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Preface

AAb in the woman in the man the unity of
things previously believed to be different the
unity of opposites into a singulavity the
coniupctio e oh the oneness of things
believed previously to be diffevent.
Aevaclitus:

7 he voad up and the voad down ave the

same thing. (Aippolytus, Pefutations
9.10.3)

Oh for those insights of Zantric Sinduism
JRuddhism, Cerman mysticism, /aoism,

=>en and Sufism,

“7he law of ( Non-conteadiction a fiction a

phantasm falsely applied to the universe
being a coivcideptin oppositovum 7he law
of (/V'on-contradiction a fiction a fiction
that keeps us all in a dveam ah but some
have luvid dreams


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Heraclitus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hippolytus_of_Rome
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tantra
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hinduism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Buddhism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/German_mysticism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Taoism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zen
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sufism

2o Like (Napoleon open 7 the
gates of the abysses and tangle
chonos

Some claim the most certain of
things be

1+1=2

Jlah

1 number + 1 number = 1 pumber

1 number 2 + 1 pumber 3 = 1 numbers
1 heap of salt +1 heap of salt= 1
heap of salt

Aahon

open J the gates of the abysses and
tangle chaos

Avristotle’s Metaphysics claims about the law of non-

contradiction some claim to be the most certain of laws

i. ontological: "t is impossible that the same thing belong

and not belomg to the same thing at the same time and in
the same respect.” (I OOjb i 9~ZO)


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aristotle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metaphysics_%28Aristotle%29
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ontological

5

2. psychological: "No one can believe that the same thing
can (at the same time) be and not be. (1 OOﬁbZﬁJf?)m
3. logica!: T he most certain of all basic Principlcs is that

contradictory propositions are not true simultancouslg.”

(to11b13-14)

Jlah
Deans glass half full and half

empty simultaneously



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Psychological
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Law_of_noncontradiction#cite_note-21
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logical
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Proposition

6

in veality o contradiction can exist
and be true thus the most certain of
things the law of non-contradiction
by veality is shown not to be true

truth
blah its about ast sayeth _foucualt
who has the power to tell you what

teath is is the point” the valiclitg of
cxpericncc, .. the very existence of

external rea]itg” is what the powers
tell you

2+2=5 if the powers say so ast
didst say Orwell 1+1=2 ast sayeth
the powers

Jeut

1 number + 1 pumber = 1 pumber

1 number 2 + 1 number 3 = 1 numberj
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1 heap of salt +1 heap of salt= 1 heap of
salt

and ast sayeth the sophist truth is who
has the best atgument on the day

opinions be neither tvue nov false it bhe the
cleverest with words who wins the day
Aahon

7hose who advocate the meaninglessness
of the universe end in paradox as the
logic/language they use to show this has no
authovity as logic/language too ave part of
the meaninglessness

JRut then

7 he vationalists logic/language if an
epistemic condition of truth veduces theirs
and all views to meaninglessness open |/
the gates of the abysses and tangle chaos
open J the gates of the abysses and tangle
chaos
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|s all our | ife, then but a dream

Seen Faint!g in the go]clen g!eam
Athwart | ime's dark resistless stream? OZ‘St

sayeth _/,ewis Carvoll Aaha
open / the gates of the nbysses and

tangle chaos
J like Sherwood Anderson “‘am a
lover and have not found my thing to

love” wheve in the vroom of [/ no
gadgets aloud pink walls and shades
of yellow décovr all scented with
vanunculus honey-suckle hyacinth
convolvulus and lily of the valley no
musk to be sensed the salon of J
move full of ‘douceur de vivee  than
YNme Deffand or YVIme Geoffrin
ot YVme de Stael movre bor ton
than JRritish beau movde like Sume
didst state the salon of J move


http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001VtVfRfFuidm9y5i4zNgFJ5bq3lEmPSyj4zWKmSW9W4fvZns_8kEHVezbH-M792GcXi1EuIg1yHzI7j_f3FCilRsm3G-90m441CULs884gyUR2igmNEiy2bsTiLhJgO9cE-LQzuqRAEBj6c4V1uNV7HHy09udMbpQ0vWGJgRg0z34a72d2n_ZY8T5pqhiHWbcsdqCroqBINTgI1q_ii11BayeUn8utS8q&c=Cu3kU97ADpN3ltJM80PFOicDJtFJPYI4uAeP9I9xKZWpZnRJOrt90A==&ch=NFBV46-UQMl45on0k-sDIUzbfTRKjqeOCoy_mrKeoepPZle9kHsAUA==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001VC6gOEZWUzcLW6-jHWtdkTjqDZ1iSEIRYmmXFuVVIYpLYFz-o8r1x1Nl9e9n3TqSZajwzXnB48ax3vPzKbXfS1mpqKiWMDgsafe00RCzyuHzTT9Ah_8DRZRxoOJxt3qZoZg78OLx_jkM8Sz-xXHxkAF5E0czW4GmV97ZeS9CWkwQ8D9XB_CXPkMlBU3IUaKaTM8zQvvRxdga6F99m_YN-94WPpqNud58&c=2i1cYQLEzPbjQOHfP9V3-o_l0t6_73tgr1lXFJqm3PTM881bIqyOIw==&ch=id5Ey5_yZ0yPHzkhfxhXrqlxnpD60PbhaxsDIM_hulqo5qNFzW7ZHg==

9

‘art de vivee” than the Lnglish he
didst say

emevalds vubies sapphives and pearls
in bouquets of flowers in the
coiffuves au Globe avound the
necks sprinkled o’er drvesses of silk
with ‘a soupcon de vert” lined with a
‘soupir étoffe et brodée de | espérvance
“fans and vibbons gloves and muffs
fashioned out of silk wigs perfumed
by ‘houppe de soie” heads coveved in
butterflies swarms of cupids each
out did out do the landscape sported
in the hair of the Duchesse de
JJouzun 1in crystal bowls studded
with diamonds lay avound filled with
sovrhets fruit glacés and fresh
vasphervies jellies crveated with
expensive indigo 1in moulds dyed blue
and violet in moulds all avound didst
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survound all ‘odoriferous halls’
powders soaps and pellets breaths
smelling of vose water mouth
washes and pastes of ivis oh the
bor top one ecstasy of “the

perpetual satisfaction of endlessly
defevved desives” each discussing not
the Enlightenment thinkers “Yoltaire
ov Didevot ov the CLoyclopedistes ov
2ousseau but the vevolutionary
views of dean that destroys the
Enlightenment project in bis
“(YNathematics ends in
‘YNeaninglessness’y * 7he
Absuvdity of Deality X
“Contentless 7hought Case study in
the YNeaninglessness of all views "X
‘Godels (J/ncompletness 7heovem
ends in Absuvdity ov
YYeaninglessness Tand then “The



“7he absuvdity of
veality

(ease study in the

meaninglessness of all

views )

J_Y poet

colin leslie dean
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free verse poem

“7he absuvdity of veality-via

AAtvistotelian logic

All thinking via Aristotelian

logic leads to the absurdity, ov

the meaninglessness of all views
/his case study is meant to give
weight to the demonstration that all
conceptualisations, all products of
thinking collapse into absuvdity, ov
meaninglessness if Aristotelian
logic is an epistemic condition of

tvuth — which this thesis denies
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AAtvistotelian logic contradicts the
veal world. 7heve ave phenomenn in
the veal world which accovding to the
law of non-conteadiction can not be
theve-yet they ave ie the wave-particle
natuvre of light. Aeve 1is another
phenomenon which 1s there, does
exist and contvadicts the law of non-
contvadiction 7hese phenomena show
the limits of Avistotelian logic

With Yant's teanscendental
idealism, accovding to Aegel, we get

the idea that the contvadictions 1n the





5
world ave put there by the categories
of the ‘Zfndervstanding’. Jn other
words 1t 1s thought ov veason that
create the contradiction in the world not
the world itself. Aegel claimed instend
that the contvadictions had their seat 1n
the very natuve of the world
AAtvistotelian  logic would say no
contvadiction can be true yet reality
contvadicts that truth for (Jn veality o
contradiction can be true. /s this glass
half full ov is 1t half empty as the
Deans glass of the poet colin leslie

dean which no one has seen before he





6
points out this eans glass is 1ip
itself both half empty and half full
both simultaneously but that does
contvadict the law of non-contradiction
of Apristotelian logic which does say a
contradiction cant be true but the Dean

glass exists it is true





in veality o contradiction can exist
and be tvue thus Apristotelian logic
by veality is shown not to be true
this finding by colin leslie dean has a

number of consequences





1)

2)

Atistotelian  logic does not
mivror veality it infact cveates n
veality Atistotelian logics
veality is a veality that does not
corvespond to our rveality.
Arvistotelian  logic creates 0
pactticular ontology and veality
due to an inbuilt ontology in
Arvistotelian logic

Atistotelian logic infact creates
a rveality/ontology based on the
ontology of Aristotelian logic

namely the law of identity and
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the law of non-contrvadiction ie
in Arvistotelian logics veality
thete ove essences and no
contradictions leading to n
structure of dualisms —this
veality/ontology with dualisms
ond essences cveated by
AAtistotelion logic as DDeans
glass shows 1is not the veality
we live in -Just as
JYVewtonian physics is not the
physics of the universe just as

Cuclidean geometry is not the
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geometry of the  universe

AAtvistotelian logic is not the logic
of the universe - A LDilemma
physicists uses AAvistotelian
logic to  arvive at o
paradox/conteadiction which they
say exists but their very
AAvistotelian logic they use to get
that says the pavadox/contradiction
cant exist -as with Deans glass -
either a) they abide by the vules of
Aristotelian logic and say the
poavadox/contradiction cant exist

which would mean they arve wrong





1
ov have made a mistake in saying
pavadox/conteadiction exists ov b)
they say the pavadox/contradiction
does exist but then that makes
invalid the Aristotelian logic they
have used to get the result that the
pavadox/contradiction does exists
thus if their veasonings ave invalid
how can they logically know the
pavadox/conteadiction does exists
7he scientists accept their
parvadox/contradiction conclusion to
be true/exist which theiv

AAtvistotelian logic they use to
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acrive at that pavadox/conteadiction
conclusion says is not true/exist ie
in Schrodinger’'s cat it is both
dead and alive at the same time
now the Aristotelian logic they
use to get this
pavadox/conteadiction denies that
the pavadox/conteadiction can exist
Vet physicists say it does exist
thus we have the dilemma as abhove
7he way out of the dilemman is
just to see that Apristotelian logic
is not the logic of the universe-

which scientists assume 1t 1s





3)

13
without proving it is Jn other
words scientists use Aristotelion
logic because they assume it is the
logic of the universe but they don’t
prove Aristotelian logic is the
logic of the universe thus their
unproven belief that Aristotelian
logic is the logic of the universe is
just  faith  bhased-yet  some
scientists will criticize veligions
for being faith based

JE Avistotelian logic as it did
for the nibilists and

existentinlists leads you to see
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the  universe/veality ns
meaningless just drop
Arvistotelian  logic for as
Deans glass shows logic does
not mitror our universe/veality
for this logic has no epistemic
value in making claims about
our veality-which is diffevent to
the veality cveated by

Arvistotelian logic

4) Aristotelian logic is not an

epistemic condition of truth as -





5)

6)

7)

15

veality can show that logic is
wrong—as eans glass shows
if Arvistotelian  logic  says
something cant exist this does
not mean that it does not exist
—as eans glass shows
Science believes the universe is
logical ie Aristotelian logic
[without proofl- Deans glass
shows they ave wrong in
assuming this

PIhilosophers and  scientists

believe that if something ends in





8)

16

contvadiction ov 1s contradictory
then it cant be true- eans
glass shows they arve wrong in
assuming this

Deans  glass shows the
universe can he contradictory
“hus all those philosophical
and scientific avguments that
dismiss systems that end 1n
contradiction as not heing true
become untenable 77hus we have
then that all those systems

dismissed for heing 1D





9)

17

contvadiction may be in fact be
tvue nevertheless

7he fact of Deans glass
means that universe bhecomes a
much move interesting thing
wheve in terms of logic it can
be totally ov partially illogical
icvational made up of things etc
that in terms of Aristotelion

logic ave a contradiction

10)7he fact of Qeans glass

means that the 1rvational

illogical can be true
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11) 7he fact of Deans glass
means  that  science  and
pbhilosophy lose their vight to
tell us what the universe is —ns
in their systems the universe is
assumed to be logical 1e
Atistotelion logic wheve in fact
we see it can be illogical ending
in conteadiction

12) 7he fact of Deans glass
means we have to drvop the belief
philosophy and science ave the

only true adjudicators of what
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the universe is we have to dvop
the belief “In the universal

applicability of the scientific

method and approach, and the

view that empirical science

constitutes the most

"authoritative" worldview or the

most valuable part of human
learning—to the exclusion of

other viewpoints.” -As these
beliefs ave hased upon
Atistotelian logic and its laws
iec  that a contvadiction cant

exist since the universe 1s



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_method

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_method

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Empirical_science

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Worldview
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logical ie contvadiction free-but
QDeans glass shows these
beliefs ave wrong

13) Qeans glass shows we must
face the universe with no help
from logic- perhaps even to face
the universe by dvopping
Atistotelian logic and its laws-
which can contreadict veality

14)\\Jt makes one wonder what
Atvistotle would have done if
he was aware of Deans glass

when he was working it his law
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of non-contvadiction-as [Deans
glass proves his law of non-
contvadiction is not true-perhaps
pethaps  Yg/estern philosophy
and science would have gone in

othev divections

JVYow the veal interesting thing
about deans glass is why no one has
seen the contradiction-and
consequence hefove . 7his half/full
glass has heen avound for decades —

perhaps centuvies- with people
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asking “is it half full “ or “is it half
empty” (Now  PIrofessors  of
philosophy 73hd  student  post
doctoval the so called brightest minds
in the land etc not one of them has
seen what colin leslie dean has seen-
the deans glass- and the question is
why not? perhops some tentative
answers might be for the sociology

of knowledge social psychology etc

1) they ave all sheep just going along

with old patterns of thinking
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2) they don't veally have a
critical/analytic mind

3) they cant think simply and sece
simple solutions and  simple
consequences they ave just to much
of sophisticated thinkers that they
cant see veal simple problems ov
simple consequences

For those who want to see simple
contradictions-and theve
consequences that no one has seen

befove
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move to follow

fov those intevested in move works
pointing out the meaninglessness of
all products of human thinking then
vead the following

othet case studies in  the
meaninglessness of all view

7 he meaninglessness of mathematics

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/wp-

content/uploads/ YN AT AEYNA T JCS-pdf

he meaninglessness of all the

products of human thinking



http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/wp-content/uploads/MATHEMATICS.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/wp-content/uploads/MATHEMATICS.pdf
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http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co

m/books/philosophy/contentlessthoug

ht.pdf

the meaninglessness of science +

mathematics

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/phi

losophy/ Absurd _math_science4.pdf

Absurdity of logic

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co

m/books/philosophy/logiccentrismhoo

k.pdf

Absurdity of natuval selection




http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/contentlessthought.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/contentlessthought.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/contentlessthought.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/Absurd_math_science4.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/Absurd_math_science4.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/logiccentrismbook.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/logiccentrismbook.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/logiccentrismbook.pdf
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http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co

m/books/philosophy/, Natural selecti

on.pdf
Godels theovem ends in
meaninglessness

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co

m/books/philosophy/GCINDE L5 -pdf

Godels theovem ends in
meaninglessness

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co

m/books/philosophy/GCINDE L5 -pdf




http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/Natural_selection.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/Natural_selection.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/Natural_selection.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/GODEL5.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/GODEL5.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/GODEL5.pdf

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/books/philosophy/GODEL5.pdf



gama
File Attachment
logic.pdf


CASE STUDY IN THE MADHYAMIKA

DEMONSTRATIONS OF THE
MEANINGLESSNESS OF ALL VIEWS:

CONTENTLESS THOUGHT

BY
COLIN LESLIE DEAN





CASE STUDY IN THE MADHYAMIKA

DEMONSTRATIONS OF THE
MEANINGLESSNESS OF ALL VIEWS:

CONTENTLESS THOUGHT

BY
COLIN LESLIE DEAN

GAMAHUCHER PRESS: WEST GEELONG,
VICTORIA, AUSTRALIA.
2002





ACKNOWLEDGMENT

| would like to vehemently thank Mr. Ron Gilbert for his
invaluable supervision. If it where not for his cogent and
perspicacious comments, his continual support and
encouragement along with invaluable suggestions in regard
to content this thesis would lack any merit. Also | would
like to thank Associate Professor Russell Grigg for his
guidance and perspicacious comments in regard to the early
stages of the thesis. If this thesis lacks merit this cannot be
due to the supervision, which | congratulate for its detail,
but must solely be due to my own philosophical and
scholarly shortcomings. Also | would like to thank the
Deakin off campus library staff for their invaluable help in
allowing me to do the research. And not the least | would
like to thank Kim Waters and Ann Abrahmsen for their

proofreading of the thesis.





TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 11

PREFACE V1

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 1
THESIS 2
CONSEQUENCES FOR RESEARCH 3

PREAMBLE 4

THESIS FOCUS 9
METHOD 14
CHAPTER OUTLINE 15
ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTIONS 15

CHAPTER TWO:THE MEANINGLESSNESS OF ALL VIEWS

17

FRAMEWORK 18

PRASANGIKA MADHYAMIKA

BUDDHISM 20
ABSURDITY IN WESTERN

PHILOSOPHY 23

EPISTEMOLOGICAL NIHILISM 26





CHAPTER THREE:LOGIC-CENTRISM 29

LOGIC-CENTRISM 30

ONTOLOGY OF LOGIC 41

CHAPTER FOUR: CASE STUDY ‘THOUGHT’
A PRIORI OBJECTIONS TO A PRIORI
ARGUMENTS FOR THE LINGUISTIC OR
IMAGISTIC OR CONCEPTUAL OR
ANYTHING' ELSE BEING THE MEDIUM or
BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF ‘“THOUGHT”

54
THESIS 55
METHOD 56

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS FOR A NATURAL
LANGUAGE BEING THE MEDIUM OR
BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF "THOUGHT™:
INNER SPEECH 58

INNER SPEECH 59

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST






A PRIORI ARGUMENTS FOR A
NATURALLANGUAGE BEING THE
MEDIUM OR BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF
"THOUGHT”: FIELD 62

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS FOR LANGUAGE
OF THOUGHT BEING MEDIUM OR BASIS
OR ESSENCEOF "THOUGHT”: FODOR -
MENTALESE

70

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST
A PRIORI ARGUMENTS FOR IMAGES
BEING THE MEDIUM OR BASIS, OR
ESSENCE OF "THOUGHT”: IMAGISM

80
A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST
A PRIORI ARGUMENTS FOR CONCEPTS
BEING THE MEDIUM OR BASIS, OR
ESSENCE OF THOUGHT™:

86

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS THE IDEA THAT
THERE CANNOT BE ANYTHING AS THE
MEDIUM OR BASIS , OR ESSENCE OF
"THOUGHT™: 90

CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 98

ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTIONS 104
BIBLIOGRAPHY 106





Vi

PREFACE

To defeat the heirs of the enlightenment with their own weapon i.e. reason itself. To
reduce all philosophy all science all views to irrational meaningless babble using their
own epistemic conditions of truth. To confound the products of reason by reason itself.
To show that the rational in fact collapses into the irrational. By reason itself all products
of human reason reduce to intellectual chaos. To shatter the categories of thought, to rob
all views and ideas of any epistemic worth by using reason to show that they end in
stultification foolishness, or absurdity. Reason confounds reason and convicts reason by
it’s own standard to unintelligibility, babble, stultification, incoherence foolishness and
absurdity, or meaninglessness. Reasons critique of reason shows that there is no
consistency in any product of reason, no order , no coherence only chaos and absurdity,
or meaninglessness. The life-jacket, or anchor reason gives in the void of
meaninglessness is broken by reason itself. Into the void of nothing reason drops us. Cut
adrift in meaninglessness we are free to acquire other insights other realizations by
transcending reason. Meaning can be reduced to absurdity. Meaninglessness can be
reduced to absurdity but for those who hold meaninglessness as a view, or meaning there
IS no hope.





CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

All thinking via Aristotelian logic leads to the absurdity, or the

meaninglessness of all views and the contentlessness of thought

“an icy cold grips my soul. | am past the point of pain. It’s
like a death deeper than truth. I’m spinning in vast
darkness. It’s inside me. My conscious self shatters under

this dilating darkness” *

' G. Flaubert, 1980, p.212.





THESIS

This thesis is a case study, via an epistemological investigation into thought, based
on the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations that all our concepts, all
our categories, all our ideas, all theses, all antitheses, all philosophies, all
epistemologies, all ethics, all ontologies, and all metaphysics, in other words all
our views are meaningless. They all collapse into absurdity, or meaninglessness via
a dialectical reductio ad absurdum form of argumentation (see chapter two). This
absurdity, or meaninglessness is epistemological not metaphysical i.e. all
metaphysics is absurd, or meaningless epistemologically not necessarily
metaphysically. The focus, or limitation, of this thesis will be metaphysical in that
I will investigate ‘Being’ by giving an epistemological critique via Aristotelian
logic of a particular ontology, or species of ‘being’® (i.e. thought). This thesis
argues that any attempt to argue, as mental realists do, that thought has a medium,
or basis, or essence (i.e. language, or images, or concepts, or anything else)
collapses into absurdity, or meaninglessness. Absurdities (i.e. self-contradiction,
infinite regress, paradox, circularities and dilemmas) exist within a word, image,
concept, or anything else as a yet to be discovered statue exists within the block of
marble. What can be done for an essence of thought it is argued can be done for all
essentialist thinkings, or ontologies.

