic. But no one today appears to have a clear idea what a finitistic
proof would be like that 15 not capable of formulation within anithmenic =™
But here 15 & contradiction. Godel must prove that a system cannot  be
proven to be consistent based upon the premise that the logic he uses must
be consistent. If the logic he uses 1s not consistent then he cannot make g
proof that is consistent. 50 he must assume that his logic is consistent so he
can make a proof of the impossibility of proving a svstem to be

consistent. But 1f hus proof 15 true then he has proved that the logic he uses

K. Godel, “On Formally Lndecidable Propositicns of Pmcipia Mathematica and Related Svstems™, i
The {'ndecrable od M Dayis, Raven Press, 1963, p 5,

E Nagel & J Newman, Codel, Rootledige & Ky Paul, 1978, p 93

“id, p o8
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to make the proof must be consistent, but his proof proves that this cannot be

done.

Also the proof of - the impossibility 10 give a meta-mathematcal proof of the
consistency of a system is only an interpretation of what Godel proved m
order to avond the real thing Godel proved and that was that based upon the
axioms and principles he used then these axioms and pninciple end up in
paradox What Godel really proved-which philosophers and mathematician
have tned to avoid by creating the impossimhity proof - was the lar
paradox, which meant the system he used was self contradictory. As Bunch

points out what Godel really proved was IN HIS FIRST INCOMPLETENES

PROOF
~P(x.y) & Qigy)

“in other words ~P(x,y) & Q{gy) 15 a mathematical version of the Liar It
15 a statement X that says “X 15 not provable” . Therefore, if X 1s
provable, 1t is not provable, a contradiction If on the other hand X 1s not
provable, then its situation is more complicated. If X says it 1s not provable
and 1t really 15 not provable then X 15 true but not provable. RATHER
THAN ACCEPT A SELF-CONTRADICTORY STATEMENT (my

emphasize), mathematicians settle for the second choice . That 1s, there are
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true statemenis c.g ~P(xy) & (XL v} wn this axiomatic system that cannot

be proved i

Simmilarly Nagel and Newman note “ Godel also showed that G 1s
demonstrable if, and only if #s formal negation ~ G 15 demonstrable .
However if a formula and its own negation are both formally demonstrable,

the mathematical calculus 15 not consistent [here 1s the cop out] accordimgly

if the calculus 1s consistent, neither G nor =G 15 formally denivable from the

S —

proot—wenldloekttke 1 anonZermelotan—mathemsaties T There for [cop
out) 1f anthmetic i1s consistent, G is a formally undecidable formula Godel

then proved (111) that, though G 15 not formally demonstrable, it
Note G is impredicative thus
nevertheless 1s a true mathematical !ﬂﬂr@gﬁe‘.mﬂéte according to

Russell and banned by axiom of
reducibility-which Godel uses

Also the strength of Godels arguments are only as good as the axioms and
principles he uses or assumes in his proof 1e those of the Principia
Mathematica. Since 1t 158 well known there are a number of axiomatic

systems and principles here 15 Ph.D. [slate]for some bright spark to

B, Bunch , Mathematical Fallacies pad Parudorey Doves, 1982, p |51
Y E Magel & ] Newman, (el Routledge & Kgan Paul, 1978, pp 85-36
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mvestigate the validity, or invalidity of Godel’'s axioms and principles -
similarly to Emily Noether’s and Grete Herman's analysis of von Neumanns
proofs. Perhaps this Ph D student might achweve fame by doing what these
scholars did namely break the orthodox hero worship or authority of a
mathematical 1ol which has influenced mathematics, like Neumann's 1deas

influenced science, unchallenged for 73 years

Godel MEM'Sh¢ axiom of choice in his wopwewitsesproof ' But ever since
s use by Zermelo there have been problems with this axsom = Cohen
proved that he axiom of choice is independent of the other axioms of set
theory. As a result you can have Zermelown mathematics that accept the
axiom of choice or vanous non-Zermeloian mathematics that reject it in one
way or another ... Cohen also proved that there 1s a Cantorian mathemalics
in which the continuum hypothesis is true and a non-Cantonan mathematics
in which it 1s denied. ™ If the axiom of choice 15 kept then we get the Branch-
Tarski and HausdorfT paradoxes. Now “mathematicians who have thought
about it have decided that the Branch-Traski 1s one of the paradoxes that