Because of this lack of essence this thesis argues thought is contentless. This case
study is meant to give weight to the Prasangika Madhayamika Buddhist
demonstration that all conceptualisations, all products of thinking collapse into

2 This distinction is based upon Aristotle’s The Metaphysics, 1V. “being” is the specific species of
“Being”. “Being on the other hand is existence and metaphysics studies all the species of “Being”.
“being” are substances (essences) and are, according to Aristotle, what are studied by the particular
sciences. Philosophy, science has as many divisions as there are “being” i.e. substances (essences).
The principle of the law of contradiction is, according to Aristotle the principle of “Being” and is
the most certain of principles. The principle of identity-a substance must have an essence-is a
principle of “being” by which the law of contradiction is proved ( Aristotle, 1947, 1V. 1v. 21, 1V.
1v. 26.).





absurdity, or meaninglessness if Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of truth
— which this thesis denies. Thus this thesis, as a case study in thought, is not a
thesis in skepticism, as this is just another view, but a full blown epistemological
nihilism which advocates the utter absurdity, or meaninglessness of all products of
human thinking — the utter incomprehension of ‘being’, of inner and outer reality.
This thesis even maintains that this epistemological nihilism can also be reduced to
absurdity; as all views are meaningless. Things may be possible, or impossible but
there is no way to distinguish between them. All views are negated—reduced to
absurdity-including this one. Meaning can be reduced to absurdity.
Meaninglessness can be reduced to absurdity. For those who hold meaninglessness

as view there is no hope.

CONSEQUENCES FOR RESEARCH

The consequences of this thesis for philosophy are numerous. Firstly this thesis
initiates a program of research via reductio ad absurdum argumentation that
debunks and invalidates essentialist programs of research in other traditions.
Secondly with the necessary truth that thought can not be constituted by any sui
generis medium basis, or essence, the phenomenological search via eidetic
reduction for the essence of thought is invalidated and untenable. Similarly some
characterisations of analytic philosophy are made untenable. Analytic philosophy,
in Dummett’s characterisation, gives priority to language over thought. In this
tradition by arguing that language is constitutively involved in thought this
guarantees that we can analyse philosophically thought by focusing on thoughts
mode of expression—because thoughts are formulated and constituted by language.
The necessary truth that thoughts are not and cannot be constituted by language (or
anything for that matter) means the analytical philosophical tradition of Dummett
becomes untenable. Thirdly, as a corollary, what equally becomes untenable is the
program of diminishing the ‘thinkable’ by diminishing the range of thought, as

instigated, in Orwell’s book Nineteen Eighty-Four, by Ingsoc, with its idea of





Newspeak®, (where it is assumed, like Dummett’s analytic philosophy, that “...
thought is dependant on words™). Fouthly, a language philosophy of the Sapir-
Whorf kind becomes untenable as well. It is a short step from analytical
philosophy arguments that thought is constituted by language to the claim that
since languages are distinct from each other then there must be distinct thought and
‘ratiocination’. In other words different language users think differently to each
other. Fifthly, if we accept on the contrary that Aristotelian logic is no epistemic
condition for truth then the whole of philosophy becomes untenable and
invalidated. Philosophical texts are tracts which in the main contain arguments for a
particular point of view based upon Aristotelian logic (see chapter four). If this
logic is not an epistemic condition of truth then the truths these texts discover have

in fact no epistemic worth.

PREAMBLE:

In this thesis I will apply the Prasangika Madhyamika methodology of the reductio
ad absurdum [prasanga] to the issue of the essential nature of thought. Traditionally
the Prasangika Madhyamika have applied this method to the mentalistic, or
analytic traditions of Abhidharma, or Cittamatra. | on the other hand examine the
essentalistic nature of thought in a number of representative Western philosophical
traditions and locate the whole within the context of critique of Aristotelian logic
and metaphysics and the essentialist assumptions which these entail. My
application of prasanga to different theories in the communicative and cognitive
paradigms is original as it shows via the case study how the reductio ad absurdum
can be extended to other philosophical issues.

Dummett in his book Truth and other Enigmas makes a distinction between
thinking and thought. Dummett notes that “the study of thought is to be sharply
distinguished from the study of the psychological processes of thinking.” In the

history of thinking and thought this distinction has not been generally made and

®G. Orwell, 1974, pp. 241-.242
*ibid., p.241.





both ideas have been collapsed together. As we shall see in chapter four Dummett
is wrong, as an understanding of thought cannot be had unless the process of

thinking is considered;. since a thought comes into the mind by thinking.

Finch claimed that almost every Western philosopher since Plato argued for the
existence of thoughts, ‘images’, ‘impressions’, ‘ideas’, ‘concepts’ and thinking®; or
in other words that ‘thought was made up of a ‘thing’. A central debate with regard
to the ‘thing’, or content of thought is in regard to whether this ‘thing’, or content
is the medium, or basis, or essence’ of thought or only the vehicle of expressing
thought. When a ‘thing’ is seen as being the medium, or basis, or essence of
thought then thought is regarded as being encoded in that ‘thing’. In other words
thought is regarded as being constituted by that ‘thing’. The ‘thing’ is the
foundation upon which thought is built. The ‘thing’ establishes thought and is its
constituent. It is the sui generis ground work the irreducible essence of thought.
Without the ‘thing’' there is no thought for thought and the ‘thing’ are the same i.e.
without the ‘thing’ there is no thought. In this regard the medium, or basis, or
essence is the essence of thought i.e. that without which it cannot be. When a
‘thing’ is seen as being the vehicle of thought then the ‘thing’ and thought are
separate and distinct; independent of each other. The ‘thing’ carries, or conveys the

thought, but is not the foundation sui generis upon which thought is built.2

> M. Dummett, 1978, p.458.

® H. L. Finch, 1995, p77

" In the literature on thought there is a sloppy use of terms like 'medium' and ‘vehicle'. There is a
semantic difference between 'medium' and 'basis' but in the literature on thought the term 'medium'’
is used in the sense of the foundation upon which thought rests-that which establishes it or
fundamentally constitutes it. In this regard the term 'medium'’ is being used like the term 'basis'. In
the literature the term 'medium’ is used in contrast to the term 'vehicle'. The term ‘vehicle' in the
literature refers to the carrier or conveyer of thought. In this regard 'vehicle' is being used in the
strict meaning of the term "medium’. To give some consistency in the use of terms | therefore use
the terms that are used in the literature but to convey the idea that 'medium’ in the literature is being
used like the term 'basis' and are interchangeable | use the expression medium or basis.

® To use a metaphor thought and language or an image or a concept or anything else are like wine
and a glass. The glass, i.e. language or an image or a concept or anything else is the carrier or
vehicle of the wine, but both are separate and distinct entities.





Socrates considered thinking to be the talk (logos) the soul has with itself.’
Similarly Plato in the Sophist considered thought to be inner speech™. Aristotle on
the other hand considered words to be symbols of thoughts™. Although Aristotle
claimed that thought must be in images, he nevertheless claimed that there must be
something prior to the image. This prior something was a concept, or belief.
According to Aristotle, though an image is required as an object (a thought of
thinking), this image (object) is only a manifestation of something prior. On this
point Sokolov notes "Aristotle makes it quite clear that an image (imagining the
particular) and a thought (common sensible) are not the same. He poses the
question ‘what are the attributes that distinguish primary concepts from images? Or
[let] these concepts be not images but [at any rate, they cannot manifest
themselves] without images." *? To account for this something prior to the image,
Sokolov notes that Aristotle had recourse to an incorporeal existent the "form of
forms™3. Frege similarly regards thoughts as immaterial. As he states “ thought, in
itself immaterial, clothes itself in the material garment of the sentence and thereby
becomes comprehensible to us. We say a sentence expresses a thought.”** Dummett
likewise believes language expresses a thought but where Frege believed thoughts
were prior to language Dummett believes the converse. Dummett argues, that
thoughts exit and that language is the medium of our thoughts®™. As he states “...
the philosophy of thought can be approached only through the philosophy of
language.”® For Dummett language is prior to thought.” Any attempt to explain
thought independently of its expression in language is according to Dummett
overturning the fundamental axiom of all analytical philosophy.'® Heidegger like

Frege believed that thought was prior to language in that Dasein had a pre-

®W. Kneale, & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.17.
ibid., p.18.

1 ibid., p.45.

12 A Sokolov, 1975, p. 13.

B ibid., p.13.

G. Frege, 1918, p. 20.

> M. Dummett, 1991, p.3, 103.

1 Ibid., p.3.

ibid., p.3.

% ibid., p.3-4.





conceptual comprehension of ‘being’.® But nevertheless he argued that modern

thought was the presencing of ‘being’ via its revealing concealment in language.”’
In other words ‘being’ was experienced in thought by language. According to
Heidegger ‘being’ via its revealing concealment in language has, since Plato and
Avistotle, been mistaken for ‘being’-an ontological thing. In this regard we can see
in Heidegger’s system that philosophers’ who argue that the essence of thought is
something (‘being’) such as language, images, concepts etc are ontologising

‘being’ into a an existent ‘thing’

In the philosophy of mind, in particular in regard to thought there are a number of
paradigms. There are the anti-realists?, like the latter Wittgenstein®* and Watson
and Skinner®®, who reject all talk of the existence of any ontological stuff of the
mental. There are the behaviorists’ like Ryle, who “... eschew reference to the
mental which is regarded as private, subjective, unobservable and above all non-
explanatory”.?* There are realists®®: Frege, the early Wittgensteinians, analytic
philosophy, Materialists and Mentalists who argue that thoughts and mental objects
exist. Frege argued that thoughts, though existing, were not mental objects but
abstractions belonging to a ‘third realm’.%* thoughts, according to Frege, clothed
themselves in language.”” The Wittgenstein of the Tractatus argued that though
thoughts were neither abstract nor mental objects they did exist®since they were

expressed in language.?® Similarly, like Frege, Wittgenstein argued thoughts were

T, Fay, 1977. p.52.

2 ibid., pp.52-53.

2L M. Dummett (1991, p.4) points out “Anti-realism in this case may take the form of behaviourism
according to which to ascribe to someone a belief or desire, or even to attribute to him a pain or
sensation, is simply to say something about the pattern of behaviour.”

2 H. L. Finch, 1995, pp. 73-84.

28 Anti-realists argue that behaviour can be talked about without reference to mental objects because
there are no such things as mental objects. (A. O’Hear, 1991, p.215)

2 A, O’Hear, 1991, p.214.

> M. Dummett (op. cit , p.5) points out “ for the realist, a person’s observable actions and behaviour
are evidence of his inner states—his beliefs, desires, purposes and feelings.”

%6 ], Preston, 1996, p.3.

T ibid., p.3.

%8 Hans-Johann, Glock, 1996, p.157.

], Preston, op. cit., p.5.





not identical with language but nevertheless they are not entities beyond
language.®® Philosophers in the analytic philosophical tradition, as Dummett
argues, maintain that thoughts exist and that language is the medium of our
thoughts.®* Materialists such as Wilkes®, Dennett®, Rorty**, Carruthers® and
Field® argue that the mental and the mind are identical and as such mental objects
have physical existence in the brain. D. Moran notes that analytic philosophy is
materialistic in its approach.®” Putnam’s functionalism®, like Ryle’s behaviorism,
brackets out talk of mental object, but nevertheless acknowledges their existence;
an existence independent of any neuro-physiological physical structures.
Mentalists®® such as Brentano, Husserl, Heidegger and Sartre saw mental object

existing, but in an immaterial form.*

Both Frege and Wittgenstein argue that there is something beneath linguistic
thought. For instance Wittgenstein argues that * language disguises thought. So
much so that from the outward form of the clothing it is impossible to infer the
thought beneath ...”*"'  Wittgenstein claimed that pre-linguistic thought was

nevertheless constituted by something; as he states:

“l don’t know what the constituents of a thought are but I
know that it must have such constituents which correspond

to the words of language. Again, the kind of relation of the

% Hans-Johann, op. cit., p.166.

¥ M. Dummett, 1991, p.3, 103. Dummett argues that “...there can be no account of what thought is
independently of its means of expression (1991, p.3)

2 A, O’Hear, op. cit , p..228.

* ibid., p.228.

* ibid., p.228.

% p. Carruthers1998.

* H. Field, 1978, pp.9-61.

" D. Moran, 1996, p.20.

% A. O’Hear, op. cit., pp. 22-224.

% Frege is mentalistic in the sense that he regarded thought as immaterial but not in the sense that he
regarded thoughts as not set in the mind. Frege regarded thoughts as inhabiting a "third realm”.

0 A, O’Hear, op.cit, pp.19-32.

1 L. Wittgenstein, 1953, 4.0002.





constituents of thought and of the pictured fact is irrelevant.

It would be a matter of psychology to find out.”*

My argument is that if there is a something beneath linguistic thought then this
something is not constituted by anything, in other words it has no medium or basis

or essence.

THESIS FOUCUS:

As we saw above there is a wide range of opinion in regard to what thinking thinks
with. This thesis will focus upon just three realist paradigms: language, mental
representations and concepts. | will show that the realist paradigm is untenable as it
collapses into absurdity, or meaninglessness. Historically  mentalists
(psychologism), in the phenomenological and empirical traditions, argued our
thoughts were not words but mental representations (i.e. mental images®). In this
regard they argued that thoughts were beyond language®*. The scholars who have
argued that thoughts are mental representations i.e. images are: Locke®, Hume®,
Russell*’, Langer*, Arnheim*, Osgood™, Kaplan & Werner®!, Paivio & Clark®,
Marschark & Hunt>® , Marschark et al®*, Harris *°, Honeck®®. There are those
scholars who have argued, [following on from Wittgenstein of the Tractatus], that
thought was language. Other scholars again have argued that language is only the

%2 ], Preston, 1997, p.5.

*% Glock. Hans-Johann, 1997, p.161.
* ibid., p.166.

% J. Locke, 1690.

6 D. Hume, 1739.

4" B. Russell, 1921.

S, Langer, 1942.

R, Arnhiem, 1969.

%0 C. E. Osgood, 1953.

*1J. Kaplan & E. Werner, 1963.
52 A. Paivio & J. M. Clark, 1986.
5 M. Marschark & R. Hunt, 1985.
% M. Marschark et al 1983.

* R. J. Harris, 1979.
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vehicle for the expression of thought. The areas of debate can be fitted into what

Carruthers calls the communicative and cognitive paradigms.

In the cognitive paradigm it is argued that thought is constituted by language, or in
other words is the medium, or basis, or essence of thought. In this paradigm it is
inconceivable that creatures without language can have thoughts. Dummett argues
that “... the only proper method of analysing thought consists in the analysis of
language.™’ Carruthers notes that it is only by equating thought with language that
a philosophy of language can analyse philosophically problematic concepts “...
focusing upon their mode of expression in language. For only then will our
thoughts themselves use language for their very foundation.”® In a philosophical
sense Carruthers claims that it is only by language being necessary for thought that
the study of language will be the study of cognition. Dummett takes the position
that “... the philosophy of thought can be approached only through the philosophy
of language.”® That is to say there can be no account of what thought is,
independently of its expression (i.e. language) ...”® Similarly Dummett argues that
language represents our reality; as he states “... language [is] a medium of our
thinking, and our representation of reality.”® Dummett, in passing mentions some
philosophical dissent from these points of view; a view which argues for the idea of
a pre-linguistic basis to thought. Dummett maintains that those philosophers who
argue for this point of view “... are overturning the fundamental axiom of all
analytical philosophy and hence have ceased to be analytical philosophers.”®
Philosophers who argue that thought is independent of language and does not
presuppose language are Gareth Evans, Ned Block, Christopher Peacocke and
Colin McGinn. Block’s analysis of language is in terms of distinctive functional

roles.®® Peacocke on the other hand argues in terms of canonical acceptance

% R. P. Honeck, 1973.

" M. Dummett, 1978, p.458.
%8 p. Carruthers, 1998, p.18.
M. Dummett, 1991, p.3.
% ibid., p.103.

% ibid., p.4.

%2 ibid., p.4.

% N. Block, 1986.
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conditions.** McGinn argues that the medium or basis, or essence of thought are

concepts.®

The communicative conception of language posits that thinking is independent of
language. Language is seen as being only a communicative medium for the
transmission of thoughts. On the other hand the cognitive conception argues that
language is the primary medium for thinking. The communicative paradigm is
exemplified by such philosophers as John Locke®, Gottlob Frege®, Ludwig
Wittgenstein®, Bertrand Russell®®, Paul Grice™ David Lewis™, Donald Davidson
2 Ppeter Carruthers’, and cognitive scientists such as Jerry Fodor™®, Noam
Chomsky™®, Willem Levelt”®, K. V. Wilkes’’, L. Weiskrantz’® and Steven Pinker".
The cognitive paradigm on the other hand is represented by such philosophers as
Wittgenstein®, Dennett®’, Dummett®, Glock®, Carruthers®, Field®, as well as

cognitive scientists as Lev Vygotsky®, B. L. Whorf® and E. Sapir®®.

* C. Peacocke, 1986, 1992.

% C. McGinn, 1996, p.83-106.

%], Lock 1690.

% G. Frege, 1892 (1960).

% | Wittgenstein, 1953.

% B. Russell, 1921.

P, Grice , 1957, 1969.

' D. Lewis, 1969.

"2 D. Davidson, 1984, 1992.

™ p. Carruthers is an ambiguous case since he argues that thought can be independent of language
and as such implies that language is only the vehicle to convey the thought On the other hand he
argues that for conscious thought language is the basis/ medium of thought, (P. Carruthers, 1998.)
™. Fodor, 1978, 1983, 1987.

™ N. Chomsky, 1988.

®\W. Levelt, 1989.

"K. V. Wilkes, 1997.

8 . Weiskrantz, 1997.

3. Pinker, 1994,

8 |, Wittgenstein , 1921, 1953.

81 D. Dennett, 1991.

82 M. Dummett, 1991.

8 Hans-Johann. Glock, 1997.

8 See note 61 above

% H. Field, 1977.

8 | Vygotsky , 1962.

L. Whorf, 1956.

8 E. Sapir, 1921.
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In the communicative paradigm language facilitates communication but not
thinking; thinking is independent of language. In this regard when we utter a
sentence it is because language has encoded our thinking. On the other hand the
cognitive conception of language argues that language is the primary medium or
basis, or essence for thinking. Without language there can be no thinking; thus in
this paradigm when we utter a sentence this sentence has been constituted by our
thinking.

Thus we see that both the cognitive and communicative paradigms explicitly, or
implicitly articulate the idea that, ‘thoughts,” ‘images’, ‘impression’, ‘ideas’,
‘concepts’ and thinking exist. In the linguist and cognitive paradigm thought is
regarded as being constituted by language. Similarly for the imagists thought is
regard as being constituted by images. In regard to the communicative paradigm
the situation is a bit more complicated. Though they argue that thought is not
constituted by language they don’t tell us what it is in fact constituted by. They all
regard thought as being a ‘thing’ in a mental realist manner and thus by default
constituted by something, but they don’t tell us what this something is. Scholars
such as Lackoff and McGinn argue that language is not the basis or medium of
thought but nevertheless maintain that concepts are. Similarly, G. Evans puts

forward a philosophical theory outlining the priority of thought over language.

In the cognitive and psychological sciences there is also debate over what
constitutes thought In these sciences we have a dichotomy in regard to the
relationship of language to thought. One position maintains that thinking happens
in language, the other claims thought and language are independent. Also there are
a number of intermediary positions. Wundt and Humboldt claimed that language is
the basis of thought. Vygotsky maintained that high level thought was the
internalisation of speech. Sapir/Worf argued that language shapes thought.®

Pederson and Nuyts note that “... the relationship question is crucial for further

8 E. Pederson & J.Nuyts, 1997, p.4.
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development of our understanding of human cognition.”® In these sciences in the
contemporary setting theories about the medium or basis, or essence of thought
range from propositional, or propositional like systems; to image based systems; to
mixed propositional image based systems; through to abstract systems which
transcend the former three. The propsitional type systems are most prevalent in the
cognitive and psychological sciences. There is the system of Fodor which
postulates an innate symbolic language ‘mentalese’. Jackendorf, Dik and Schank
outline language based views of thought.”* Pavio Kosslyn and Marr outline imaged
based systems.*> Theories putting forward a more abstract idea, where thought is
still image orientated are those of Johnson-Laird and Johnson-Laird & Byrne.”

Pederson and Nuyt point out that although debates are lively in regard to the
relationship of language to thought “... there has been relatively little advance in
settling the issue.”® This thesis will seek to settle the issue by demonstrating that
the mental realist idea that there is a content, or medium, or basis, or essence to
thought is untenable because in terms of Aristotelian logic, all attempts to argue

that thought is constituted by something end in reductios.

It must be pointed out that | am not saying like the anti-realists™, such as the latter
Wittgenstein® and Watson and Skinner® that there is no ontological stuff of the
mental only that if there are thoughts then in terms of Aristotelian logic their
content will always be hidden from us. This thesis differs from that of the anti-
realists, like the latter Wittgenstein and Watson and Skinner, in that they claim

there is no ontological stuff of the mind (i.e.thoughts). This thesis assumes the

% ibid., p.5.

°1 R. Jackendorf, 1983, 1992, , S Dirk, 1987, 1989.

% A. pavio, 1972, 1991, S. Kosslyn, 1980, D. Marr, 1982.

% p_ Johnson-Laird, 1982, P. Johnson-Laird & R. Byne, 1991.

%S, Pederson & J.Nuyt, op.cit., p.5.

% M. Dummett (1991, p.4) points out “Anti-realism in this case may take the form of behaviourism
according to which to ascribe to someone a belief or desire, or even to attribute to him a pain or
sensation, is simple to say something about the pattern of behaviour.”

% H. L. Finch, 1995, pp. 73-84.

"'Who argue that behaviour can be talked about with out reference to mental objects because there
are no such things as mental objects. (A. O’Hear, 1991, p.215)
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mental realist point of view that there is an ontological stuff of the mind (i.e.
thought) and then seeks to demonstrate that this thought must have no content or

€ssence.

METHOD

I demonstrate my thesis not by the use of another philosophical theory but using
the very principles the mental realists use as criterion of truth for their arguments,
against their arguments. The method of my argument in this thesis is to use my
opponent’s own epistemic criteria of truth, in this case the laws of Aristotelian
logic, and a dialectical reductio ad absurdum form of argument. The schema of
this argumentative pattern of refutation is “If P then Q; but not-Q; therefore not-P”.
In producing absurdities in an opponent’s conclusions by using their own epistemic
conditions of truth we cut all ground from beneath their position. Murti notes “self-
contradiction is the only weapon that can convince an opponent. If he does not
desist from his position even after his assertion has been proven to be self-
contradictory, we must give up arguing with him.”®The result, shows that such
mental realist claims end via reductio ad absurdum in absurdities. In other words |
use their own criteria to debunk their arguments. My method of the dialectic
reductio ad absurdum yields minimal knowledge As Meyer notes, “dialectic,
conceived as a questioning process yields but minimal knowledge...”*® What the
dialectic reductio ad absurdum does is show not that nothing can be known, or be
true, but the inadequacy of logic in laying the foundation for the known, or truth.
Meaning can be reduced to absurdity. Meaninglessness can be reduced to absurdity.
For those who hold meaninglessness as a view there is no hope.

% T R.V. Murti, 1955, p.145.
% M. Meyer, 1986, p.104.
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CHAPTER OUTLINE

I seek to make this demonstration by dividing the thesis into four main chapters..
Chapter two will set out the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstration that
all views collapse into absurdity, or meaninglessness, if Aristotelian logic is an
epistemic condition of truth. Chapter three will demonstrate that Western
philosophy, at least since the time of Aristotle, is logic-centric (i.e. it takes as a
truth that Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of ‘truth’). Where the
Madhyamika used the dialectic to reduce to absurdity or meaninglessness the
views, in regard to the mind, of the Abhidharma and Cittarmatra chapter four will
apply their methodology to a Western framework. Chapter four will show how the
dialectic i.e. reductio ad absurdum can be applied to other philosophical issues by
dealing with representative theories which argue that something is the medium, or
basis, or essence of thought i.e. Carruthers, Sellars, Field, Fodor, the imagists,

Frege, and McGinn.

I argue that the foundation of thought is not linguistic, or imagistic, or anything
else. The consequence of such arguments for a medium, or basis, or essence of
thought is paradox. The logical paradox if thought was solely linguistic, or
imagistic is that thought as. language or images could only discover an idea which
it creates itself. However it must already know that which it creates before it creates

it because its only content is itself (i.e. language).

ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Thus the original contributions this thesis hopes to make are three:

1) In regard to Mahyamika studies this thesis takes their method of the dialectic i.e.
reductio ad absurdum and applies it to a Western framework. In this regard the
case study of the thesis is an original contribution to show how the dialectic might
be further extended to other philosophical issues.

2) | seek to show that thought can have no 'thing’, or essence as a necessary truth

and as such show the utter untenability of a mentalist realist philosophy of mind by
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using their epistemological criteria of “truth’, namely Aristotelian logic, to debunk
their own arguments by showing they end in absurdity, or meaninglessness, thus

3) showing the untenability of the analytic philosophical tradition of Dummett and
bringing to and end once and for all debates between cognitivist and
communicative theorists as to whether thought has an essence such as language, or
images, or concepts, and or anything else (by arguing that if we take Aristotelian
logic as an epistemic condition of truth then a reductio ad absurdum form of
argumentation reduces all arguments for an essence of thought — as well as all
essentialist thinkings, or ontologies - to absurdity, or meaninglessness). As a
corollary to this I show the untenability of any program, like Newspeak, as
instigated in Orwell’s book Nineteen Eighty-Four, to control thinking, by
delimiting thought, by controlling the content of thought. These untenable results
are thus meant as a case study to try and substantiate the Prasangika Madhyamika
Buddhist demonstration that.

4) all products of human thinking end in absurdity, or meaninglessness. This means
also nihilism. This is important as | go beyond nihilism. This thesis is not a case
study to substantiate nihilism but a case study to substantiate even the absurdity of

nihilism.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE
MEANINGLESSNESS OF ALL VIEWS

. The Madhyamika rejects all views ... By
drawing out the implications of any thesis he
shows 1ts self-contradictory character ... In a

series of reductio ad absurdum arguments ...*!

L T.R. V. Murti, 1955, p.131.
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FRAMEWORK.

Aristotle in The Metaphysics, makes a distinction between ‘Being’ and ‘being’.
‘Being’ is existence and according to Aristotle, metaphysics studies all the species
of ‘Being’.? On the other hand “being’ is a specific species of ‘Being’.> According
to Aristotle ‘being’ are substances (essences) and are what are studied by the
particular sciences.* Philosophy and science have as many divisions as there are
‘being’ i.e. substances (essences).’ The principle of the law of non-contradiction is,
according to Avristotle the principle of ‘being’ and is the most certain of principles.®
The principle of identity is a principle of ‘being’ by which the law of contradiction

is proved.”’

This thesis argues by way of a case study in ‘being’ and thought, such that if
Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition for truth then it is caught within a
performative paradox in that it negates the very thing it needs for its existence (i.e.
an essence). In other words Aristotle’s most certain principle (i.e. the law of
contradiction) can be used to negate the very thing by which it proved (i.e. an
essence). This thesis argues that what will be done here for ‘being’ and thought
applies equally all species of ‘Being’ with the consequence that ‘Being’ collapses

into absurdity.

This thesis is thus metaphysical in nature as it seeks to examine ‘Being’ by
focusing upon a case study of a species of ‘being’ i.e. ‘thought. This thesis argues
that if we assume, as most Western philosophers do, that laws of Aristotelian logic
are an epistemic condition of truth then all the products of human thinking ends in
absurdity. As Murti succinctly notes "... the Madhyamika rejects all views ... by
drawing out the implications of any thesis he shows its self-contradictory character

2 Aristotle, 1947, 1V 1, 2.
%ibid., 1V, 11, 6.

*ibid., 1V, 1, 3.

%ibid., 1V, 1, 10.
®ibid.,1V. 1v. 21.

"ibid., 1V. 1v. 26.
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... in a series of reductio ad absurdum arguments .2 While | adopt this thesis as
my self evident unquestioned axiom | don’t couch my arguments in a Prasangika
Madhyamika Buddhist perspective. | adopt Murti’s, and as will be seen Fenner’s,
Bugault’s and Gangadean’s, characterization simply to avoid the complexities and
developments in the Madhyamika tradition and thus to start somewhere®. The
thesis is not a study of Prasangika Buddihism. The main body of the thesis does not
focus on an exegesis of the developments, or complexities of Madhyamika but
instead focuses upon attempts in the West to establish, or identify an essence of

thought and the logical absurdities, or epistemological nihilism that this entails.

I am not constructing an ontology, | am only using a particular ontology as a case
study to show that this particular ontology (i.e. thought) reduces to absurdity.
Heidegger questions what is there and why is there something rather than nothing.
He also wonders, if there is nothing then what is the status of the nothing. To ask
and answer these questions is to miss the point of my thesis. Any answer to
Heidegger’s questions will themselves reduce to absurdity. | postulate that there is
no consistency in any thing, no order, no coherence only chaos and absurdity. | am
using language to express my view and that is the crux of the issue, as | postulate
that any attempt to use language to give meaning and order will reduce to

absurdity.

This thesis is thus an epistemological critique of ontology. This epistemological
critique uses a dialectical reductio ad absurdum form of argument as discussed in
chapter one. The critique comes about because, as chapter four will show, Western
knowledge and logic are based upon certain metaphysical assumptions such that

Western epistemology is related to its metaphysics.

8 T.R.V, Murti, 1955, p.131.

° It should be pointed out that as there are differing interpretations in regard to what some Western
philosopher said or meant, so there is differing interpretation amongst Western scholars as to what
the Madhyamika said or meant. There are Kantian, Positivist, Wittgensteinian and Derridian
interpretations. Tuck in his book Comparative Philosophy an the Philosophy of Scholarship
describes these interpretations as isogetical “ ...they reveal far more about the views of scholarship
and their scholarly eras than exegesis is said to do.” (A Tuck, 1990, p. v)
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PRASANGIKA MADHYAMIKA BUDDHISM

Nagarjuna the founder of Madhyamika examined the categories through which we
understand the world via a reductio ad absurdum argumentation. His reductios
showed that the all beliefs, or views about essences, individual identities, or
essential natures reduce to absurdity. These reductios where to point to the sunyata
[emptiness] of both the world and the absolute. The rejection of all views by the
Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhists includes both the thesis and its antithesis. In
other words they would reject the view that thought has no content (i.e. essence) as
well as it’s antithesis namely that thought has an essence. The crux of a Prasangika
Madhyamika Buddhist analysis (prasanga)-a reductio ad absurdum argument -is
that their demonstrations are non-affirming negations. They negate but don’t put
forward any conclusion to such negation. This is because their negations are what
they call non-affirming negations, they don’t affirm anything. What this means is
that they exhaust all possibilities of the tetralemma without any affirming
conclusion. Now even though they don’t put forward a counter position to their
negations they do believe nevertheless that all views reduce to absurdity, or
meaninglessness via a reductio ad absurdum argument [ Murti, Fenner, Gangadean
Bugault]. According to the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhists there are four
logical possibilities (the tetralemma) as to the nature of a subject. Namely
something: 1) itis, 2) it is not, 3) it is and is not, 4) neither is nor is not. What this
means in terms of my thesis is that there are four possibilities to the question has
thought an essence 1) thought has an essence, 2) thought has no essence, 3) thought
has an essence and has not an essence, 4) thought neither has and essence nor has
not an essence. The Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhists would demonstrate that
each of these alternatives is self-contradictory. In other words the Prasangika
Madhyamika Buddhists would reject all these claims without making any affirming
conclusion. The point of this negation, Dean argues'®, is to send the meditator into
a state of cognitive dissonance, a state of mental turmoil where the only way out of

the mental angst generated by the mental effort to solve the conundrums is a yogic
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intuitive insight or vision. Western philosophy regard Aristotelian logic as the
epistemic conditions of truth and alternatives 3) and 4) violate these conditions. As
such I will not in this thesis demonstrate the viability of 3) and 4) in regard to the
content of thought. 1 will attempt to demonstrate that there is no content to thought

as all arguments that seek to claim this end in self-contradiction or absurdity.

The method which the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhists use in these self-
contradictory demonstrations is what they call the prasanga, or as some call it in the
West, consequential analysis. The prasanga is no more than a reductio ad
absurdum. Murti, Bugault, Gangadean and Fenner argue that, in consequential
analysis (prasanga), the logical axioms of the laws of thought (i.e. the Aristotelian
law of contradiction, excluded middle and the law of identity) are used to discover
logical inconsistencies within all philosophical arguments. While demonstrating
these absurdities the Prasangika Madhyamika do not put forward a thesis. As
Hsueh-Li Cheng notes:

“ Madhyamika (Prasangika) dialectic is not intended to establish a
thesis but merely to expose the absurdity or contradiction implied in
an opponent’s argument. It is purely analytic in nature there is no
position to be proved. The Madhyamika [Prasangika] is said not to
have his own logic. The contradictory or absurd consequences
revealed by the dialectic are unintelligible in light of the opponent

logic only.” **

It should be pointed out that some Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist scholars
argue that the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhists do not accept the law of the
excluded middle, notably Bugault.*? The self-contradictions in an argument arise

according to the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhists, because of reified thinking.

19C. Dean, 1993, p.58-85.
! Hsueh-Li. Cheng, 1991 , p.37.
12 G. Bugault, 1983, pp. 26-38.
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That is thinking that assumes that “‘things’ exist intrinsically, or in other words have

an essence.

The contradictions are generated in order to negate their adversaries' ontic,
epistemological, or metaphysical claims, stemming from the belief in essentially
existing ‘things’, by demonstrating the insubstantiality or emptiness (sunyata) of
the reified entities making up the arguments.'®* This method of generating internal
contradictions to a thesis is also called consequential (prasanga) analysis. Fenner
argues that consequential analysis (prasanga) is meant not to perpetuate, or
proliferate itself but rather to dissolve itself by reversing the conceptual process and

thus bringing about the complete attrition of conceptuality itself.*

This attrition of conceptuality (sunya consciousness) is achieved by what
Gangadean calls transformational dialectic (T D).*> Gangadean maintains that T D

. can bring about the radical transformation to sunya consciousness only by

seeing through the formal structures which condition any view of the world or
ll16

experience. Gangadean says that the prerelational, prelinguistic,
preontological consciousness which can never be objectified, never constituted in
anyway, never referred to or described is called sunya."*” According to Gangadean,
this ... radical transformation is affected through analytical meditation in which the
formal conditions of all discourse or any possible world are themselves shown to be
conditioned and not independent, absolute, or self existent."'® Under T D,
Gangadean argues, "... the student's world begins to collapse and dissolve and static
consciousness begins to be dislodged ... [With] the collapse of predictive structure,

the world becomes an unintelligible flux: without categorical structure or form ...

B3P, Fenner, 1990, p. 103.

“ibid., p . 103.

5 A. K Gangadean, 1979, pp.22-23.
ibid., p.24.

ibid., p.22.

% ibid., p.37.
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rationality and judgment becomes silenced and paralyzed. This is the level of

unintelligibility and meaninglessness."*

My understanding of consequential analysis is that consequential analysis
(prasanga) was meant to have a cathartic effect upon the mind. It was meant to
purge the mind of conceptualisation and dissolve the process of reification by
demonstrating the emptiness (sunyata) of the ‘things’ signified by the concepts.
Through consequential analysis (prasanga), the practitioner stripped back the layers
of the conceptualization process to lay the ground for the direct experience, or
yogic vision, of the ultimate (paramartha). The soteriological function of
consequential analysis (prasanga) is seen clearly in the words of Chandrakirti, from

his Supplement to the Middle Way (Madhyamakavatara):

“When things are [conceived to intrinsically] exist, then conceptuality
(kalpana) is produced. But a thorough analysis shows how things are [in
fact] not [intrinsically] existent. [When it is realized] there are no
[intrinsically] existent things. The conceptualizations do not arise, just as for

example, there is no fire without fuel.”?

ABSURDITY IN WESTERN PHILOSOPHY

The idea that all our views end in self-contradiction is not new to Western
philosophy, Hume claimed that reason ends in its own self-destructiveness.?
Similarly Kant believed that reason ends in its own self-destruction. O'Neill notes
that "... Kant’s initial diagnosis is that human reason leads to catastrophe [because
it ends in darkness and contradiction]."?> O'Neill goes onto state “... Kant [might]
just as well have conceded quite explicitly that he was undertaking neither critique

Yibid., p.39.

2 p_Fenner op. cit., p. 266, verse 6.116.
2D, G. C. MacNabb, 1991, p.141.
2.0, O'Neill, 1994, p.188.
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nor vindication of reason and recognised that he is a skeptic.?* Hegel claimed that "
all our concepts, and not just the generated infinities of the Antinomies, are
embroiled in antinomic arguments."** With Kant’s transcendental idealism,
according to Hegel, we get the idea that the contradictions in the world are put there
by the categories of the ‘Understanding’.?® In other words it is thought or reason
that create the contradiction in the world not the world itself. Hegel claimed instead
that the contradictions had their seat in the very nature of the world.? In his book,
Beyond the Limits of Thought, G. Priest claims that the three aspects of thought
conceptualisation (definition), cognition (relationships of knowledge, truth and
rational belief), and expression (language characterising reality) all end in self-
contradiction; because, following Hegel, "... contradiction is inherent in the nature
of [these] subjects.”” On these issues Hume believed that reasoning ends in its own
destruction?® with the result that all the products of reason and sense experience
lead to the consequence that all is uncertain.”® Whether they intended it or not
Hegel, Priest, Hume and Kant show the complete bankruptcy of a philosophy
which makes logic the locus of truth and an epistemic condition of truth-a

bankruptcy Dean did intend to make in his book The Nature of Philosophy.®

The notion that contradictions are inherent in thought is also found in that paragon
of thinking namely mathematics. In 1930 the mathematician Hilbert began a
program to prove that mathematics was consistent. With the discovery of such
mathematical paradoxes as the Burli-Forti paradox, Russell’s paradox, Cantor’s
paradox and Skolem’s paradox by early 1930°s as Bunch notes, Hilbert’s program
did not succeed such that “disagreement about how to eliminate contradictions
n3l

were replaced by discussions of how to live with contradictions in mathematics.

Attempts to avoid the paradoxes led to other paradoxical notions but most

% ibid., p. 303.

** G. Priest, 1995, p. 115.

% ibid., p.114.

*ibid., pp.113-114.

%7 ibid., pp. 249-250.

8 E. Mosner, op.cit, pp. 327-328.
% ibid., pp. 231-268.

%0 C. Dean , 1998.
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mathematicians rejected these notions.®* Thus the present situation is that
mathematics cannot be formulated, except in axiomatic theory, without
contradictions with out the loss of useful results. With regard to axiomatic theory,
this cannot be proven to be consistent with the result that paradoxes can occur at

any time. As Bunch states:

“None of them [paradoxes] has been resolved by thinking the way
mathematicians thought until the end of the nineteenth century. To
get around them requires some reformulation of mathematics. Most
reformulations except for axiomatic set theory, results in the loss of
mathematical ideas and results that have proven to be extremely
useful. Axiomatic set theory explicitly eliminates the known
paradoxes, but cannot be shown to be consistent. Therefore, other

paradoxes can occur at any time.”

With all these paradoxes and inconsistencies Bunch notes that it is “... amazing
that mathematics works so well.”** 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.
A mystery arises here, which I mention later in regard to instrumental results from
logic and language, in that mathematics with a different ontology to science is used
by science to generate ‘truths’ for that science. As Bunch notes “... the discoveries
of quantum theory or the special theory of relativity were all made through
extensive use of mathematics that was built on the concept of the continuum...[the
mystery is ] ... that mathematical way of looking at the world and the scientific
way of looking at the world produced contradictory results.”® In this regard a
measure of faith is required for us to accept the truths of mathematics and science;

1 B. Bunch, 1982, p.140.
* ibid., p.136.

* ibid., p.139.

* ibid., p.209.

* jbid., p.210.

% ibid., pp.209-10.
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the same faith | argue later is the basis of our trust in logic and language. This can
easily be seen in regard to the inventors of calculus namely Newton and Leibniz,
who knew their methods gave results. But as Bunch notes the “mathematicians did
not have a rigorous explanation of why their methods worked until the middle of

the nineteenth century.”®

Without an explanation of how their methods work the
mathematical truths must as such be based upon faith rather than logic. Without a
proof of the consistency of mathematics, the ‘truths’ and the logical, or rational
basis of mathematics must be based upon a faith in the logical basis of mathematics
(i.e. on irrationality rather than rationality). Thus what is held up to be the most
rational of the sciences is itself in terms of its own logic inconsistent, paradoxical

and irrational.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL NIHILISM

Where Wittgenstein’s skepticism amounts to the views, as Kripke notes, that “...
all language, all concept formation, to be impossible, indeed unintelligible”, the
Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations would reject this claim since it
would end in absurdity, because the very words Wittgenstein uses, imply that they
have fixed determinate properties (essences) If the words i.e. their meaning were in
flux they would have no fixed meaning and thus would not be able to signify over
time to the same ‘things’. Thus it is within this epistemological nihilistic
framework that this thesis is embedded. | take the mental realist’s claims that there
is a ‘thing’ as thought and this thought has an essence or basis/medium as a case

study to demonstrate the validity of this epistemological nihilism.

It should be kept in mind that the Prasangika Madhyamika, Buddhists like myself,
don’t put any epistemic value on the laws of logic. They, like myself, only use the
criterion of truth which their adversaries take to be epistemic conditions of truth.
Also to be noted is that this absurdity, or meaninglessness is not metaphysical —like

Sartre’s- but epistemological.

¥ Ibid., p.110.
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Logic and language will upon investigation generate contradictions within any
system, or views. So long as one uses logic and language ones reality will end in a
chaos of contradictions. In terms of the logic one uses to generate absurdity within
ones worldviews, there remains no residue from which one can justify any action or
thought. All “isms’, all ideology, all philosophy collapse. One is imprisoned in a
perpetual inertia of  ‘nothing’, no epistemological justification, no non-
justification, no support or non-support for anything and no way to distinguish
between anything. Immobility locked into a straight jacket by logic from which
logic cannot help to escape. Psychologically ones world begins to collapse and
dissolve, consciousness begins to be dislodged and predictive structure collapses.
This case study is an attempt to begin the collapse the dissolving of logic and
language into absurdity. To break the tyranny of logic and open up other ways of
constructing ones world view. This thesis embraces Camus’ crisis of the absurd in
The Myth of Sisyphus and while pointing out that even Camus and Nietzsche’s
absurd is absurd-because they tried to make the illogical logical - unlike Camus
and Nietzsche it offers no solution and leaves one imprisoned within ones own
reasonings. So long as one uses logic and language the absurd will always be
discovered. Nietzsche’s catch cry “... nothing is true, nothing is permitted” is an
attempt to find a logical solution to the illogical consequences of his negations—
nihilism. Nihilistic logic would say “ nothing is true, thus nothing”. Nietzsche’s
nihilism is an affirmation and thus to be negated by his own method. Nietzsche
and Camus have over reached themselves; since they have no where to go at the
end of their negations. Their offered solutions are no more than their using logic
and language to generate some order, system, amongst their nihilism. Yet under
their own nihilist terms this is not allowed. With nihilism there are no solutions and
no propositions—propositions are no more than other truths. Logic is not the life

jacket which will save them, they, like the systems they negate, are negated as well.

Nietzsche and Camus, like other Western philosophers, argue their positions via the
principles of Aristotelian logic. Even nihilism is meant to be logically proven. The
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axiom of the laws of logic, which chapter three shows, is the grand narrative of
Western philosophy and is the foundation upon which it bases the validity of
arguments. This foundation in fact, leads to the consequence that all views which
use these laws of logic will end in absurdity, or meaninglessness. Chapter four will
show how arguments for an essence of thought collapse into absurdity. Thus giving
weight to the demonstrations of the Prasangika Madhyamkia Buddhists, and the

claims Hegel and Priest.
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CHAPTER THREE

LOGIC-CENTRISM

“.. Boole and Frege, like Leibniz before them,
presented logic as a system of principles which
allow for valid inference 1i1n all Kkinds of
subject-matter .. also the greatest logicians of
modern times have taken .. as the central theme

the classifying and articulating the

principles of formally valid inference.”!