“you just live with ™™ As Bunch notes “rejection of the axiom ol chowce

7 k. Godel, "On Formally Undecidable Propositions of Principas Mathematica and Relsed Systems™, w
The [mdeeroide ed M. Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p§
'_:l_ Bunch , Mahematical Falloctes and Varadowe Dover, 1982, p 169,

ind, p 180
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means rejection of important parts of “classical™ mathematics and set theory
Acceptance of the axiom of choice however has some pecubar implications

of its own | i ¢ Branch-Tarski and Hausdorff paradoxes] "

Bunch summaries the findings when he states
“None of them |[paradoxes] has been resolved by thinking the
way mathematicians thought untl the end of the mineteenth
century. To get around them requires some reformulation of
mathematics  Most reformulation except for axiomatic set
theory, results in the loss of mathematical wdeas and results that
have proven to be extremely useful Axiomatic set theory
exphicitly eliminates the known paradoxes, but cannot be shown
to be consistent. Therefore, other paradoxes can occur at any

time [the Skolem paradox] ™'

Now how did axiomatic set theory resolve the paradoxes” What 1t did was
in fact define them away and “reconstruct set theorv on an axiomatic basis

sufficiently restrictive to exclude the known antinomies.™ But as Eves and

“ ibd., pp 169170
"' B. Bunch , Mathematical Fallacles and Paraderes Dover, 1982, _ p 139
“H Eves. C. Newsom. The Introduction to the Fimfotioey and Fundamental Convepts of \ fathematics,

Holt, Rinehart and Wilson, 1964, p 298
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Newson nole ~ such a procedure has been crniicized as merely avoiding the
paradoxes . Moreover this procedure carmes no guaraniee that other kinds
of paradoxes will not crop up in the future ™ But the axiom system of
axiomatic set theory contamns an axiom such that a paradox call the Skolem
paradox oceurs . "It appears o be such a direct contradiction that Skolem
once even suggested that 1t led him to conclude thal axiomatic set theory

ought to be abandoned. ™

One further example of paradox m mathematics undermiming the a whole
area and of direct relevance to quantum mechanics = Quantum theory 1s a
theory of probability 1e. the probability of solutions o Schrodinger's
equation, But the whole foundation of probability is undermined by the The
Petersburg paradox, discovered by Nicolaus Bernoulh, d'Alembert said of 1t
that it " felt that something had to be wrong with probability theory for such
a paradox o have occurred.™ The result being even though it undermines
probability theory = probabilists accept the Petersburg paradox as an
unexpected, perhaps unpleasant, real outcome of probability theory. ™

*ibid, p. 208
"8, Bunch , Mathematical Fullacies and Paradecey Dover, 1982 p, 167
"B, Bunch , Mathematicwl Fallsies amd Paradovey Dover, 1982, pos

®iud_p o)
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With all these paradoxes and inconsistencies Bunch notes  that
“disagreements about how to ehminate contradictions where replaced by
discussions of how 1o live with the contradictions in mathematics ™ It 1s
interesting to note that the anthropologist Levy-Bruhl argued that primitive
peoples where pre-logical 1 e. had a mentality that * .. does not bind itself
down . to avoiding contrudictions.™ The dominant philosophical
paradigm 15 that there 1s only one proper way to reason and that s rational
e Arstotelian®  Dawvidson and Dennett argue that rationality is a
prerequisite for thinking. * And Freud said that neurotics lvﬂrﬂedl?utml
contradiction.”’ In summary we that each new model, interpretation slate
ends up with paradox and contradiction which then induces someone else to
solve them, but in doing so create another slate with absurdities then along
comes some ¢lse ad mhinitum adding to the spiral-wise accumulation of
slates with the inevitable absurdities We saw how mathematics tries 1o get
nd of a contradiction or paradox by defining it away as in the Pythagorean s
defining the wratonal numbers as nol bemng number. The subsequent
reintroducing irrational numbers back to ther number status by modern

mathematicians with a nest of subsequent problems. Also we saw how the

* B, Bunch , \Mothematical Fallactes ami Paraderes Dover, 1982, p 140
* Levy-Brubil, Hew Natives Think. George Allen and Unwm, 1526 p 7R