Thus we see that at least since Aristotle the
laws of logic have been regarded as being an
epistemic principle iIn regard to what 1iIs a
valid argument and iIn regard to how reality is
to be iInvestigated. In other words the west has
been logic-centric in regard to its
preoccupation with the laws of logic. It i1s 1In
terms of these laws of logic those principles
of inference, as well as other logics, or

rationalities are accessed.

L W. Kneale & M. Kneale, 1978, p.739.
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LOGIC-CENTRISM

why must a philosophical tract obey the laws of Aristotelian logic? Why can’t a
philosophical tract violate the law of the excluded middle or the law of non-
contradiction? Why can’t a philosophical tract be written such that it obeys the laws
of some other logic such as intuitionist logic . The answer is because Western
philosophy is logic-centric. At least since the formulations of Aristotle, the history
of Western philosophy has been the worship of logic. Logic and conclusive
argumentation have since Plato been considered the means to discover true
knowledge.? Since Aristotle’s formulations of the syllogism, the West has been
obsessed with laying down the principles of valid argument. Western philosophers
have been concerned with being consistent and coherent in their arguments because
they have felt that if their arguments were logical they were then by default “true’.
By logical | do not mean the abiding by some law of inference but instead the non
violating of the laws of Aristotelian logic. In regard to the law of identity
Perelman claims that “... if P, then P” far from being an error in reasoning, is a
logical law that no formal system can fail to recognize.” These laws have been the
baseline for any valid inference, or characterisation of reality—freedom from
contradiction is accepted in the West as a necessary condition of truth. In this
regard the West is logic-centric. The laws of Aristotelian logic steers Western
cognition and what is to be considered valid objective knowledge as well as

determining the aspect by which valid argument is to be accessed.

2 M. Meyer, 1986, p.100.
¥ C. Perelman, 1989, p.11.
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What representation is for Rorty, logic is for me. Where Rorty sought to show the
bankruptcy of the notion of representation | seek to show the bankruptcy of logic.
Where Rorty sought to show the West’s pre-occupation with representation and the
mirroring of nature | seek to show the West’s pre-occupation with logic and the
logic-centrism of Western thought. If representation is at the heart of Western
philosophy logic-centrism is at the heart of this heart; it is the leitmotif, the
quintessential foundation of Western thought. Where Rorty sought to undermine by
logical argument, and thus demonstrate his own foundation and commitment to
logic-centrism, (attempts at foundations); | seek to undermine Rorty’s foundation
itself, to collapse the whole of Western logic—centrism and with it Western

philosophy into absurdity, or meaninglessness.

Rorty, in the Philosophy and Mirror of Nature, has shown how Western philosophy
has been pre-occupied with providing timeless foundations for its truth claims. At
the core of these foundations has been logic. Logic has been the final arbitrator of
truth. The narrative of Western philosophy, its essential baseline, has been and is
the belief that logic is an epistemic condition of truth. The narrative of Western
philosophy has been, as Rorty points out, a search for secure foundations to its
‘truth’ claims. But the axioms upon which this narrative have been based are the
laws of Aristotelian logic (i.e. the law of identity, law of non-contradiction, law of
the excluded middle). These laws are the grand narrative of Western philosophy
and what make it logic-centric. From its beginnings Western philosophy has used
these laws of logic as its baseline from which it starts it investigations, even into its
search for foundations to its knowledge. For the West these laws of logic have been
what determined what form of acceptable argument is to be considered valid, and
the only way in which reality was to be investigated-until recently with the advent
of quantum mechanics. Even philosophers’ who questioned this viewpoint about
the laws of logic nevertheless constructed their arguments in terms of the laws
Aristotelian logic. Philosophers’ may argue that the law of non-contradiction is not
valid but they can’t-if they want to be taken seriously-contradict themselves in
saying this. Philosophers’ may argue for non-Aristotelian logic but if they want to
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be taken seriously, they will couch their arguments for non-Aristotelian logic in
terms of the Aristotelian laws of logic. Similarly philosophers’ may argue for
irrationality but they will try and avoid contradicting themselves. Thus Western
philosophy is logic-centric in that the only valid argument it will accept is one that
obeys the laws of Aristotelian logic. Meyer notes that since Aristotle “... progress
in knowledge has been considered as a matter of logic and conclusive

»d

argumentation.”” Similarly Kneale notes, that the successors to Aristotle “... often

connected logic with the theory of knowledge and the psychology of reasoning.”
These laws of logic have up until modern times been the authority upon which
arguments were accessed for validity. If a philosopher’s arguments did not obey
these laws then his peers would call his arguments invalid.® At least since the time
of Aristotle, and even now, the Western tradition has crystallised rationality into
the *argument’. To argue is to provide grounds for the argument and these grounds
have been and still are the laws of Aristotelian logic. Aristotelian logic for the West
renders arguments valid; it provides both the proof and justification of the
arguments. Perelman claims that “... one must appeal to informal logic ... which
allows a controversy to be settled and a reasonable decision to be made ... while
formal logic is the logic of demonstration ... it is either correct or incorrect and
binding ...”" In both these cases the laws of Aristotelian logic are the criteria for

the argumentation.

In order to prove my claim in regard to Western logic-centrism | will give three
examples. 1) This philosophy thesis will, in an ideal world where ego, bias and
prejudice don’t exist, be assessed on whether it is consistent and coherent. In other
words on whether it does not violate the laws of logic. 2) There are non-
Aristotelian logics. J. Lukasiewicz invented a three-valued logic. Now Lukasiewicz

has left us an account of his reasoning which arrived at this system. This reasoning

* M. Meyer, op. cit., p.100.

> W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op.cit., p.738.

® Again look at any introductory book on logic to see these this.
" C. Perelman op. cit, p.11.
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totally obeys the laws of logic and indicates that even in the formulation of non-
Aristotelian logic the method of reasoning and criteria for validity is that they obey

the laws of logic. As Lukasiewicz states:

“I can assume without contradiction that my presence in Warsaw at
a certain moment of time next year ... is not settled at the present
moment either positively or negatively. It is therefore possible but
not necessary that | shall be present in Warsaw at the settled time.
On this presupposition the statement “I shall be present in Warsaw
at noon ... * is neither true nor false at the present moment. For if it
were true at the present moment my future presence in Warsaw
would have to be necessary which contradicts the presupposition,
and if it were false at the present moment, my future presence in
Warsaw would have to be impossible which again contradicts the
presupposition ... this is the train of thought which gave rise to the

three-valued system of propositional logic.” 8

1) David Hume argued for scepticism and the bankruptcy of reason (i.e. its
fallibility). But the assessment of Hume’s arguments against reason are based upon
reason itself (i.e. the laws of logic). Mossner in his edition of Hume’s A Treatise of
Human Nature claims that in the eighteenth century there was no “... attempt at

reasoned rebuttal ...”°.

A French attack upon Hume criticises him for his
illogicality as it maintained that he *“... advances the most unheard of
paradoxes.”™ Similarly MacNab claims that Hume’s arguments for the self-
destructiveness of reason are fallacious.”* Hume himself criticises his work on the
grounds of inadequate reasoning. As he states, “ [m]ost of the principles and
reasonings contained in this volume [ Essays and Treaties] were published in a

work in three volumes, called A Treatise of Human Nature ... in the following

8 W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.570.
° E. Mossner, 1987, p.16.

1 ibid., p.16.

'D. G. C. MacNabb, 1991, p. 141.
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piece (Essays and Treaties), where some negligences in the former reasonings and
more in expression are ... corrected”.’” So even though Hume attacks reason, he
uses the principles of reason to do so; and bases the validity, or invalidity upon the

very principles of reason he attempt to prove are inefficient.

Thus we see that the laws of logic are the baseline upon which scepticism and even
non-Aristotelian logics are argued for and accessed for validity. It is this
assessment of argument which is logic-centric and characterises Western
philosophy.

Though there is evidence of pre-Aristotelian philosophers investigating logic, we
can take Aristotle as a starting point.® There are two trends stemming from
Avristotle which flowed into Western philosophy 1) An interest in logic as a means
to ascertain valid argument—The Topics* and 2) as a means to investigate ‘being’ —
the Organon.’® With Aristotle we get a systematic elucidation of the rules of logical
argument in order to undercut the arguments of the Sophists™®. Aristotle in his The
Topics lays out rules for conducting disputes by means of valid arguments®’. In
regard to ‘being’ Aristotle in The Metaphysics laid out the logical principles by
which ‘being’ could be investigated (i.e. the law of identity, the law of non-
contradiction, the law of the excluded middle). The consequence of the work of
Aristotle has been, as Kneale notes, that the successors to Aristotle “often
connected logic with the theory of knowledge and the psychology of reasoning.”*®
These laws of logic have up until modern times been the authority upon which
arguments were accessed for validity. If a philosopher’s arguments did not obey

these laws then his peers would call his arguments invalid.™

12 E. Mossner, op. cit., p.19.

BW. Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.12.

“ibid., p.33-44.

 Ibid., p.23-32.

ibid., p.13.

17 Again look at any introductory book on logic to see this.
¥ W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.738.
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In modern times, as Kneale points out, philosophers such as “... Boole and Frege,
like Leibniz before them, presented logic as a system of principles which allow for
valid inference in all kinds of subject-matter ... also the greatest logicians of
modern times have taken ... as the central theme ... the classifying and articulating
the principles of formally valid inference.”® According to Frege the laws of logic
were not the laws of nature, but the laws of the laws of nature.?* In this regard logic
is regarded as the science of sciences—a view Kneale claims Frege advocated. Now
though there have been advances in principles of inference, in syllogistic logic,
symbolic logic, and predicative logic, all the arguments used to support these logics
cannot violate the laws of Aristotelian logic. There are non-Aristotelian logics but
the arguments which support these logics are framed in terms of the laws of
Avristotelian logic.

Thus from Aristotle to the Stoics to Medieval philosophy through the Renaissance
to Frege and modern times, philosophers have been logico-centric in their
endeavors to formulate principles of valid argument.?? Again from Aristotle to the
Stoics to Medieval philosophy through the Renaissance to modern times the laws
of logic have been the tools by which ‘science’ has investigated reality.?®
Beginning with Bacon, philosophers have tried to lay out the method of science, the
principles by which scientific arguments were framed and the principles upon
which reality was investigated. Prior to quantum mechanics, those laws were
comprised of Aristotelian logic. Thus we see that at least since Aristotle the laws of
logic have been regarded as being epistemic principles in regard to what is a valid

argument and in regard to how reality is to be investigated. It is in terms of these

2\, Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.739.

Libid., p.739.

22 See W. Kneale & M. Kneale, 1978 .

%% In modern times the investigation of reality has involved the use of other logics because
Avistotelian logic was found not to be adequate. Such logics are quantum logic in quantum
mechanics and inutitionist logic in mathematics.
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laws of logic that principles of inference, as well as other logics or rationalities are

accessed.

Beginning with Aristotle there has been a tendency to argue that there are different
types of rationality.?* Kant argued that there were the rationalities of pure reason,
practical reason and judgment.”> Apel argues, in his Types of Rationality Today,
that different rationalities exist. Some of these are ethical rationality, hermeneutical
rationality, transcendental-pragmatic self-reflection as the philosophical type of
rationality and scientific-technological rationality. Heidegger argues, according to
Lovitt that “[w]e are trapped and blinded by a mode of thought that insists on
grasping reality through imposed categories”.?® Gadamer likewise argues that there

are forms of rationality that are “... subordinated to an instrumental ideal of
knowledge.”®’ Foucault similarly claims that there are different types of
rationalities. But for Foucault the problem with thinking is, as he notes “... not to
investigate whether or not they conform to principles of rationality, but to discover
which kind of rationality they are using.”®® The question raised by Foucault’s
statement is, why is it that when a philosopher adopts a particular rationality this
rationality has to conform to the laws of Aristotelian logic? Why must a philosophy
thesis, or argument have to conform to the laws of Aristotelian logic? The answer is

because, as we saw above, Western philosophy is logic-centric.

When it comes to characterising just what logic is Western philosophers adopt an
Avristotelian perspective. This Aristotelian perspective implies an ontology behind
logic. Hookway points out three ways in which Western philosophers see logic.
Some philosophers see logic in term of deduction.?® Others see logic as
contributing to an understanding of why valid arguments are valid (here we have

the continuing influence of Aristotle), as well as an understanding of how meaning

4 D. Horster, 1992, pp.43-45.
% |bid., p.46.

%6 M. Heidegger, 1977, p. XVL.
"H. Gadamer, 1993, p.165.

8 M. Foucault “1981, p.226.

% C. Hookway, 1988, p.77.
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is generated in sentences.*® Others see logic as saying something about the structure
of reality. This view of logic sees logic mirroring reality. Building upon this view
some philosophers believe that, as Hookway notes, “... if we know what sorts of
logical structures must be used to describe reality, we know something about the
abstract structure of reality.”! These principles of inference, or characterisation of
reality by logic cannot violate the laws of logic. In this regards the laws of logic are
seen as being some objective epistemic condition giving access to objective truth

and reality.

This logic-centric view has manifested itself through out Western philosophy in
regard to epistemology, ontology and the philosophy of mind. Western philosophy
as Rorty notes, has been pre-occupied with finding foundations to knowledge.
Where the laws of logic are the baseline upon which these foundations have been
accessed, philosophers have attempted not so much to give a grounding or a
foundation to these laws, but a kind of self-serving justification for them.
Philosophers have in order to maintain the epistemic validity of the laws of logic
argued that they are 1) the laws of thought (Descartes, Kant or Boole for example),
or 2) that they are the laws of reality (Aristotle, Descartes, Kant, Wittgenstein etc).
In other words it is taken for granted that the laws of logic are epistemic conditions
of truth and philosophers then attempt to explain and justify why they are so. In this
way it could be argued that in trying to justify the laws of logic they in fact create
logic-centric ontologies, epistemologies and philosophies of mind. Philosophers’
logic-centered acceptance of the laws of logic in fact pre-determine them to
particular epistemologies, ontologies and philosophies of the mind, since contained
within the laws of logic are particular epistemologies, ontologies and philosophies
of mind. It is clearly seen that these attempts to justify the laws of logic are circular
in that they beg the question (i.e. they use the laws of logic to argue that these laws

are an epistemic condition of truth). They use these laws to argue for psychologism,

0 ibid., p.79.
3 ibid., p.80.
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or the mirroring of reality by logic, and base the validity of such arguments on the
very laws of inference that are in need of justification. This logic-centrism can be

seen in the philosophies of Descartes, Hume, Kant and Wittgenstein.

Dean points out, in his The Nature of Philosophy, that for Descartes, Hume and
Kant the principles of logic are a priori and that they are necessarily true is a
psychological fact due to the nature of the human mind.*> Hume and Descartes
argue that the world is structured by the laws of logic independent of the mind. The
world is logically independent of the perceiving mind, because in the case of
Descartes God made it s0.* Kant disagrees because he argues that logic is not a
description of the world independent of the perceiving mind because the logical
ontology of the world is only due to the mind.** Descartes argues that God could
have made the world to violate the laws of logic®, even though the human mind
operates logically. Kant regarded this as absurd, as Putnam points out for “ Kant’s
logical laws hold not only in ‘the actual world’ but in all other ‘possible worlds’ as

well.”%

Kant’s idea is reminiscent of Leibniz’s argument that “... the truths of
reason [are] true in all possible worlds.”®” Thus that logic holds in ‘all possible
worlds’ for Kant is because the forms of logical coherent thought make it so. We
cannot think other than logically and thus because we structure the world of

appearances, the world of appearances must obey our logical principles.

In the Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein argues that the aim of philosophy

is “... to shew the fly the way out of the bottle.”*

In the Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus Wittgenstein argues that “the limits of my language means the limits
of my world.”*® Now the Wittgenstein of the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus is the

fly in the bottle where the limits of Wittgenstein’s world is logic. Wittgenstein in

%2.C. Dean , 1998, pp.X11-X11X
*ibid., pp.X11- XLV11.

* Ibid., pp.X11-X111

*ibid., p.X11V.

% putnam, 1995, p.247.

¥W. Quine, 1971, p.20.

% . Wittgenstein, 1953, 309, p.103.
¥ . Wittgenstein, 1976, 5.6, p.56.
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fact says this when he states “logic pervades the world: the limits of the world are
also its limits.”*® Now in this world pervaded by logic, Wittgenstein argues that “...
the only necessity is logical necessity.”** And “just as the only necessity that exists
is logical necessity, so too the only impossibility that exists is logical
impossibility.”** Now the cause of this logical necessity is, as for Kant, Hume and
Descartes, the psychological nature of man (i.e. the inner necessity of us being only
able to think logically). That logic is an inner or psychological necessity

[1]

Wittgenstein states clearly when he argues in regard to causality “... we could
know them only if causality were an inner necessity like that of logical inference
.. This psychological necessity to think logically has the consequence that, as

Wittgenstein argues, *“... the truth is that we could not say what an ‘illogical’ world
would look like.”* And again thought can never be of anything illogical, since if it
were, we should have to think illogically.”* These thoughts of Wittgenstein are
very much like the views of Kant. Now it is this inability to think illogically that
makes logic for Wittgenstein an a priori, as for Descartes, Hume and Kant. As
Wittgenstein argues “... what makes logic a priori is the impossibility of illogical

thought.”*®

Finch notes that all regard the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus as being about “...

what is the essential nature of the world presupposed by a purely logical

147

language.”™" What the world and language have in common that makes language

able to mirror the world is logical form. Wittgenstein states this when he argues

148

“propositions show the logical form of reality”™ and again “ ... propositions can

represent the whole of reality, but they cannot represent what they must have in

“ ibid., 5.61, p.56.

! ibid., 6.37, p.70.

*2 ibid., 6.375, p.71.

* ibid., 5.1362, p.39.

* ibid.,3.031, p.11.

** ibid., 3.03, p.11.

¢ ibid., p.47.

" H. L. Finch, 1995, p.18

® Wittgenstein op. cit., 4.121, p.26.
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"4 Thus the world is

common with reality in order to represent it-logical form.
logically independent of language, but is nevertheless the logical equivalent of

language.

Wittgenstein in the Philosophical Investigations succinctly captures all of the
above, when he states “... thought is surrounded by a halo-Its essence, logic,
presents an order in fact the apriori order of the world: that is, the order of

possibilities, which must be common to both the world and thought.”*°

Thus we see in the above views a continuation of the Aristotelian influence with
regard to the idea that Aristotelian logic is the valid tool to investigate ‘being’
Similarly the above philosophers all attempt to be logical in their arguments. In
other words they try and apply valid principles of argument in their arguments.
Things having an essence is the central reason why the Prasangika Madhyamika
Buddhist claim that all views collapse into absurdity. We will see below that the
nature of logic and language require that they have an essence. Hookway points
out three ways in which philosophers see logic. In some cases logic is seen as being
used in regard to deduction.”® Some see logic as contributing to an understanding of
why valid arguments are valid as well an understanding of how meaning is
generated in sentences.®® Others see logic as saying something about the structure
of reality. Hookway makes the point that Kant argued that our language with its
subject-predicate statements and conditional statements leads us to see reality as
substances standing in a causal relationship with each other.>® These substances we

will see must turn out to be essential in order for logic and language to work.

“ ibid., 4.12, p.26.

0 |, Wittgenstein, op. cit., p.44.
*1 C. Hookway, 1988, p.77.

%2 ibid., p.79.
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THE ONTOLOGY OF LOGIC

Western knowledge is based upon certain metaphysical assumptions such that its
epistemology is related to its metaphysics. Aristotle sought to investigate ‘Being’
by investigating the species of ‘being’ via the tool of logic. But embedded in this
tool is the very thing this tool seeks to investigate (i.e. ‘being’ itself). In this regard
there is circularity and it needs justification. Namely the logic Aristotle uses to
investigate ‘being’ must assume an ontological object a ‘being’ in order to
investigate  ‘being’; but this ontological object ‘being’ is itself in need of
investigation or justification itself. The most certain of all principles is the law of
non-contradiction with its corollary the law of identity. As he states “... the
principle which the student of any form of Being must grasp is ... it is impossible
for the same attribute at once to belong and not belong to the same thing ...”** Thus
we see at the very heart of Aristotelian logic is the notion of an ontological object
with an essence which itself is in need of investigation or justification. In this
regard Aristotelian logic does not so much as reveal reality as constitute it by its
reliance upon an ontological object with an essence. Thus logic affirms what it
needs for its existence, what it affirms is in fact in need of justification. Philosophy
consists in rediscovering the very thing upon which logic was made to depend.
Logic in affirming an essence, which in fact needs to be justified, continually
rediscovers what it initially affirmed without justification and this rediscovery is
then used to justify the initial unjustified assumption-a circularity of logic The
consequence of this circularity and ontological assumption is that logic in its
resolution of problems and discoveries transforms the answers into a pre-ordained
form due to its underlying ontological commitment and circularity. As we saw with
Perelman’s claims (that * if P, then P* far from being and error in reasoning, is a

logical law that no formal system can fail to recognize™

) at the heart of any formal
system of logic is a metaphysical or ontological entity This P is an ontological

entity and as such pre-ordains the form of any answer at the beginning of any

*% ibid., p.80.
% Aristotle, 1947, 1V.111. 8-9.
% C. Perelman, 1989, p.11.
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question. This is because Aristotelian logic creates ontology, an ontology that the
logic uses but which is itself in need of justification.

There are three laws that are essential to Aristotelian logic: the law of identity ‘A =
A’; the law of self-contradiction ‘not p and not-p’; the law of the excluded middle
‘p or not-p’. Putnam notes that amongst philosophers there is disagreement and
controversy about the “correct interpretation of these principles i.e. what does ‘=’

mean, what does “p’ stand for.”*°

Putnam says that what all logicians agree upon
is that if there is a thing as the “Eiffel Tower, then the Eiffel Tower is identical with
the Eiffel Tower and if there is such a thing as the earth then the earth is round or
the earth is not round.”’ Putnam notes that the ‘S’ and ‘M’ and ‘P’ in the inference
‘All S are M All M are P therefore All S are P’ refer to classes. According to
Putnam although *“classes” are non-physical they nevertheless exist and are
indispensable to the science of logic.® The nominalist logician on the other hand
believes classes are make believe and don’t exist.”® Now even if classes don’t exist

they still need to have an identity to distinguish them from other classes

Gibson claims that of the three laws the law of identity is the more fundamental as
it is implied in any proposition and presupposed by the law of non-contradiction.

[1]

As Gibson notes “... the principle of identity is logically the more fundamental. It

is implied in the stating of a proposition and is therefore presupposed in the very

enunciation of the principle of non-contradiction.” ®

In this regard the law of
identity is the ultimate foundation upon which logic rests, without an “identity’ (for
the symbols of logic) logic is overthrown and collapses-as Dean argues.®’ The law
of identity makes no ontological claim about the existence of ‘A’ only that ‘A = A’

—*A’ could be an existent or just a definition. The law of identity is ‘A is A’ or ‘A

% H, Putnam, 1972, pp.4-6.
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%W, R. B, Gibson, 1908, p,95.
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is not non-A’. What this means is that A has some defining characteristic (i.e.
essence (identity)) which distinguishes it from other non-A’s a characteristic
(essence identity) without which it would not be A. The law of non-contradiction to
quote Aristotle states “ the same attribute (characteristic essence) cannot at the
same time belong and not belong to the same subject and in the same respect.”® In
terms of propositional calculus * it is not the case both p and not p’. In this regard
we see that if there is no essence to characterise a subject in distinction from other
subjects there can be no law of non-contradiction and thus no logic at all. In other
words if there is nothing to distinguish a ‘horse’ from a *‘non-horse’, either
ontological or nominal, in the proposition P ‘there is a horse’ then we can not apply
the law of non-contradiction because we have no distinguishable subject for the

subject of the proposition.

The laws of logic enable us to make inferences from one statement to another, (i.e.
to be able to see that some statements are incompatible with other statements).
They allow us to conclude that some statements imply other statements and to see
that other statements are ruled out. In the logical equation ‘P . Q’ the Ps and Qs
obviously refer to something. In modern philosophy they are said to refer to
propositions (i.e. ‘the horse is running’). But also these propositions refer to things
as well (i.e. the “horse’). O’ Hear notes that the terms in a proposition or sentence
must have a unique reference or else the meaning of the proposition or sentence is
lost. As he notes “[b]oth generality of the predicate and the uniqueness of reference
are essential for the meaning of the sentence.”®® Without fixed determinate
properties the properties of an object or reference (i.e. ‘horse’) thus float and as
such the meaning of a sentence or proposition is uncertain. Thus there is always a
measure of uncertainty in regard to any inference about the object (i.e. ‘horse’).
Take any concept such as that of a horse. If a horse has no fixed determinate
properties which fix it and identify it across time then there will be a measure of

uncertainty about just what | am talking about whenever the word ‘horse’ appears

82 A, Flew, 1979, p.75.
% A. O’Hear, 1991, p.155.
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in a statement. Thus the sentence or proposition loses meaning without a unique
reference. This uniqueness of the reference is in fact an ontological object (i.e. it
has some sort of property that makes it what it is and nothing else (i.e. a “horse’)
not a ‘cow’). In this regard without determinate fixed properties we can never be
certain of just what an object’s property may be. Consequently we cannot fix and
identify an object as the same across time because its identity itself is not fixed.
Hookway notes that in regard to identity “... it is often claimed that we understand
the nature of objects of a particular kind, and we can talk about them intelligibly,
only when we can understand identity statements involving terms referring to the
object.”® Thus without a reference—be this ontological or nominal-for our Ps and
Qs we are left with the problem that we are uncertain as to the meaning of our
sentences and propositions. This thus generates an incoherence in our concept of
the object of reference and our sentences and propositions. Consequently, any
inference drawn from our system of sentences and propositions will lack any
precise meaning without fixed determinate essences for our objects of reference
(i.e. our Ps and Qs). Meyer captures the essence of these arguments when he states:

“... whatever the circumstances of writing and speaking, being
understood is what counts. Intelligibility depends on the
unequivocality of the terms used. Syllogism would be impossible if
the sense of the predicate e.g. “being a human being”, should change
during deduction ... the unequivocality the preservation of one
meaning, authorizes formalization; thus, one can symbolize the
concept “human being” by one letter, for instance a. A symbol
represents a thing, a type of entity, a category of individuals and it is
on condition of referring to the same thing, the same type of entity,
the same category of individuals that the symbol is operational in

logical description.”®®

& C. Hookway, 1988, p.14.
% M. Meyer, 1986, p.4.
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Thus as O’ Hear notes, logic is not ontologically neutral it implies an ontology.
Again as he notes “[l]ogic, indeed is not metaphysically neutral but may well reveal
the types of things various forms of thought and argument commit us to.”®®
Putnam similarly claims that logic derives from metaphysics the belief in
substances. As he notes, “[w]e get at the very beginning of logic, a metaphysics

accompanying it and conditioning it.”®’

Heidegger argued that “logic [is to ] be
investigated on the ontological level. Symbolic logic also requires such a
“founding” or ontological interpretation.”® Now this idea of an ontological
substance had the consequence that the substance had to have properties. As
Putnam points out “... the picture of substances and their predicates became the
standard metaphysical picture of a world with fully determinate particulars
characterised by their fully determinate properties. Dummett argues “... that an
object either determinately has or determinately lacks any property P which may be
significantly predicated of that object.”® It could be argued that the notion of an
object with an essence or determinate property is central for human thinking; it is
an epistemological foundation for all thought itself. Without the notion of an object
with an essence thinking would have nothing to think with. As Adorno notes
“identity is inherent in thought itself ... to think is to identify.”” This can be seen
with the laws of classical logic such as the law of identity and non-contradiction,
which requires an object with an essence to work with. Thus the metaphysical
presupposition upon which logic is built is the notion that the object has an essence
or identity. Aristotle claims that the law of self-contradiction requires an object
with an essence (identity) for it to work. This object with an essence can be either
an ontological existent or a word (i.e. its nominal definition being its meaning or
essence). As Aristotle states “... for if he does not [signify something], a person of
his sort has no argument, either with himself or with any one else ... when words

do not signify, our dialogue with each other is destroyed, and, really, so with
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oneself: for it is not possible to think without thinking one thing ...”"* The
distinction between ontological existent and words each with an essence is made by

Locke also. As Locke states:

“... It may not be amiss to consider the several significations of the
word essence. First, Essence may be taken for the very being of
anything, whereby it is what it is And thus the real internal, but
generally (in substance) unknown constitution of things, where on
their discoverable qualities depend, may be called their essence ...
Secondly,... it being evident that things are ranked under names into
sorts of species, only as they agree with certain abstract ideas, to
which we have those names, the essence of each genus, or sort,
comes to be nothing but that abstract idea which the general, or
sortal ... name stands for ... These two sorts of essences, | suppose,

may not unfitly be termed the real, the other nominal essence”’

Pragmatism claims that under some situations and conditions words are
pragmatically useful. In other words it may be pragmatically useful to claim that
‘language’, ‘image, or ‘concept’ is the medium, or basis, or essence of thought.
Nevertheless the pragmatic use of words only works if words have meaning and, as
we saw above the meaning of words is their essence i.e. that thing, which if the
word lacked it would not be the same word. Consequently it argued that
pragmatism will collapse into absurdity, or meaninglessness even though the
pragmatic use of words does not entail any ontological claim to the existence of the
thing the word signifies. Nevertheless the word does entail a grammatical essence
and this, like ontological essence, it is postulated reduces to absurdity via a reductio
ad absurdum argumentation. If pragmatism argues that the meaning of words,

though not fixed, nevertheless have locally and temporally determined meanings,

T Adorno, 1973, p5.
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then it is postulated these locally temporally fixed meanings [essence] will collapse
via a reductio ad absurdum argumentation into absurdity, or meaninglessness like
any other fixed determinate essence thus making language absurd, or meaningless.
Also if the pragmatic meaning of words is in flux, thus they lack fixed meaning
over time and thus over time are meaningless i.e. the word ‘horse’ could signify
horse today but tomorrow the same word could signify what we call a “cat’ today —
this thus indicates that the pragmatic use of words over time makes language

incoherent, inconsistent and thus meaningless.

Putnam claims that if “the metaphysical picture that grew up with and conditioned
classical logic is wrong, then some of the tautologies of classical logic may have to
be given up.”” The consequence for logic, in terms of this thesis, is that if there are
fixed determinate essences (i.e. thought, thinking, ‘mind’ ) then logic and language
will reduce to absurdity our entire system of sentences and proposition.

In philosophy there are two opposing perspectives in regard to the notion of an
object and its essence. They are essentialists and anti-essentialists arguments. The
essentialists argue that an object possess an essence (i.e. characteristic properties).
Conversely the anti-essentialists deny this. The essentialist Kripke argues that
proper names are ‘rigid designators’ (i.e. apply in all possible worlds).” These
‘rigid designators’ or proper names refer to essential properties of the object. These
properties are based upon the composition and causal continuity of the objects.” In
the case of a person the rigid designator refers to the person born of a particular
sperm and egg.” In the case of a material object Kripke refers to gold as being
defined by its scientific properties.”” Putnam notes that Kripke suggested that ...
the old idea that science discovers necessary truths, that science discovers the

" ibid., p.273.
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essence of things was, in an important sense, right not wrong ...”"® Against this
essentialist view are the anti-essentialist arguments of Ayer. Ayer argues that
assigning necessary properties to objects is an arbitrary exercise.”® Ayer argues that
the “... ways of identifying individuals by descriptions of their appearances, or their
functions, or their behavior, or their spatio-temporal positions ...[don’t] pick out
necessary propertie[s]”®°. This anti-essentialist argument is a fallacy when it comes
to the nature of language and the object themselves. For if there are no essential
properties that fix objects and words our logic and language become useless as a
tool for uncovering regularities. On this point O’Hear, in What Philosophy Is, states
“...without our terms and our logic being firm and clear at the outset, it will be
unclear just what is meant by any statement at all [consequently without fixed
terms our system of language will] collapse into an incoherent and featureless pile
of statements, the sense of any one of which is indeterminate and perpetually

shifting because of changes he may decide to make in other beliefs.”®*

As Aristotle noted without an essence, or ‘identity’ ontological, or nominal i.e.
definitional, the law of self-contradiction is useless.®’ If the law of self-
contradiction is useless then our logic breaks down and becomes useless as an
epistemic condition of truth. Thus if the anti-essentialists are right then logic
become useless since there is no essence for the law of self-contradiction to work.
The only way that logic could be an epistemic condition of truth is that it does not
break down, and for this to be, there must be an ontological or a nominal
definitional one. The problem with this consequence is that the notion of essence
reduces to absurdity (according to my thesis). There can be no final deductive
demonstration that proves the thesis that all view reduce to absurdity only an on
going series of case studies pointing inductively to the fact that all views end in
self-contradiction. This is so because any deductive argument that attempts to

prove that logic and language end in self-contradiction, must itself be self-
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contradictory because it is using and assuming the very things it is denying-a
paradox from the start. Similarly any deductive argument that seeks to prove logic
and language are epistemic conditions of truth is incoherent; since any proof that
logic and language are epistemic conditions of truth would be circular and thus, in
terms of logic, not a proof since any proof would have to assume, and use, the very
thing it was seeking to prove (i.e. logic and language). In this regard rationalism is
self-referential and thus incoherent. In other words no direct proof can be offered,
as this would mean that at least one view did not collapse into absurdity, but only

an indirect proof based upon the totality of reductio ad absurdum case studies.

My belief is that all philosophical premises-essentialist or anti-essentialist-can be
reduced to absurdity because their linguistic expressions hide essentialist habits
whether, ontological or grammatical. This can be no more clearly seen than in the

anti-essentialist writings of the Wittgenstein of the Philosophical Investigations.

Wittgenstein states “... that because a word may be used, we should not get carried
away with philosophies about essences and the like.”® According to Wittgenstein
“...When philosophy uses a word—‘knowledge’, being’ ‘object’, ‘proposition’,
‘name’—and try to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always ask oneself: is
the word ever actually used in this way in the language game which is its original

home. What we do is bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday

use.” For Wittgenstein “... the meaning of a word is its use in the language.”®

1,86

And “... this language like any other is founded on convention. In

Wittgenstein’s view, like that of Nietzsche, ... essence is expressed by grammar

...”8" “Grammar tells what kind of object something is (Theology as grammar).”

8 Aristotle, 1947, 1V, 13-32.
8 N, Katz, 1981, p.311.

8 . Wittgenstein, 1953, p 116.
% ibid., 43.

% |hid., 355.

8 bid., 371.

8 py, 373.
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In this system words derive their meaning from their use in the language game.
There are no semantic correlates (essences) outside of the words. Wittgenstein
denies that there are any ontological essences (“representations”) that ground
meaning. Wittgenstein rejects accounts of meaning based upon referring essential
objects (semantic correlates). A words meaning for Wittgenstein is its use in a
language game. For Wittgenstein language makes no metaphysical assertion about
the world and what metaphysical assertions are made, are due to wrongly
projecting, and conceiving, word meaning as ontological. In other words ontology
is nothing but objectified meanings. Wittgenstein’s philosophy rejects the

projection of these objectified meanings upon the world.

Now if meaning were in a state of flux then we could not express any meaning at
all. Thus ‘meaning must be static with a determinate sense. The determinate
meaning of a word for Wittgenstein is generated by its use in the context of the
language game. In other words a language game fixes the meaning of words.
Consequently the fixing of a word’s meaning by the language gives the word a
fixed characteristic which distinguishes it from other words. This distinguishing
characteristic is an essence. Thus a word’s essence is not some representation in
reality of some ontological essence, but rather the words essence is its meaning and
its meaning is derived from its context of utterance. Thus Wittgenstein has only
shifted the problem of essence from ontology to use. Wittgenstein has in fact
shifted essence as ‘representation’ to essence as meaning. In this way Wittgenstein,
and the player in a language game, are still “identity” thinking (i.e. finding fixed
meaning (essence)) and as such proves Adorno’s claim that “identity is inherent in
thought itself ... to think is to identify.”®

Now as the notion of ontological essence collapses into self-contradiction so does
the notion of meaning (essence) as use. Even though a word may not have a fixed
meaning through time, and across language games, it nevertheless has a fixed

meaning for the time of a particular language game. Consequently a reductio

8 T Adorno, 1973, p5.
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argument can then be applied to any word in this particular language game and
reduce it to absurdity. To give two examples, Kripke and Priest point out that
Wittgenstein’s argument entails a skepticism about meaning, namely that all
language is meaningless.”® This places Wittgenstein in a self-contradiction.
Wittgenstein writes a book, in a language game, in order to convey some meaning.
If the meaning is that all language is meaningless, then the meaning has been
conveyed. Thus all language is not meaningless in this particular language game.
Priest, in his book Beyond the Limits of Thought, has pointed out these self-
contradictions in Wittgenstein’s views. As he states “... none the less the point
remains, the conclusion that results from the skeptical argument and that
Wittgenstein wishes us to grasp, is beyond expression (Transcendence). Yet it is
possible to express it; | have just done so and so does Kripke (Closure). Hence we

have a contradiction at the limit of expression.”

Wittgenstein is still inside the
bottle the only way out for the fly is not via logic and language but by their

complete demolition.

The Chinese scholar Hsueh-li Cheng, in his book on Madhyamika called Empty
Logic, notes the self-contradiction in the notion of meaning as use. As he states:

“From Nagarjuna’s standpoint, the view that * the meaning of a
word is its use in language” really involves a contradiction or
absurdity. Wittgenstein’s thesis indicates that the meaning of a word
is “fixed” or “determined” by its particular use in the particular
situation. This implies that each word has its own or particular use in

the language and that that particular use is its meaning. But

% A Kripke, 1998, p.71, G, Priest, op. cit., pp.232-233.
%1 G, Priest op. cit., p.235.
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language, Nagarjuna might point out, is an organised system of
signs where words are inter-related and hence are devoid of their
own use. So, the thesis that the meaning of a word is its use in
language would be to say that a word has its own use in an
organised system of signs where every word is devoid of its own

use. That is contradictory.”®

Thus we see essences are central for logic to work. Also we see that even though
anti-essentialists argue that there are no fixed determinate properties in words they
need these fixed determinate properties to exist such that the words they use in their
arguments are themselves fixed with determinate meanings and definitions across
time or for a particular language game. It is because mental realism believes in
these essences or reified concepts that their arguments for an essence of thought
collapse into absurdity. With the consequence that so long as we use language and
logic any attempt isolate the essence of thought will end in absurdity and only
demonstrate that thought must be contentless-without an essence or medium or

basis.

Logic and language are thus not metaphysically neutral. They both commit us to
the implicit belief in the essential entities they both need for their applications.
O’Hear makes this point, implied by Putnam above, about logic when he states,
“logic, indeed, is not metaphysically neutral but may well reveal the types of thing

various forms of thought and argument commit us.”®

Similarly in regard to
language O’Hear notes “both the generality of the predicate and the uniqueness
(essence) of reference are essential for the meaning of the sentence.” It is in this

way that Nietzsche can say, with the Prasangika Madhyamika, that the I (soul) is

% Hsuech-Li Cheng, 1991, pp.118-119.
% A. O’Hear., op. cit., p.154.
% ibid., p.155.
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no more than a product of grammar.® With the dissolving of the reified entities (i.e.
thought, thinking etc) which language and logic require as necessary and sufficient
conditions for their existence into absurdity or self-contradiction our conceptual
schemes break down from the inside. The success of our scientific or philosophical
theories thus remains, for the realist, totally mysterious. Rather than order they are
left with chaos and anarchy. The Madhyamika puts all this negation to a
soteriological use, but to the logic-centered Westerner all that is left is some sort of
Camusian existential angst where people are”... spinning in vast darkness. It’s

inside me. My conscious self shatters under this dilating darkness.”

Now this thesis argues that whether the laws of Aristotelian logic are universal,
immutable, ahistorial, objective principles mirroring reality, or the thinking
process, or just arbitrary conventional laws, these laws will reduce all views to
meaninglessness, or absurdity. In other words any argument using these laws will
by these very laws end in absurdity. This will be seen in chapter four where I
reduce to absurdity, or meaninglessness certain arguments which posit an essence

to thought.

% F, Nietzsche, 1990. P.55.
% G Flaubert, 1980, p.212.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CASE STUDY
THOUGHT

A priori objections to a priori arguments for the
linguistic or imagistic or conceptual or anything!

else being the medium or basis, or essence of thought

“.. thought, iIn itself immaterial, clothes itself iIn the
material garment of the sentence and thereby becomes
comprehensible to us. We say a sentence expresses a
thought.””?

When one “thing’ such as thinking i1s analysed iIn terms
of another “thing” such as an 1mage, or “language’ or
“concept’ etc we end up with absurdities since the
other “thing’ 1itself requires mental activity iIn order
to be processed.

The logical paradox of thought being something is that
thought (i.e. something ) can only discover something
which it creates, but it must already know that which
it creates before it creates it because its only

content is itself, (i.e. something).

! This chapter takes as a working assumption the mental realist paradigm. As such ‘thing’ refers to
an existent object.
% G. Frege, 1918, p.20.
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THESIS

This chapter will seek to prove that if we assume the cognitivist and mental realist
paradigms, as well as the analytic philosophical tradition of Dummett, and take
Aristotelian logic as an epistemic condition of truth, then as a necessary truth there
can be no ‘thing” which constitutes, or in other words is the medium, or basis, or
essence of thought. I will show that theories which claim that thought is constituted
by, or synonymous with, language, or an image, or a concept are inconsistent and
end in paradox, regress, circularity and contradiction. As a consequence of these
absurdities, | argue that the content of a thought is not constituted by language or
an image or a concept. From this demonstration | conclude that there can be no
‘thing’ object which is the medium, or basis, or essence of thought. Language, or
an image or a concept or something else may express, or be the vehicle of a
thought. A thought may become comprehensible to us via language, or an image
or a concept, or something else. But language, or an image, or a concept, or
something else does not constitute, or is synonymous with a thought; or in other
words is the medium or basis, or essence of thought. | don’t argue that thought
cannot be possible without language or images or anything else, only that these
'things' are not the medium or basis, or essence of thought. The medium of thought
will always remain hidden from us as long as we use language to discover it. This
IS because when one ‘thing’ such as thinking is analysed in terms of another “thing’
such as an image, or language etc we end up with absurdities; since the other
‘thing’ itself requires mental activity in order to be processed. Frege posits thought
as a material existent or an immaterial existent. Similarly Aristotle says thought is
an immaterial existent (i.e. the 'form of forms’). Nevertheless either way we end up
with absurdities when we use language and logic to find the medium or basis, or
essence of thought. We will see that there is no problem with the idea that
language, or images, or mentalese, or anything else can be used as a vehicle to
express the thought. The problems arise when the claim is made that they are the

medium, or basis, or essence of thought. This is not to say that something may be
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the medium or basis, or essence of thought but only that when we use language and
Avristotelian logic to find what this 'thing' is we end up with absurdities.

METHOD

Thus | shall take some key arguments in regard to the content of thought and use
them as a foil against which to present my arguments. The thrusts of my argument
are totally negative. I will not be presenting a new system instead | shall take some
key existing systems and show that they end in paradox and regress circularity
dilemmas and contradiction. To escape these absurdities | shall argue we need to
abandon the idea that anything is the medium or basis, or essence of thought. By
‘thing’ I mean an object. This chapter will be divided into three parts. The first part
will critique the conclusions of Carruthers, Sellars, Field and Fodor with regard to
the view that language is the medium or basis, or essence of thought. Part Two will
critique the view that images are the medium or basis, or essence of thought. Part
Three will critique the conclusions of Frege and McGinn with regard to the view
that concepts are the medium or basis, or essence of thought. The final part shall
critique the views of Davidson and the early Wittgenstein to show that there

cannot be anything as the medium or basis, or essence of thought.

In his book "Language Thought and Consciousness”, Carruthers argues that
language is the medium or basis, or essence of conscious thought. To support his
argument Carruthers takes as true two central ideas: Sellar's idea that thinking is
inner speech; and Field's arguments that language is encoded in sentence-like ways
in the brain. Field claims that natural language sentence-like structures are encoded
in the brain and are the medium or basis, or essence of thought. Fodor argues that
natural language is only the vehicle for the innate mentalese language. | critique
Fodor's account because as Preston notes, Fodor:
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"... set out, for the first time, the philosophical and methodological
presuppositions of this kind of psychology, arguing powerfully that
contemporary cognitive theorising clearly presupposes not only that
there must exist a language of thought, but also that cognition consists

in computational operations upon sentences of that language."