"'§ Sich. “The Frngmentation of Reasoa’ MIT Press Combridie, Mass, 1993 p 14,
Hind, p 18
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contradictions generated by the early calculus was solved by defimng it
away in the mineteen century. In mathematics we saw Russell abandon the
axiom of reducibility because 1t led to problems only to see Godel use it
We saw that the axiom of choice generates such paradoxes as the Branch-
Tarski and HausdorfT paradoxes only agan to see Godel REFHRWe see
Russell disallowing circular self referential statements only to see Godel use
IE HIS G STATEMEN
them We saw that axiomatic un-reformulated end up with paradoxes we
also saw that axijomatic set theory as reformulated [another slate]n irradiated
the known paradoxes only 10 end up with a paradox 1 e the Skolem paradox
which 1ts discover felt meant that axiomatic set theory had to be abandoned
We saw that getting rid of impredicative defimtions wradiated the known
paradoxes but only to see that it end up with Grellings paradox. We saw
Russell introduce his theory of types [Slate] but because this created
problems he had to introduce his axiom of reduciblity [state] but as this was

proot
ni good he abandoned 11 We saw Godel prove his IMGOMBILET pNBE only

and
to see that he used Russell’s abandoned axiom of reducibwhity sReEREF axiom
of choice - that leads to the Branch-Tarskr and Hausdorfl paradoxes - we
are left wonder what Godel's proof would look like in a non-Zermeloian

mathematics. We also saw that what Godel really proved was that the

*§ Frend, The Ego and the Id. O Metopwychaology, Penguin, 1984, p 191
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systems he deals with are selfcontradictory, but because mathematician
don’t like contradiction they opled for the watered down impossibility proof
Also we saw that if the mpossibibity proof is true then ©t ends m
contradiction or paradox as well. We saw that even though probability
theory 1s undermined by the Petersburg paradox mathematician accepis its
truth but just ignore it Now as quantum theory is probabilistic this paradox
would seem to place it with a major problem. Since probability theory 1s
paradoxical it would seem to say that any discipline that used it would end
up with paradoxes, or at least have it mathematical credentials made mvahd
and any following so called truth claim based on probability. We saw with
quantum mechamics that it depicts nature as being contradictory i e the dual
particle-wave nature of the electron  We saw that its postulated wave
collapse means that it must collapse faster than the speed of light thus
contradicting relativity. Its explanation of the double-slit experiment leads to
contradictions in the explanation. We saw that another model slate that can
explain the experimental data i.e. consciousness creates reality also collapses
nto paradox. We saw that a determimistic casual theory by Bohm, though in
contradiction to the non-casual Copenhagen school, can explain the data

But this model also has non-local faster than light action - contradicting



relativity. We also saw that though both models are in contradiction to each

other they both explain the data

Thus over all we can see that mathematics and science collapse into paradox
or absurdities - meamnglessness This makes these paradigms m effect
meamngiess. Every attempt to destroy the paradoxes ends in more
paradoxes. Models used to explain experimental data are embedded with
paradox.  With the fact of mathematics and science collapsing into the
ingvitable absurdities and meaminglessness  then mathematicians  and
scientists don’t know what they are talking about or whether what they talk
about 15 true - thus a lot of men and women have spent a lot of wasted effon
and time thinking;, and will continue to do so, blind to fact that their efforts
can only generate more absurdities, or meamnglessness which they cannot
escape from Jusl because mathematicians and scientists can send men to
the moon or predict the number on a dial, don’t let this fool you that they
know why or how because they don’t. All their models explanations
interpretations 1.¢ slates collapse into meamnglessness and as such they
don't know what they are talking about. Due 1o humans' inevitable
generation of, and imprisonment in, absurdities reality will always remam; a
mystery completely unknowable conceptually by the human mind. If the
paragons of rationahty mathematics and science collapse into absurdibes
how absurd then are the soft sciences and humamties. Here s a project for a
bright spark to discover the inevitable absurdities in the soft sciences and
humanities which make them meaningless like mathematics and science

This essay 1s thus one more case study to substantiate the thesis that all

products of human thought collapse into absurdity or meaminglessness
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There is no way the human mind can escape from this prison of paradox
gencration so long as logic and language are used . As Bohr said above “the
very words physicists use to describe reality constrain their knowledge of it
and scientists in every field will one day encounter this barrier 1o human
understanding."**“Over all we can say in conclusion that mathematics and
science are examples of humans inevitable curse to always produce myth

via its mythical thought

“ the purpose of myth [mathematics and science etc] is to provide a logical
mode! capable of over-coming a contradiction ( an impossible achievement
if, as it happen, the contradiction is real) a theoretically infinite number of
slates [interpretations] will be generated, each one slightly different from the
others,. Thus myth [mathematics and science] grows spiral-wise until the
intellectual impulse which produced it is exhausted "™ “mythical
[mathematical and scientific etc) thought for its part is imprisoned in events
and experiences which it never tires of ordering and re-ordering in its search

to find a meaning.” ™

The paradox of reason is that reason invalidates reason

All views collapse into meaninglessness but for those who meaninglessness
is i view there is no hope