In this chapter I do not critique the arguments put forward by the above
philosophers. What | do instead is investigate their conclusions. | maintain that if
the conclusions of philosophers collapse into absurdity, or meaninglessness then
there is no use investigating the arguments that led up to these conclusions. There
may be something wrong with the above philosophers premises or something
wrong with their inferences. On these points this thesis is silent as it maintains that
if the conclusions collapse into absurdity then this is sufficient to make untenable
the conclusions-it is irrelevant to investigate further. Thus this chapter takes the
conclusions arrived at by the cognitivists: Carruthers, Sellars, Field, Fodor, the
imagists and McGinn, in regard to language or images or concepts being
necessary for thought. | draw out the absurdities via reductio ad absurdum of these
conclusions. By reducing the conclusions to absurdity, using the very principles the
philosophers use in constructing their arguments, | show that there cannot be
anything, which is the medium or basis, or essence of thought. At this point all that
is shown is that the conclusions which put forward the claim that there is a
medium or basis, or essence of thought are inconsistent. From this negative
analysis I shall then infer that there cannot be anything which can be the medium or
basis, or essence of thought. As these inferences are derived by logic and expressed
in language then in terms of my assumption that all arguments presented in
language end in paradox or contradiction, these arguments will themselves end in

paradox or contradiction.

% J. Preston, 1997, pp.6-7.
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A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST A PRIORI
ARGUMENTS FOR A NATURAL LANGUAGE BEING
THE MEDIUM OR BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF
THOUGHT: INNER SPEECH

Carruthers claims that it is only by language being necessary for thought that the
study of language will also be the study of cognition.* Nevertheless Carruthers
admits that there are some sorts of ‘thoughts’ in which language is not implicated.’
Carruthers maintains that cases of aphasia and wolf children indicate that there can
be thought without natural language.® Carruthers claims that there is no conceptual
necessity of language for thought.” Nevertheless Carruthers claims that there is a
natural necessity of language for some thought namely conscious thought. On this
point Carruthers states that “all thoughts are conceptually independent of language
...” % and that there is a natural necessity that “... some kinds of human thought

involves language ...”

Although Carruthers claims there can be thought without language, he nevertheless

claims that conscious thought involves natural language; and in his book seeks to

* P. Carruthers, op. cit., p. 18.
®ibid., p. 19.

®ibid., p. 17-19.

" In rejecting the claim of conceptual necessity of language for thought Carruthers offers a number
of arguments to prove that thought can be independent of language: empirical; thought experiment;
intuitive. Firstly based upon cases of “wolf-children” Carruthers argues that “... their behaviour
was still interpretable as displaying thought, in the same way and at least to some degree that
behaviour of animals may be taken as displaying thought.” ( P. Carruthers, 1998, p. 18)
Consequently Carruthers concludes “that language may be involved in certain types of levels of
thought, not that language is necessary for thinking as such.” (ibid., p. 18) Secondly Carruthers
offers an argument rejecting conceptual necessity of language for thought based upon R. Stalnaker’s
thought experiment of the intelligent Martians who lack any form of public language, but
nevertheless engage in a sophisticated technology. Carruthers claims this thought experiment shows
“..we surely have the strongest possible grounds for saying that they must be thinking something
and something highly sophisticated.” (ibid., p. 21) Thirdly Carruthers rejects arguments for the
conceptual necessity of language for thought solely from an intuitive feeling that it is not tenable.
(ibid., p. 21)

% ibid., p.11.
%ibid., p.17.
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prove this. This chapter will take it as given that Carruthers' arguments, that some
‘thoughts’ do not involve language, are basically correct. I do this not to avoid
engaging in his debates but in order to start somewhere. | have no issue with
Carruthers’s idea that conscious thought involves language. What this chapter will
show is that the involvement of language in conscious thinking can only be in
regard to it being the vehicle or expression of thought and not the medium or basis,

or essence of the thought.

Carruthers claims firstly our private ‘thoughts’ consist in natural language
sentences and secondly inner thinking is mostly done in inner speech. In order to
put forward his arguments Carruthers takes two things as proven: that thinking is
inner speech and Fields’s materialistic claim that sentence like structures are part of
the living structure of our brains. Though conscious thought may involve language
I will show that this involvement cannot be in regard to language being the medium
or basis, or essence of this thought. Language may be the vehicle of expression of
this thinking but language cannot be the medium or basis, or essence of this
thought. If language is the medium or basis, or essence of conscious thought then
Carruthers’s claim that inner thinking is done in inner speech leads to absurdities.
By demonstrating these absurdities | show that language is not the medium or
basis, or essence of conscious thinking and as consequence there can be no natural

necessity of language for thought.

INNER SPEECH

In equating inner thinking with inner speech Carruthers is in agreement with a

number of other philosophers.’® Plato in his Sophist identifies thought with inner

1% Hobbes, as we saw, argues that thinking is a dialogue in the soul using verbal images, or mental
words. Behaviorists argue thinking is thoughtful speech. Ryle puts forward a theory of thinking
which rejects the idea that thinking is done foro interno. Ryle argues that verbal behavior is done in
accordance with certain principles of inference, evidence and so on. For Ryle thinking is an overt
process not done in silence. There is the analogy theory which sees thinking as analogous to speech.
Sellar’s claims that “... thinking at the distinctly human level ... is essentially verbal activity.” (W.
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speech'.  Carruthers’ claim that thinking is inner speech is based on two
arguments. Firstly the research of Hurlburt. Secondly the argument in regard to
introspection. Carruthers notes that the research of Hurlburt showed that between
7% and 80% of subjects reported experiencing inner speech when thinking.
Nevertheless between 0% and 50% of subjects reported visual images and
emotional feelings when thinking.*? According to Carruthers introspection indicates
that we think with inner speech. He claims that when he writes, his ‘thoughts’ are
in natural language sentences. Sentences appear in his imagination in an auditory
and perhaps kinaesthetic manner.*® Carruthers claims that his "...thoughts will
consist almost entirely of inner dialogue."™ If language is the medium or basis, or
essence of conscious thought or inner dialogue we end up with the absurdities of

circularity, dilemma, regress and self-contradiction.

If | hear a person speak | assume, following Carruthers claim, that his speech is
giving expression to a thought. McGinn points out that this leads to circularity. It is
only by the assumption that his verbal sounds express a thought that the sounds
cease to be meaningless. But as McGinn states we have circularity because "...
language can be seen to explain thought only because speech is to be understood as

the expression of thought."™

This circularity generates a dilemma; a dilemma in which both horns mean that we
must abandon the notion that the medium of thought is language. As McGinn notes,
"... either we say that the inner sentence expresses a thought in which case the

theory is circular; or it does not express a thought ..."® Either we have circularity

Sellars, 1973, p. 83) Davidson claims that thought depends on speech. But is important to bear in
mind that Davidson is not saying that language is the basis/medium of thought but only that
thoughts are expressed via speech.

W, Kneale, & M, Kneale, 1962, p.18.
2p_Carruthers, op. cit., p.50.

Bibid., p. 50.

“ibid., p. 50.

15 C. McGinn, 1996, p.94.

1% ibid., p.95.
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or self contradiction i.e. The notion that an inner sentence expresses a thought leads
to the conclusion that it does not express a thought

If speech is the expression of an underlying thought what of the underlying thought
itself? If this thought is processed by thinking then this thinking is inner speech,
but as pointed out this idea of inner speech leads to an infinite regress. If the

underlying thought is inner speech then, according to McGinn, . it seems that
the conjectured internal utterance must in turn express some thought ... but of
course this launches us on an infinite regress."'” If this internal speech is an
expression of the inner thought what then of this inner thought? It in turn must
require speech ad infinitum, an infinite regress, i.e. the thought must always be one
step away from the speech. Because of this infinite regress it would seem that inner

speech cannot express ‘thoughts’.

To avoid the horns of the dilemmas, that Carruthers' conclusions lead to, we must
give up the notion that language is the medium or basis, or essence of conscious
‘thought. McGinn comments "... language can be seen to explain thought only
because speech is to be understood as the expression of thought."*® The only way to
escape these dilemmas and regresses is to argue that the underlying thought is not
in language. If the medium of conscious thought is not in language it must be pre-

linguistic.

The second claim Carruthers makes to support his argument that language is
involved in conscious thought, is that sentence like structures are hard wired into
the living brain. As with the idea that inner thinking is inner speech I will show that
this claim is inconsistent. With the undermining of both of Carruthers assumptions
it will be shown that language cannot be the medium or basis, or essence of

conscious thought.

Y ibid., p.95.
18 C. McGinn, 1996, p.94.
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A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST A PRIORI
ARGUMENTS FOR A NATURAL LANGUAGE BEING
THE MEDIUM OR BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF
THOUGHT: FIELD

Carruthers asks how ‘thoughts’ are carried in thinking? He answers this question
by suggesting that the content of propositional attitudes are related to each other in
a systematic manner. Any one who believes or can think a given content can also
believe or think any number of closely related contents.” Likewise, because
propositional attitudes are productive then any one who can think can also think an
unlimited number of “thoughts’.?® Also he states “propositional attitudes interact
causally with one another in ways which respect their semantic contents ... Beliefs
and desires interact to cause intentions, and beliefs interact with other beliefs to
generate new beliefs, in ways which are closely responsive to the contents of those
states, and by means of transitions which are generally rational ones."** As a result
of these claims Carruthers questions how this is possible by asking how
propositional attitudes can “... have causal powers which reflect their relatedness to
the world, as well as their logical relations with one another, that are distinctive of
their possessing a semantic content.” %* In other words how can beliefs and desires
(i.e. propositional attitudes) interact in causal relationships with respect to the
semantic content of the propositional attitudes? The central question Carruthers
tries to answer is "how can patterns of causality respect semantic relations of
entailment and evidential support?"?® He concludes that sentence like structures are

encoded or inbuilt in the brain like some form of hard wiring. As he states "the

9p_Carruthers, op. cit., p. 134.
2 ibid., p. 134.
Libid., p. 134.
2 jbid., p. 133.
#ibid., p. 134
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most plausible solution to these problems® is that beliefs are ... relations of
internal sentences, as Fodor argues ... if beliefs and desires consist of sentences or
sentence like structures, encoded in some distinctive way in the brain then there
will be no difficulty in explaining how beliefs and desires can be causes.”?
Carruthers adopts the materialist argument of Field in support of his claims that the
medium of conscious thought must be language. He agrees with Field’s views
because, according to Carruthers, Field claims that “... any adequate theory of
belief would have to have assumptions about internal representations explicitly
built into it.”® As Carruthers takes Field's claims for granted, in outlining his
arguments for the necessity of language for conscious thought,?” | will use Field’s
claims to demonstrate that the materialistic conception of thought and language

ends in paradox circularities and regress.

Field claims that there are two ways to give a materialistic account of belief: non-
dispositional and dispositional. In a non-dispositional account of belief Field claims
we must have the assumption that a person can believe a sentence only if that
sentence is stored in the brain.”® Field rejects this assumption on the grounds that it
would mean a person would have to store an infinity of sentences in the brain.?® To
avoid this consequence Field claims that we must resort to a dispositional account
of belief. In putting forward his arguments for a dispositional account Field adopts
Dennett’s claim that we have core beliefs. In this regard Field argues “... one
believes a sentence if and only if that sentence is an obvious consequence of

sentences [core beliefs] that are explicitly stored ...”*

2 ibid., p. 134. i.e. "How can patterns of causality respect semantic relations of entailment and
evidential support"

% ibid., p. 134.

% H. Field, 1978, p. 27.

2"'p, Carruthers, op., cit., pp. 34-35.

8 H. Field, op. cit., p. 16.

#ibid., p. 16.

¥ ibid., p. 17.
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In order to tell whether a sentence is a consequence of a core belief I must search
my memory to find the core belief (i.e. I must think). The fact that | search my
memory for the core belief indicates that there must be a thought prior to the core
belief itself, which thinking finds in my memory. If this thought prior to the core
belief was a sentence,we end with two consequences; paradox or infinite regress.
These consequences result from Field’s claim that sentences are consequences of
core beliefs. Thus this thought prior to the core belief being a sentence must be,
according to Field, a consequence of some core belief stored in memory. In this
regard we have two outcomes. Firstly, if the thought prior to the core belief
(sentence) is a consequence of the core belief it is searching for this will lead to
paradox. Secondly if the thought prior to the core belief is a consequence of some

other core belief this leads to an infinite regress.

A way to avoid these reductios is to claim that the thought prior to the core belief is
pre-linguistic. This sets up a dilemma for those who argue like Field that there is a
thing called memory in which sentences are stored. The dilemma is: either 1) we
retain the notion of memory and concede thought must logically be pre- linguistic-
thus negating Field’s whole thesis, or 2) we abandon the idea of memory and

likewise the notion of thinking®:, again negating Field’s thesis.

As an example | generate a core sentence which is constructed out of words that
results from my searching my memory for the words | need. The fact that | search
my memory indicates that there must be a pre-linguistic thought, prior to the word
itself, which finds in my memory the right word to express itself. If we accept the
idea that our lexicon is stored in memory and this memory is accessible then
something which is not part of that memory must access it. This leads to a dilemma
either the user of the word is a passive vessel for language or the user of the word is

a creator of his words. In the first instance language throws up the word not the

31 Under the sententialist account thinking implies a process that selects and structures elements.
Thinking requires a place (memory) from which it selects the elements it requires. If there is no such
place then there can be no thinking.
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active involvement of the user. Here the word is not created by the user but is
generated automatically from the user’s lexicon as a response to some stimuli. In
the second instance the user of the word is a creator of meaning a producer of
words who must grasp the meaning of the word before it is thought; so that the
word can then be used to express the thought. Therefore there must be a thought
prior to the word.

In the first instance we cannot explain how new words are generated. If sentences
are encoded in our brains and we are non-thinking passive agents responding to
stimuli then our core ideas must be set. Consequently we should have the same
ideational make up of our Neanderthal ancestors. The linguistic determination of
thought would mean that there was a fixed immutable number of meanings and we
would still be at the ideational stage of the cave man. In the second instance if we
argue that humans are active agents in their language use and that thought is
linguistic we end in a paradox. thought can only discover a core idea which it
creates but it must already know that which it creates before it creates it; because its

only content is itself.

Field's views about internal representations and core beliefs creates circularities and
dilemmas respectively. The claim that internal representations, (i.e. sentence or
sentence-like structures) are encoded in our brains generates circularity. To have an
internal representation is to think about the internal representation. This means that
the explanation of thought has moved in a circle. Field’s adoption of the notion of
core beliefs generates two dilemma 1): either 1) the inner core sentences have their
content determined by themselves in which case we end up in self referential
circularity; or 2) the content of the sentences are determined by facts which are
independent of their formal properties In the latter case these facts will be what
really constitutes the content of sentences and thus ‘thoughts’. The problem with
the first scenario is that the self-referential core sentences will be just meaningless
bits of syntax which cannot give content to the sentences independent of the

sentences themselves. If we argue for a meaning holism in regard to core beliefs
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we end up with the second dilemma: either 1) core beliefs derive their meaning
from other core beliefs around them in which case they cannot be core beliefs, or 2)
the core beliefs derive their meaning from more fundamental beliefs in which case

this ends in an infinite regress.

This dilemma has two consequences. Core sentences need things independent of
them to confer significance on the internal sentences. The second horn of the
dilemma indicates that such independent things render the internal sentences as
being theoretically superfluous for thought; because we can go straight to those
things that give meaning to the sentence. In other words we can just drop the
sentences as being necessary for thought and go straight to the things or conditions

that are brought in to interpret them.

Field's claim that an adequate theory of belief must have assumptions about internal
representation explicitly built into it leads to circularity. If we think in beliefs then
thinking is the manipulation of words which express those beliefs. But words have
content only because they express beliefs; so the theory presupposes what it set out
to explain. Also the inner representation theory must tell us what it is for an inner
sentence to express a particular belief. However, this can lead to a dilemma. If the
inner representation theory appeals to the meaning of words in the sentence, or the
sentence itself this leads to circularity. As stated previously, words express these
beliefs; but words have content only because they express beliefs; so the theory
presupposes what it set out to explain or if the inner representation theory appeals
to extra linguistic conditions to give meaning to the sentences then this will negate
the claim that language is necessary for thought; since a belief being some kind of
non-linguistic internal representation makes language non necessary for thought.
Another dilemma following from the internal representation claim of Field is that
either. The internal representation expresses a thought, in which case we end in

circularity because, according to Field’s claim, a thought can only be expressed by
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the internal representations, or it does not express a thought, in which case the
claim that internal representations are necessary for thought is made redundant.

Field claims that a materialistic account of belief requires a dispositional approach
to belief. Now a dispositional account of belief leads to the consequence that
thought must be prior to belief; which contradicts Field’s argument. According to
Field believing, is a relation between core beliefs encoded in the brain.** Thus
there can be no ‘thoughts’ prior to these core beliefs. Here there is a contradiction
in that to have a dispositional attitude is to have a the disposition to use a belief, but
this disposition must be prior to the belief, (i.e. I must have the thought about the

belief prior to the belief | use to express the disposition).

In a similar manner a dilemma arises with regard to Field's account of disposition:
either the person is an active agent in the generation of beliefs and thus
dispositional attitude requires thought to be prior to these beliefs, or the person is a
passive vehicle to forces outside of their control and we abandon dispositional

attitudes in which case we must abandon thinking and thought as well.

Two alternatives stem from Field's arguments. Firstly humans are active agents in
the generation of ‘thoughts’. Secondly humans are only passive responders to
external stimulus and thus under the control of forces which are not in their control.
As we have seen these two alternatives lead to the consequence that language

cannot be necessary for thought.

With regard to the first alternative humans as acting as agents in the generation of
thought, Field uses a hierarchical structure. For Field language is necessary for
thought (beliefs) where these beliefs are generated by a dispositional attitude. If we
accept the notion of dispositional attitude and thus humans as active agents in the
generation of ‘thoughts’; along with the idea of language being necessary for

* Ibid., p. 17.
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thought we end in a paradox. The paradox is that thought, (i.e. language) can only
discover an idea, belief, word or concept which it finds by way of a dispositional
attitude but it must already know what to find before it finds it because its only
content is itself, (i.e. language). The only way to avoid the paradox and maintain
that humans are active agents with dispositional attitudes is to abandon the idea that
language is necessary for thought. This is because, as | have stated above, to have a
dispositional attitude is to have the disposition to use language, but this disposition
must be prior to language, (i.e. | must have the thought about language prior to the
language | use to express the disposition). The common theme in Field’s argument
is that he analyses the mental act of thought in terms of a type of ‘thing’, (i.e.
language). And as O'Hear notes if humans are active agents then this type of thing

i.e. language itself, requires mental activity in order to be dealt with.*®

In regard to the second alternative, if we abandon dispositional attitude and thus the
claim that humans are active agents in the generation of ‘thoughts’, we turn humans
into passive vehicles for forces outside of their control. In which case we must
abandon thinking and therefore thought as well. This is because the user of
language becomes a passive vessel for language. Language throws up the word not
the active involvement of the user. In this regard the word is not created by the user
but is generated automatically from the users lexicon as a response to some stimuli.
So thinking and thought become redundant. Thus we have seen that absurdities

resides in the notion of words or language being the essence of thought.

In my discussion it is apparent that Field regards language as innate and hard-wired
into the brain. Another theory which sees a language as being hard-wired into the
brain is that of Fodor. The difference is that Fodor regards natural language as
being only relative to a particular culture. What Fodor regards as innate, as well as
culturally universal, is the language mentalese. As we saw with Field his arguments
of an innate natural language in the brain in facts shifts the problem of what the

medium of thought is one step lower than natural language. A theory that shifts

¥ A. O’Hear, 1985, p.225.
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another step lower than Field's innate natural language theory is that of Fodor’s
idea of an innate mentalese. But because, as we shall see, mentalese is both the

content and process of itself, his model reduces to absurdity.

Fodor, as well as Chomsky, Levelt and Pinker, regards the brain as being composed
of isolatable modules of which one such is language.** For Fodor the module of
mentalese is innately structured and specialised for the interpretation and
construction of natural language sentences. In Field’s theory natural language was
the basis or medium of thought but in Fodor's theory natural language is only a
vehicle for mentalese; since mentalese is in fact translated into whatever natural
language we may happen to use. Just as Field's ideas lead to paradox and regress so
do Fodor's ideas. Field shifted the problem one step deeper than natural language
where as Fodor shifts the problem one step deeper than mentalese. Cognitive
science has abandoned the stimulus-response model of behaviourism and replaced
it with a model of internal processing. But as we shall see this model is no more
than another version of behaviourism in that ‘thoughts’ are what is generated from
the algorithm of mentalese processing. The algorithm of mentalese then just throws
up the programmed result. In his book The Character of Mind, McGinn likewise
notes that the idea of an innate algorithmic process leads to a passive responder
because such models leave out consciousness and the realisation that humans are
active creators of meaning.® It will become apparent that the idea of a language of
thought leads to paradox, regress and dilemmas irrespective of whether humans are

passive responders or active creators.

* ). Fodor, 1978, 1983, 1987, N. Chomsky, 1988, W, Levelt, 1989, S, Pinker 1994.
% C. McGinn, 1996, pp. 107-116.
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A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST A PRIORI
ARGUMENTS FOR LANGUAGE OF thought BEING
THE MEDIUM OR BASIS OR ESSENCE OF
THOUGHT: FODOR-- MENTALESE

Fodor rejects the claim that natural language is the medium of thought on the
grounds that nonverbal and preverbal animals and children do think.*® According
to Fodor the arguments of Ryle and Wittgenstein against the sort of psychology he
is advocating "... depend on a complex of assumptions about the nature of
explanation, the ontological status of theoretical entities, and the a priori conditions
upon the possibility of linguistic communication ...”>" Fodor claims that all these
assumptions are in fact unwarranted.*® According to Fodor, Ryle argues that
mentalistic models give mechanistic accounts and orgies of regrettable
hypostasis.*® Nevertheless Fodor states that "... It will be the pervasive assumption
of my discussion that such explanations, however often they may prove to be
empirically unsound, are in principle, methodologically impeccable."* This is
because Fodor believes that Ryle and Wittgenstein have given no a priori reasons

why his mentalist approach will not prove fruitful.**

Fodor claims that one cannot learn a language unless one already knows a language
i.e. a meta-language. On this point Fodor identifies a regress, namely that learning

the meta-language must involve prior knowledge of a meta-language in which its

% J. Fodor, 1976, p. 56.
¥ ibid., p. 3.
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truth definitions are couched - and so on ad infinitum.** But Fodor claims he
avoids this regress by claiming that this meta-language is in fact innate.”* Fodor
compares the brain to a computer where natural languages are input output
sequences for a central cognition process that operates like the machine language of
a computer. A system like a compiler transforms the machine language into the
natural language.** This innate internal meta-language is rich enough "... to
express the extension of any plausible natural language predicate that can be
learned."* The complexity of ‘thoughts’ results from the natural language
incorporating itself back into the computational process of the meta-language by a

process of abbreviatory definition.*

What allows this incorporation and thinking
are memory mechanisms. According to Fodor these memory mechanisms are
sensitive to the complexity of the form in which the ‘thoughts’ are couched.”” The
meta-language is made up of mental representations very much but not quite like

natural language and not quite a linguaform.“® As Fodor states:

"... the available models of cognitive processes characterize them as
fundamentally  computational and hence  presuppose a
representational system in which the computations are carried out.
This representational system cannot itself be a natural language
although: the semantic properties of any learnable language

predicate must be expressible in the representational system."*°

The logic of this meta-language is Aristotelian logic.”® Incorporated in Fodor's
account is a relational view of propositional attitudes in which the propositional

attitudes are encoded in mental representations. Beliefs are propositional attitudes

“2ibid., p. 65.
“ibid., p. 65.
“ibid., p. 66.
** ibid., p.82.

“® ibid., p. 85.
“"'ibid., p. 85.
¢ ibid., p. 156.
“ibid., p. 99.
% ibid., p. 65.
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and are mental states™’. These propositional attitudes interact in causal relations,
because "... propositional attitudes are... relations to internal sentences."? Why
propositional attitudes are mental representations is, according to Fodor, because of
the fact of ‘intentionality’.® Intentional states have intentional objects. As Fodor

notes . the intentional objects of mental states are complex. | think they
constitute a language; roughly, the syntactic structure of mental states mirrors the
semantic relations among intentional objects."”>* In The Modularity of the Mind
Fodor outlines a modular model of the mind in which the structure of the mind is
considered to be made up of interlocking modules in functional interrelations.
These modules can contain such things as: natural language; mentalese, the innate

meta-language and memory.>

Fodor claims that beliefs and desires, etc are to be understood as relations to
sentences. These sentences belong to an innate universal language of thought called
mentalese, encoded in a module, one of many modules that make up the human
brain. Thinking is considered to be the manipulation of a symbolic system by a
limited number of Atristotelian logical rules.®® Fodor claims that the feature of
propositional attitudes known as intentionality leads to the fact that these internal
sentences are mental representations some linguaform or abstract symbolic system.
Thus the contents of mentalese are mental representations, a symbolic linguaform,
upon which is performed Aristotelian logical operations. As Preston succinctly

notes:

"... the fully fledged language of thought hypothesis is that thinking
consists, quite literally, in computational operations performed upon
sentences of mentalese, an internal language with which thinkers are

innately endowed. For a creature to think, on this view, is for it to have

*1J. Fodor, 1981, p. 202.
2 jbid., p.202.

>3 ibid. pp. 200-203.

> J. Fodor, 1987 , p. 138.
%% J. Fodor, 1983.

* J. Fodor, 1976, p. 121.
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rational symbol-manipulations occurring in its mental medium ... The
mind is conceived of a set of interlocking 'modules’ characterised not
in terms of structure, or of the material they are realised in terms of
their functional interrelations. Their functioning consists in the
processing of information encoded in linguaform mental

representations."’

Natural language is no more than the vehicle through which mentalese expresses
itself. Mentalese is translated into whatever natural language one uses. Thus with
Fodor's theory the content of thought has been shifted one step lower than natural
language into mentalese. But as we shall see this does not solve the problem
because mentalese under Fodor's characterisation needs processing as well. Fodor's
theory has not gone unchallenged. As we shall see Glock, McGinn, Searle, Dennett,

and Davidson to name a few have offered arguments against mentalese.

While acknowledging that we can have an inner speech in some language Glock
rejects the idea that there is a medium of thought. According to Glock the idea of a
language of thought has the absurd consequence that the thinker may be mistaken
about his own ‘thoughts’. Glock argues that there is no need to assume that we

think in some symbolism. As he states:

"... arguably, the question of what language | think in arises only
with respect to a foreign language. And boils down to questions such
as these: Do | speak that language hesitantly? Do | have to decide
first what | want to say and then try to remember the equivalent in the
foreign tongue, or can | simply say it? But there is no need to suppose
that 1 must think in some symbolism ... and then transpose my
thoughts into utterances of a different symbolism. That picture -

enshrined in Fodor's idea of a language of thought-has the absurd

> J. Preston, 1997, p. 7.
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consequence that I must always be mistaken about even the most

simple of my own thoughts." >

McGinn sees cognitive science, with its preoccupation on computer models for the
brain, as fundamentally wrong in regard to the idea of thinking as being like a
computer programme. McGinn claims thinking requires meaning and
understanding of the symbols manipulated by the mind; and a programme does not
have understanding or know the meaning of the symbols it manipulates. For
McGinn the fundamental problem with the idea of an innate mental processing
algorithm is "... how can we model what requires understanding on what does
not."™>® Searle, as we shall see, critiques mentalese by putting it in opposition to
another model of language. Davidson claims there are simpler models. Dennett
likewise agrees with Davidson that there are other models to explain thinking
namely one based upon biology. What | am aiming to do in this chapter is not
critique mentalese by juxtaposing it with a model, as other have done, but instead
critique it in terms of its own characterisation. It is by undermining the theory in

terms of its own criteria that to my mind end the debate.

Glock and Preston claim that the phenomenon of ‘the tip-of-tongue’ can be
explained by the idea of a language of thought namely mentalese.’® Dennett
likewise acknowledges this phenomenon, but claims that this does not involve
mentalese because tip of the tongue take place at the consciousness level and
because of this the idea of mentalese just leads to regress and the invention of more
and more 'modules’. Dennett, like McGinn, sees the model as forgetting

consciousness. As Dennett states:

%8 Hans-Johann, Glock, 1997, p.164.
% C. McGinn, op. cit., p. 111.
% 3, Preston, 1997, p. 8 & H-Johann Glock, 1997, p.165.
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"Unconscious cognitive processes are granted on all sides, and if it is
conducted in Mentalese (as is commonly asserted or assumed by
theorists of language of thought persuasion), getting some content
translated into Mentalese cannot be sufficient for getting it into
consciousness, even if it is sufficient for getting understood. There
must be some further translation or transduction into an even more
central arena than central processing, into some extra system-Ned

Block's postulated consciousness module.” ®

According to Dennett, Fodor's theory is a poor model because it is unbiological
and a sort of DNA code for language.®? Searle similarly claims that the
computational model of mentalese leaves out consciousness. Searle sets out the
features that he thinks characterise rule-governed, intentional behaviour and argues
that too few of them are respected under the mentalese model.®® While
acknowledging that we some times cannot find words for our ‘thoughts’ Davidson
claims that the language of thought theory is a feeble argument. According to
Davidson it is enough to know that we can think new things as well as to realise
that we sometimes cannot find the words which we already know. On these points

Davidson states:

"... the arguments for the existence of a language of thought prior to,
or independent of, a socially engineered language are feeble. The fact
that we sometimes cannot find words for what we want to say has
simpler explanations than the postulation of a pre-exiting internal but
wordless message striving to find translation into a spoken idiom. It is

enough to suppose that we sometimes cannot access words or phrases

1 D. Dennett, 1997, p. 222.
%2 ibid., p.222.
63 ). Searle, 1997, p. 108-110.
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we already know, or even that, already having a language, we are able

to think of new things that need saying."®*

It is a curious fact that some aspects of Davidson’s theory of interpretation meaning
and truth have led some interpreters to argue that his theory implies a mentalese
language of thought. For instance Vermazen argues:

"Davidson would have it that speakers understand English in virtue
of knowing the truth conditions of English sentences. Thus Dudley
understands 'Snow is white' in virtue of knowing via his finite theory
that the sentence is true iff snow is white. In order to accomplish the
latter epistemic achievement, Dudley must have (somehow)
represented to himself that 'Snow is white' is true iff snow is white.
But this requires an internal representation, say a 'language of
thought' capable of expressing the proposition that snow is white; and
so the problem of meaning has only been put off. To suggest a truth-
theoretic semantics now be provided for the Mentalese language
launches an obviously vicious regress cognate with what D.C.
Dennett has called "Hume's Problem™ of self-understanding

representations."®

These criticisms of the language of thought are to my mind sound, but they all have
one fundamental flaw. Each critique attacks Fodor from the perspective of some
other theory, be it a theory of meaning consciousness or biology. In his book The
Language of Thought Fodor makes his claims by generating paradoxes, regresses
and dilemmas. | feel that it is by generating similar flaws in Fodor's theory that we
pull the rug from under his feet and lay to rest the debate. All that opposing other

theories does is create arguments over key terms, as we saw in the case of Ryle and

% D. Davidson, 1997, p. 20.
% B. Vermazen, 1989, p. 248.
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Wittgenstein. All that Fodor can or could say in response is, as we saw, that he
disagrees with their assumption. By undermining his arguments in terms of his

arguments alone we in fact render his views untenable.

The creator of a linguaform sentence must know, or be conscious of the meaning of
the sentence before it is created. This is because if the essence of mentalese is
linguaform we have a paradox. The paradox being that thought being solely in
linguaform then thought, can only discover an idea which it creates but it must
already know that which it creates before it creates it; because its only content is
itself. This is because a thinker can only use linguaform to search for the
linguaform he is looking for but the linguaform he uses to search for the linguaform

he is searching for, implies that he already knows the linguaform he is looking for.

This paradox only results if the thinker is an active agent in the generation of
linguaform; in other words if the human ‘thinks’. If we assume that the human is
only a passive responder to stimulus then the paradox does not arise. This is
because if the human is a passive responder then all that happens in his brain is that
the algorithm of mentalese throws up the linguaform needed for the completion of
the program. The human is activated by a stimulus and the algorithm produces the
logical result; all that the human is, is a capsule to house the algorithm. In this
regard we must give up the idea that the human ‘thinks’ and thus that he has any
‘thoughts’ apart from innate content and pre-programmed algorithms. As we saw
with McGinn's and Dennett’s critique of the language of thought model what is
missing from this is ‘consciousness’ But if we bring in consciousness then we end
up with the paradox above. Thus we have a dilemma either the human is a passive
responder to stimulus, a container for an algorithmic process, and we give up the
notions of thinking and thought or the human is an active creator of linguaform
and we end in paradox if linguaform is the basis or medium of thought and

thinking.
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If we claim that there are modules in the brain and one of these is our memory we
end up with a regress and dilemma as above. This is because either the human
actively searches his memory for the meanings his consciousness requires or it is
the algorithm that searches the memory bank for the word it needs to complete the
program independent of any volition on the part of the host for the algorithm. |
must search my memory i.e. some 'module’ to find the linguaform to give meaning
to my consciousness, (i.e. | must ‘think’). The very fact that | search my memory
i.e. some 'module’ for the linguaform indicates that there must be a pre-linguaform
thought prior to the linguaform itself, which thinking finds in my memory. If this
pre-linguaform thought is itself some sort of mental representation-sentence, we
end with an infinite regress. If this pre-linguaform thought is a mental
representation, then it would require a language of thought capable of processing
the mental representation; but now this ‘language of thought’ launches us on a

regress.

This regress only results if we claim the human is an active thinker or finder of
linguaform. If the human is only a responder then it is the algorithm that searches
out in memory the linguaform it needs, but here we must abandon the notion of
‘think’ because the human does not find the linguaform from thinking, the
algorithm finds it independent of the volition of the human. On the other hand, if
the human is a thinker and finds the linguaform which gives meaning to his
consciousness then we end in regress. Thus we end up with a dilemma. Either the
human just responds to stimulus and the algorithm accesses in memory, via an
algorithm, the required linguaform and we give up the notions of ‘think’ and
‘thought.” Or the human is an active agent that finds in memory the required

linguaform to give meaning to his consciousness and we end with a regress.

We have looked at Sellars, Field, Carruthers and Fodor's arguments that the
medium of thought is propositional, (i.e. in language). In their accounts, if the
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thinker is an active agent in the generation of a thought then their models end in
paradox, regress and dilemma. On the other hand if the thinker is a passive vehicle
for some output, (i.e. they are simply controlled by stimuli through a mental
mechanism or algorithm) again their models end in paradox, regress and dilemmas.
In this alternative we saw that we must give up the notions of thought and
‘memory’ if language is the medium of thought. In the former alternative if we are
to accept their accounts in regard to a language playing a role in thought we must
give up the notion that a language is the basis or medium of thought. In Fodor's,
account natural language is only a vehicle for thought. If we are to avoid the
absurdities of Field, Sellars and Carruther's accounts then language could only be a
vehicle and not the medium of thought. Sellars, Field and Carruther's accounts in
fact shift the problem of the medium of thought one level lower than what they
address. It is at this level that Fodor offers his model, but even this ends in
absurdities and in fact shifts the problem one level lower again. What we can draw
from the above reductios is that the medium of thought cannot be a language. This
is simply because the logical paradox of thought being a language is that thought
(i.e. a language) can only discover some aspect of language' which it creates but it
must already know that which it creates before it creates it; because its only content
is itself, (i.e. language). In these propositional models a language is both the
content and process of itself and as such there is no way to avoid the absurdities.
Thus we see that absurdities resides in the notion of language being the essence of
thought. There are non-propositional, or non-language models namely imagism, but
as we shall see the idea that ‘images’ are the medium or basis, or essence of

thought likewise reduces to absurdities.
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A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST A PRIORI
ARGUMENTS FOR IMAGES BEING THE MEDIUM
OR BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF THOUGHT: IMAGISM

About 2,300 years ago Avristotle claimed that the soul never thinks without images.
In the recent philosophical period imagist arguments have been put forward by

Locke, Hume, and Russell. Their basic arguments summed up by Carruthers, is:

"... that thoughts consist entirely of mental (mostly visual) images,
and that thoughts interact by means of associations (mostly learned)
between those images ... thought is independent of language on the
grounds that possession and manipulation of mental images need not

in anyway involve or pre-suppose natural language."®®

Lakoff, Johnson and Lakoff & Johnson claim that image schemata are crucial for
categorisation and lexical semantics.®” Lakoff prefers image models to
propositional ones. He claims that propositional thinking is rooted in visual images.
Johnson claims that abstract reasoning should be modelled upon images derived
from bodily representations (i.e. motor and motor-based visual schemata).?® Imagist
claims in regard to the medium or basis, or essence of thought ends up with similar
problems as do the claims that language is the medium or basis, or essence of
thought. These problems have as their source simply the idea that the creator of the

image must know the significance of the image before it is visualised.

Einstein when asked by J. Hadamad about his thinking when engaged upon some
inventive work stated that words and language did not play a role. Einstein noted
that images were used in his thought. As he states “the words or language, as they
are written or spoken, do not seem to play any role in my mechanism of thought.

The psychical entities which seem to serve as clear elements in thought are certain

% p. Carruthers, 1998, p. 31.
87 G. Lakoff, 1987, M. Johnson, 1987, G. Lakoff & M. Johnson, 1980.
% M. Johnson, 1987.
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signs and more or less clear images which can be “... voluntarily reproduced and

combined.”®®

There are two classic objections to imagistic theory. Firstly many of our words and
concepts stand for things that have no image. As Carruthers points out, "... it seems
plain that no image, or sequence of images, can, of itself, carry the content of even
a simple thought such as [that all grass is green] let alone of a complex proposition
such as [that life may be discovered on Mars in the next ten or twelve years]."
Secondly Wittgenstein argued that if the meaning attached to an uttered thought
was an image then it would be possible to peel away the utterance to leave just the
image. As Carruthers notes, " ... say aloud, and mean 'It is windy today’, just as you
would in normal conversation. Then do what you did again, only just with the
meaning remaining without effecting any utterance ...""* Carruthers claims that
studying the nature of imagery is less useful than studying the nature of language in
regard to understanding the nature of thought.”? He claims this because when we
use an image the content of the thought is in fact conveyed by a natural language
sentence. As he states, "... it is images of natural language sentences which are the
primary vehicles of our conscious thoughts ... For it is not the image, as such,
which carries the content of the thought, but rather what is imaged-namely, a

natural-language sentence.""

We shall see below that Carruthers is wrong on this
point. In reference to the research of Keller & Keller, we will see that there can be
images in the mind in which the content of those images (‘thoughts’) are not

conveyed by language.

It would seem that there is ample philosophical argument rejecting the notion that
images are the medium of thought. I partly agree with this argument but | disagree
on the method upon which the rejection is based namely the countering of imagism

in terms of ‘things’ or theories, (i.e. meaning which imagist theorists do not bring

89|, Matte-Blanco, 1988, p.97.
" p_ Carruthers, op. cit., p. 32.
ibid., p. 32.

2 p, Carruthers, op. cit., p. 51.
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into their models). What | will do is take some examples from cognitive science
and show how they lead to the fact that images cannot be the basis of thought
because in their own terms they reduce to absurdities. | take examples from
cognitive science for two reasons. Firstly as philosophy discuses the working of the
mind then empirical investigations into the mind should be a test place for the
philosophical investigations. Secondly if the empirical investigations leads to
theories which end up in absurdities then we cut the ground from beneath

‘scientific’ rejections of the philosophical arguments and thus end the debate.

Pinker and Bloom claim that "... language is a poor medium to convey certain
forms of information such as emotions or Euclidean relations .... a picture is worth

a thousand words.""™

Wallace in investigating the working of a machinist argues
that imagery is the primary medium in which the machinist’s thinking activity takes

place. As he argues:

" ... the machinist thought with his hands and eyes and when he
wished to learn to communicate he made a drawing or a model; the
manufacturer and manager thought with his larynx, as it were, and
when he wished to learn or communicate did so with words, in

conversation or writing ...""

Kosslyn maintains that imagery is needed for the communicating of positions and
shapes, as well as when finer distinctions in shape are required.”® Ferguson claims
that the thought processes involved in engineering design do not take place in
language descriptions but are "... dealt with in the mind by a visual, nonverbal
process ... it rests largely on the nonverbal thought and nonverbal reasoning of the

" ibid., p. 51.

™S, Pinker & P Bloom, 1990, p. 715.
™ A, Wallace, 1978, p. 212.

%S, Kosslyn, 1981.
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designer who thinks with pictures."’” These examples show that Carruthers is
wrong about the content of imagistic ‘thoughts’ being conveyed by language. In the
cognitive sciences the most preferred model to explain the mind’s functioning is a
Fordorian one. Athough the workings of this modular approach are not fully
understood, Fodor's account is the preferred one. On this point Gumperz and
Levinson state "... although those properties are only dimly understood, still it is

generally presumed, as Fodor has influentially put it, that the mind is ‘modular™.”®

Keller and Keller adopt a modualaristic approach to the mind. They claim that
mental activity takes place within diverse and discrete modes. Language, imagery,
emotion, and sensorimotor representation are distinct cognitive modalities
involving multiple information-processing components independently operating but
interactively.”” According to Keller and Keller the visual and linguistic
modularities act independent of each other.?’ Keller and Keller claim that visual
imagery and evolutionary vision are prior to language and that ... even after the
appearance of language in evolution, alternate forms of conceptual representation

remain structurally and functionally independent."®

According to Keller and
Keller, aphasic patients indicate that while language is affected the visual imagery
is not impaired.® In Keller and Keller’s account the thinking can be both in images
and language, but imagistic thought is the more primal. In this regard they would
reject Carruthers’ argument that the content of imagistic thought is conveyed by

natural-language sentences.

Keller and Keller claim that imagistic modes of thinking interact with linguistic
modes. In examining the working of a blacksmith they claim that language is of
minimal importance in the production process of the blacksmith.®® The blacksmith
claims that he has to "... get a concrete visualization of the knife going, because I'm

""E. Ferguson, 1977, p. 827-828.

8 J. Gumperz & S. Levinson, p. 22.
" C. Keller & J. Keller, 1997, p. 115.
®ibid., p. 117.

& ibid.,. p. 116.

% ibid., p. 116.
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going to be out there shaping it with a hammer ..."®* Keller and Keller maintain
that a dynamic interaction takes place between the material developments and
imagery once the production of the blade begins.®> A complex process of image
thinking takes place as the blacksmith goes about creating the object. The
blacksmith uses images in diverse ways to produce his object, a thinking which
does not, it is claimed, take place in the medium of language. The design of the
product takes place through images. According to Keller and Keller, this involves
the positioning of schematic images of segments since the blacksmith notes that he
is dealing with dimensions.®*® In the production of the object, abstract referential
schemata such as straightness, perpendicularity and balance are used to gauge the
progress of the production.®” According to Keller and Keller the set-up images
integrate visual and sensorimotor information "... in representation which combine
a simultaneous visual arrangement with sequentially ordered procedural
knowledge."® Keller and Keller conclude, from the investigation of how a
blacksmith thinks when producing an object that imagery and language interact; but

that imagery is a basic form of mental activity. As they state:

"Based upon evidence above, we argue that imagery and
sensorimotoer representation constitute basic forms of mental activity
which may predominate in certain human activities such as design of
material artifacts. These systems of information processing constitute
distinct forms of conceptual thought and reasoning which may be
integrated at various points with linguistic representation, but which

are not thereby determined by linguistic structures."®

& ibid., p. 119.
% ibid., p. 119.
% ibid., p. 119.
% ibid., p. 121.
 ibid., p. 121.
% ibid., p. 121.
¥ ibid., p. 121.
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In contradistinction to Carruthers’ claims, the examples and arguments of Keller
and Keller, Wallace, Kosslyn and Ferguson give powerful support to the idea that
‘thoughts’ do not have to involve language. While indicating that ‘thoughts’ can be
in images their arguments do not indicate that images are the medium of the
‘thoughts’ in images. All their argument indicates, just like the arguments about
language, is that images can be the vehicle of thought. That there must be
something prior to images in the thinking process that involves images can be
easily seen by the way the idea that images are the medium of thought reduces to
absurdity.”® Now the idea of a memory crops up with Keller and Keller’s account
since they argue that these images are learned over a period of time.** Consequently
they must be stored in a memory. It is this memory requirement which turns the
idea that images are the medium of thought into absurdity, as it did for Field and

Fodor.