Believing in meaninglessness is tuming away from meaninglessness

To seek reality all that is needed is the ending of views

With meaninglessness views disappear with views meaninglessness appears

“ A Wick, The bnfomons Bowndary, Birkhauser, Berfin, 1395 p.39
' C. Levi-Straus, “The Structural Stady of Myth™, in Siructura? Amthropofogy. Penguin. 1963, p.229
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APPENDIX

Anstotle in The Metaphysics, makes a distinetion between ‘Being’ and
‘being’. ‘Being' 1s existence and according to Anstotle, metaphysics studies
all the species of ‘Being’** On the other hand *being’ is a specific species of
‘Bemng’ o According to Aristotle ‘heing’ are substances (essences) and are
what are studied by the particular sciences.”’ Philosophy and science have
as many divisions as there are ‘bemng’ e substances (essences) ™ The
principle of the law of non-contradiction 15, according to Anstotle the
principle of ‘being’ and is the most certain of principles ™ The principle of
identity 1s a principle of ‘being’ by which the law of contradiction 1s

Pl'ﬂ'-‘ﬂ] sy

Dean, in The Nature of philosophy, sought to undermine the vahdity of any
inference by arguing that logic by its own standards is not and cannot be an

epistemic condition for truth. Dean argued that when logic becomes seli-

"€ LeviSrauss, The Savage Mind, The University of Clucago Press, 1966, p 22

» Arnistotle, drivudle [l Alatapisases Boods [-1X, Tooan, H Tredewsch  Herverd Unsversry Press. 1947
. IV 1,2

“ibd V. IL G

“imd, 1V, 1,3

“ibad, IV, L, 10
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reflexive 1.e. when it analyses itself in terms of its own standards ends up in
self contradiction. Logic ends wn paradox as it negates the very thing it
requires to make the negation and that it requires for s existence, namely
an essence belonging to an object. Dean maintained that logic requires an
object which must have fixed immutable properties, namely an essence It
is argued that if an essence cannot be found then the object cannot be
identified and thus does not exist. Dean argues logic infact denies this
essence and thus denies the object that logic needs for s existence.
Consequently Dean argues that “Logic’s negation of the object of logic in
fact undermines logie’s own value as an epistenmic condition. This
undermimng is due to logic violating it's own law of non-comtradiction By
the law of non-contradiction something cannot be A and not A
stimultaneously 1f 1t is then by the law of contradiction it cannot be a truth
claim Logic.. requires an essence, say A, for its applications but logic
negates this essence re. not A, the very thing it requires to make the
negation, thus a paradox... Thus logic makes itself untenable as an epistemic

condition of truth ="

“ibid 1V, Iv. 2L
ibid, 1V Iv. 26
"I C Dean & D5 Ovenden The Natwe of Philasopiy:, Gamshucher Press. 1990



Adomo in his “‘Negative Dialectic’ armives at the critique of the identity of
the object. Negative Dialectics seeks to undermine the ontology of the
object by pointng out 1ts lack of an dentity  Habermas in lus overview of
Adomo writes “idenufy thinking turned against itself becomes pressed into
continual self-demial and allows the wounds 1t mflicts on uself and s
objects o be seen . Adomno practices determinate negalion unremitiingly mn
the categorical network of Hegelian logic - as a fetishism of demystification”
(Habermas, 1995, p.186). But Adorno i1s locked within the inevitable
paradoxes generated by conceptual thinking and logic itself = As Habermas
points out “the totalising self-crinque of reason gets caught within a
performative contradichion " (ilnd, p.183) Adorno uses the metaphysics of
presence | ontological identny] contained within language and the principle
of logic 1o negate this metaphysical presence by demonstrating that i1ts 15 a
myth. Thus Adorno turns logic upon utself in demonstrating the myth of
identity he demonsirates the myth of the very tools he uses to deconstruct the

myth of Wdentity.

PR lx-ann
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