If the medium of thought is imagistic then we have the paradox that thought must
know the image before it knows what images to use to express it self. This is seen
clearly if we assume the image is stored in memory. Since if the medium of thought
IS imagistic then an image must be used to access the image in memory. But if the
image in memory is the same as the one used to access it then we have the paradox
that the thinker already knows the image before he accesses it. If the image used to
access the image in memory is different from the one in memory we have a
dilemma. If the thinker uses a different image to access the one in memory then
there is the problem of where this image comes from. Either it is prior to the one
in memory, if this prior image is the basis of the thought we have a paradox.
Thought” must know the image before it knows what images to use to express

itself.

Therefore it becomes apparent that if the thinker is an active generator of their

‘thoughts’ then images cannot be the basis or medium of thought. This is because

% |bid., p. 119.
*Libid., p. 121.
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the regresses have shown that there must be something prior to the image. An
image, like a natural-language sentence or mentalese can be a vehicle for thought
but not its medium, or basis. In other words the above arguments show that a
thought must be present without images and is independent of images. Thus we
have shown that absurdities resides in the notion that an image is the essence of
thought.

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS AGAINST A PRIORI
ARGUMENTS FOR CONCEPTS BEING THE MEDIUM
OR BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF THOUGHT

| have tried to demonstrate that the content of thinking, must be prior to natural
language or a linguaform, or an image. My conclusion arrived at is that a thought
must be independent of any of these ‘things’. So if neither natural language, or a
linguaform, or an image can not be the medium or basis of thought what
something else could be? Aristotle's answer was that concepts, or beliefs could be
the medium or basis, or essence of thought.** Philosophers who argue for the
notion that concepts are the basis/medium of thought are Frege and McGinn.

Frege initiated a philosophical language tradition that was to last seventy five ears
and was concerned with how language hooks onto the world. With Frege’s image
of the telescope, in his article On sense and Reference®, we get a philosophical
interest in how language hooks onto the external world. With this image seems to
go the assumption that the thought shapes our language because the categories of
language are the categories of thought. In other words language mirrors our thought
process such that it is seen that language is the visible manifestation of thought and

that thought is language. As Dummett notes, “... Frege was able to claim that the

%2 On these point Sokolov notes Aristotle poses the question "what are the attributes that distinguish
primary concepts from images? Or [let] these concepts be not images but [at any rate, they cannot
manifest themselves] without images.” (A. Sokolov, 1975, p. 13)
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structure of the sentence reflects the structure of thought”.** For Frege there was
the outer world (material objects) the inner world (psychological phenomena) and a
‘third realm’, “... whose contents cannot be grasped by the mind until they are
dressed in language.”® Frege claimed that thought and language were
independent. As he states, “... thought, in itself immaterial, clothes itself in the
material garment of the sentence and thereby becomes comprehensible to us. We
say a sentence expresses a thought.”® Nevertheless as Preston points out “... the
view is linguistic not because it represents thoughts as linguistic (it need not), but
because it construes thinking as coming to stand in relation to ‘objects of thought’
these being the senses of the sentences, those things which are true or false.”®” The
contents of this third realm in regard to thought are concepts. These concepts are
what Frege called the sense of words®® or sentences.®® Concepts or senses are the
objective content of ‘thoughts’ existing independent of the individual thinker or any
thinker but available to each thinker in the third realm.'®

Dummett the advocate of a certain type of analytical philosophy seems himself to
move towards a Fregeian view of thought. Dummett argues, that thoughts exist
and that language is the medium of our thoughts'™™. As he states “... the
philosophy of thought can be approached only through the philosophy of

language.”*** For Dummett language is prior to thought.*®®

Any attempt to explain
thought independently of its expression in language is according to Dummett
overturning the fundamental axiom of all analytical philosophy.'® He states “... as

Frege insisted concepts, or what he called ‘senses’-the senses of words considered

% G, Frege, (1892), 1960, p. 60.
* M. Dummett, 1991, p. 3.

% J. Preston, 1997, p. 3.

% G. Frege, 1918, p. 20.

°7J. Preston , op.cit, p. 3.

% M. Dummett, op.cit, p.111.
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independently of their being expressed by words—are not contents of the mind.”%°

As we saw Frege saw thoughts as inhabiting a third realm with no linguistic
content. This account by Dummett gives him some problems since according to
Dummett “... we cannot therefore explain what it is for a subject to understand a
certain sense as attaching to a word by means of a simple associationist model
..."1% Dummett claims that though there may be a prior grasp of sense one does
not have to presuppose it. For to presuppose it would according to Dummett

undermine the assumptions of analytical philosophy.*’

McGinn, after arguing that there is no cogent argument "...for the thesis that

thought is possible only in the presence of language™®

109

, argues that concepts could
be the medium or basis, or essence of thought.”™ McGinn notes that concepts will
be some sort of internal representation in the mind of the thinker.'® Nevertheless
McGinn notes that the idea that concepts are mental images is discredited.™*
Similarly I have shown above that images cannot be the basis of thought. With
regard to the idea that concepts are some sort of language of thought (i.e.
mentalese). McGinn concludes that such a theory is inadequate or circular. As

McGinn points out:

"... the hypothesis of the language of thought is in the same business,
substituting words for images as the basis of the mental capacities
conferred. The trouble with this theory of concepts is, fundamentally,
that it is either inadequate or circular: it is inadequate if it tries to
generate concepts from mere uninterpreted syntax; but it is circular

once it concedes that inner words need interpretation, since this is

195 Ipid., p.111.

1% ibid., p.111.

9 ibid., p.111-112.

198 C. McGinn, 1996, p. 105.
199 ibid., p. 105.

19 ibid., p. 106.
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precisely for them to express concepts-and it will be those concepts

that are doing the work the inner saying theory arrogates to itself."2

So what is a concept? McGinn claims that there is no single answer and that it will

depend on the concept.'*

All that we can be assured of, according to McGinn, is
that ... they [concepts] contribute to the content of thought."** Even though just
what a concept is in doubt, as we will see, concepts such as natural language,
‘linguaform’ and “‘images’ cannot be the medium or basis, or essence of thought as

like the former alternatives, this idea ends up with absurdities.

If the medium of thought is a concept then we have the paradox that thought must
know the concept before it knows what concept to use to express it self. This is
seen clearly if we assume the concept is stored in memory. Since if the medium of
thought is a concept then a concept must be used to access the concept in memory.
But if the concept in memory is the same as the one used to access it then we have
the paradox that the thinker already knows the concept before they accesses it. If
the concept used to access the concept in memory is different from the one in
memory we have a dilemma. If the thinker uses a different concept to access the
one in memory then where did this concept come from. Either it is prior to the one
in memory but then where did the prior concept come from. Thus we are on a
regress, or if this prior concept is the basis of the thought we have a paradox as
above namely thought must know the concept before it knows what concept to use
to express itself. Thus the logical paradox of thought being something is that
thought (i.e. something ) can only discover something which it creates but it must
already know that which it creates before it creates it; because its only content is

itself, (i.e. something).

We can take McGinn's dilemma against the idea that the medium or basis, or

essence of thought could be a language of thought and turn it back onto his idea

12 ibid., p. 106.
3 ibid., p. 106.
" ibid., p. 106.
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that concepts are the medium or basis, or essence of thought. The idea that concepts
are the basis of thought is circular because once we concede that concepts are in
need of interpretation, then either 1) the concepts do the interpretation and we have
circularity, or 2) something else does the interpretation and we have a regress
because, since then concepts then express these other things-and it will be other
things that are doing the work the concepts theory arrogates to itself. Thus we see

that absurdities resides in the notion that a concept is the essence of thought.

Since all attempts to ascribe a medium or basis, or essence to thought end in
inconsistencies. These inconsistencies indicate that there cannot be a medium or
basis, or essence to thought. If we keep the notions of thinking, ‘memory’ and and
humans as active generators of their thought, we must abandon the idea that
thought has a ‘thing’ as its foundation sui generis (i.e. a medium or basis, or
essence). From these above examples we could inductively infer that any attempt
to put forward something as a medium or basis, or essence to thought will likewise
end in inconsistencies. Now as we know the inductive method of inference is no
guarantee of certainty, as in the future some such attempt may disprove the
induction. Consequently | shall offer a deductive argument derived from the
findings of the above arguments to establish that there cannot be anything as the

medium or basis, or essence of thought.

A PRIORI ARGUMENTS FOR THE IDEA THAT
THERE CANNOT BE ANYTHING AS THE MEDIUM
OR BASIS, OR ESSENCE OF THOUGHT

Davidson, as a powerful modern exponent of the communicative paradigm, puts
forward cogent arguments for the idea that language is needed for thought as a
vehicle. Nevertheless he does not tell us what the basis or medium of thought is.
Davidson though implicitly claiming that ‘thoughts’ exist only claims that

language is only the vehicle which conveys the ‘thoughts’. In presenting these
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communicative arguments he leaves, blank any claim about the content, basis or
medium of these ‘thoughts’. Similarly Wittgenstein of the Tractatus believes that

there are “thoughts’ but is unable to say just what the essence of thought is.

Davidson, as a powerful modern exponent of the communicative paradigm, puts
forward cogent arguments for the idea that language is needed for thought as a
vehicle. Nevertheless he does not tell us what the basis or medium of thought is.
Davidson in a number of articles sets out to argue, in his words, "[w]hat is chiefly
needed is to show how thought depends on speech."'*> Davidson claims that "... a
primitive behaviorism, baffled by the privacy of unspoken thoughts, may take
comfort in the view that thinking is really ‘talking to oneself-silent speech."'® But

he claims his "... thesis does not imply the possibility of reduction, behavoristic or
otherwise, of thought to speech; indeed the thesis imputes no priority to language,
epistemologically or conceptually. The claim also falls short of similar claims in
that it allows that there may be thoughts for which the speaker cannot find words,
or for which there are no words.”**” Thus he maintains that some ‘thoughts’ are
non-linguistic. In his article, Rational Animals, Davidson claims that language is
necessary for thought. As he states “ a creature cannot have a thought unless it has

language.”**®

In other words without language there can be no ‘thoughts’.
Davidson points out that he is not reducing thinking to linguistic activity, or
arguing that ‘thoughts’ have a physical or neurological existence or that ‘thoughts’
can only exist if there is a sentence that expresses that thought.**® Davidson's main
claim is that"... the attribution of thought depends on the interpretation of
speech.”.®® The central thrust of Davidson's argument is that we can only attribute
a thought to someone if that person expresses it via speech or language. As
Davidson states it is "... by the use of language [that we] attribute thoughts."'**

Davidson is not saying that language is the basis/medium of thought but only that

115D, Davidson, 1984, p. 156.
11 ibid., p. 155.

Y ibid., p. 157-58.

18 b, Davidson, 1992, p. 477.
9 ibid., p.476-77.

120D, Davidson, op. cit., pp. 163.
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they are expressed via speech, Davidson is clear on this point as he notes that there
may be ‘thoughts’ for which there are no words available or for which the speaker
can find. (i.e. tip of tongue). In regard to the issues of 1) whether ‘thoughts’ are
independent of language or 2) thinking is inner speech. Davidson claims that there
is interdependence between them. He states the ideas that “"thoughts are primary, a
language seems to serve no purpose but to express or convey thoughts ... [and] as
Sellars puts it "... thinking at the distinctly human level ... is essentially verbal
activity. But clearly the parallel between the structure of thoughts and the structure
of sentences provides no argument for the primacy of either, and only a
presumption in favor of their interdependence."*?* Thus, while Davidson believes
‘thoughts’ exist and outlines why language is needed for thought as a vehicle he
leaves blank just what the basis or medium of this thought is. Davidson is one of
the most sophisticated philosophers in the communicative paradigm yet he
nevertheless does not tell us just what the basis or medium of ‘thoughts’ are.

It should be noted that N. Block, C. Peacocke, and G. Evans have outlined theories
of thought that although denying that language is the medium, basis, or essence of
thought nevertheless claim that thought is constituted by something. '* Why |
don’t focus upon these theorists is because the method of my argument is by
default applicable to any theory that postulates a ‘thing’ as constituting a thought

and thus by dealing with these theorists would just create unnecessary redundancy.

With Wittgenstein in the Tractatus we get the view that language shapes thought
for according to Wittgenstein language is thought where the logical structure of
language is the logical structure of the external world.*** Nevertheless in a letter to
Russell, Wittgenstein claims that thoughts are constituted by something which he
knows not what. As Wittgenstein states:

121 ibid., p. 165.

122 ibid., p. 158.

122 N. Block, 1986 , C Peacocke, 1986, 1992, C. McGinn, 1996, pp. 83-106.
24 H. L. Finch, 1995, p. 19.





93

“l don’t know what the constituents of a thought are but I
know that it must have such constituents which correspond
to the words of language. Again, the kind of relation of the
constituents of thought and of the pictured fact is irrelevant.

It would be a matter of psychology to find out.”*?

Similarly in Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations we get the idea that
thought is separate from language. In terms very similar to Frege, Wittgenstein
argues that “ language disguises thought. So much so that from the outward form of
the clothing it is impossible to infer the form of the thought beneath.*?® In this
phase of Wittgenstein we have his concluding idea that any understanding of the
mental world lies beyond the limits of language. We cannot make use of the words
our language provides us with to understand the world.*?’ In other words according
to Wittgenstein we can ask how language shapes our thoughts but because of
language this question is impossible to answer. Hacker has argued that this
perspective undermines the whole of cognitivist theorising and the philosophical
picture that is entailed in it."*® | would argue communicative as well. O’Hear
succinctly notes why this is so when he points out that “... neither philosophy of
language nor anything else can transcend or stand outside our words and thoughts,
and show us how these words and thoughts connect with an epistemologically
uncontaminated world.”** Because “... the objects we get to or envisage as

causing our words are already objects conceptualized by us through language.”**

Now though these philosophers don’t tell us what the essence of thought is I will
now show that there cannot be anything as the essence of thought, since this idea
reduces to absurdity. This is because if thinking uses a thought which is something

125 . Preston, 1997, p.5.

1261, Wittgenstein, 1953, 4.002.
271, L. Finch, op. cit., p.73-84.
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(i.e. language or linguaform or images or concepts or anything else, there must
be something else that is prior to this something). The central thrust of the above
arguments is that if we maintain such ‘things’ as thinking and ‘memory’ we must
either abandon the notion that there is something which is the medium or basis, or
essence, thought, or we abandon the notions of thinking and ‘memory’ and thus
keep the idea that some "“thing’ is the medium or basis, or essence of thought.

Therefore we have a dilemma. Either we give up the notion of thinking or the idea
that thinking uses a ‘thing’* to think with. In other words either we give up the
notion of thinking and then our inquiries are redundant or we give up the notion
that thought is a ‘thing’. Obviously we cannot give up the notion of thinking for
then the notion of an object or "thing’ of thinking, (i.e. a thought) is irrelevant. The
question as to what sort of ‘thing” a thought is also become irrelevant. But if we
claim that there is a medium or basis, or essence to thought we end in paradox. The
paradox of thought being something is that thought (i.e. something ) can only
discover something which it creates but it must already know that which it creates
before it creates it; because its only content is itself, (i.e. something). The
conclusion | draw from the above arguments is that there can be no medium or
basis, or essence of thought. thought must be independent of anything.*** All these

‘things” must in fact be prior to the no ‘thing’ which is thought.

B Aristotle, who as we saw claimed that thought must be in images, likewise claimed that there
must be something prior to the image. This prior something was a concept, or belief. According to
Avristotle though an image is required as an object [a thought] of thinking] this image [object] is only
a manifestation of something prior. On these point Sokolov notes "Aristotle makes it quite clear that
an image (imagining the particular) and a thought (common sensible) are not the same. He poses the
question 'what are the attributes that distinguish primary concepts from images? Or [let] these
concepts be not images but [at any rate, they cannot manifest themselves] without images." (A
Sokolov, 1975, p. 13) To account for this something prior to the image Sokolov notes that Aristotle
had recourse to an incorporeal existent the "form of forms (ibid., p.13). Likewise even though Frege
claimed that language gave expression to a thought a thought nevertheless was prior to the language
and like Aristotle claimed the thought was immaterial. As Frege states “... thought, in itself
immaterial, clothes itself in the material garment of the sentence and thereby becomes
comprehensible to us. We say a sentence expresses a thought." (G. Frege, 1918, p. 20) J. Preston
notes that Frege distinguished between the objective content i.e. thought and the subjective
performance of thinking (J. Preston, 1997, p. 3). Similarly Wittgenstein argues that “... language
disguises thought. So much so that from the outward form of the clothing it is impossible to infer the
thought beneath ...” ( L Wittgenstein, 1953, 4002 ) Thus to paraphrase Frege, in terms of Aristotle's
claim, we get, athought, in itself immaterial, clothes itself in the material garment of the image and
thereby becomes comprehensible to us. We say an image expresses a thought. Nevertheless if
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A corollary of the idea that something is the medium or basis, or essence, or
essence of thought is namely if something were the medium or basis, or essence, of
thought then we can never acquire new knowledge about anything. This is because
we would be perpetually and for all eternity locked in with our set baggage of some
‘thing’. Pylyshyn cogently captures the problem as he states:

"... if ones intellectual apparatus consists of a set of concepts or
conceptual schemata [images, linguaform, natural language] which are
the medium of thought, then one can only learn (or apprehend) what
can be expressed in terms of these concepts[images, linguaform,
natural language]. On the other hand, if it were possible to observe and
to acquire new ‘knowledge’ without benefit of these concepts [images,
linguaform, natural language], then such knowledge would not itself
be conceptual [images, linguaform, natural language], or expressed in
the medium of thought, and therefore it would not be cognitively
structured, integrated with other knowledge, or even comprehended.

Hence it would be intellectually inaccessible."2

In conclusion we have seen that, in contradistinction to Dummett, an
understanding of thought comes about by taking into account the process of
thinking. This is because a thought comes into the mind via thinking. We can only
understand thought by considering the psychological process of thinking . When
we consider the process of thinking we have seen that  there is no problem with
the idea that language, or images, or Mentalese or concepts can be used as a
vehicle to express the thought. The problems arise when the claim is made that they

are the medium or basis, or essence of thought. This is not to say that one of these

thought is an immaterial thing, an existent ‘form of forms' or a material existent the situation is that
either way we end up with absurdities when we use language and logic to find the basis or medium
of thought.

132 7. Pylyshyn, 1998, p.544
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‘things” may not be the medium or basis, or essence of thought but only that when
we use language and logic to find what this 'thing’ is we end up with absurdities.***
The above arguments show that any attempt to ascribe a medium or basis, or
essence to thought ends in inconsistency. Thus as a necessary truth there can be no
‘thing’, or essence of thought. As a corollary it was shown that if we are to assume
that a person is an active creator in their thinking then the only way to maintain the
notions of thinking and ‘memory’ is to argue that there cannot be anything which is
the medium or basis, or essence of thought. Thus | have demonstrated the
untenability of the mental realist position and thus consequently the untenability
of the cognitivist paradigm, the analytic philosophical tradition of Dummett
(where it is assumed, like Ingsoc, that “... thought is dependant on words™***), and
as a corollary any program, like Newspeak, as instigated in Orwell’s book
Nineteen Eighty-Four, to control thinking by delimiting thought by controlling the

content of thought.**

This untenability thus puts to an end the debates between the
cognitivists and communicative paradigms. And as a case study it gives weight to
the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations that all our concepts, all our
categories, all our ideas, all theses, all antitheses all philosophies all

epistemologies, all ethics, all ontologies, all metaphysics, nihilism, anti-nihilism,

133 The above demonstrations lead to my conclusions only if we use and assume Aristotelian logic is
an epistemic condition for truth. We cannot say that no ‘thing’ can be the basis of thought because
this would mean that Aristotelian logic was an epistemic condition for truth. Thus even though
Aristotelian logic shows that the notion of some ‘thing’ being the basis of thought ends in
absurdities this does not prove that some ‘'thing' could not still be the basis of thought. It only
proves that in terms of Aristotelian logic this cannot be. There are other logics (i.e. quantum logic)
and which one is applicable to the structure and nature of “reality” is open to debate. In this regard
the choice of logic to use makes the characterisation of our problem epistemologically
contaminated. In this regard philosophy cannot use words uncontaminated by an epistemological
position. It cannot stand outsides the words it uses and assume that they are not connected to an
epistemological point of view. In regard to language there is an in built flaw which hinders us in
giving a consistent characterization of 'reality' namely a circularity in which the objects i.e. thought,
“thinking”, “mind” etc are already conceptualised by us through language. As O'Hear notes, “....
the objects we get to or envisage as causing our words are already objects conceptualized by us
through language (A. O'Hear, op. cit. p. 183). What these aspects of logic and language do is make
any understanding of 'reality’ problematic because logic and language place limits upon our
investigations of the “world”; such that we must always end up with the skeptics uncertainty.
Nevertheless in terms of language and Aristotelian logic there can be no 'thing' which can be the
basis of thought.

B34 G. Orwell, 1974, p.241.
% ibid., pp.241-242.
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foundationalism, anti-foundationalism, in other words all views, are meaningless,
as they all collapse into absurdity, or meaninglessness via a dialectical reductio ad

absurdum form of argumentation.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

This case study thus attempts to give weight to
the Tull blown epistemological nihilism which
claims that all products of human thinking
collapse 1iInto absurdity, or meaninglessness—
including this thesis 1itself-if Aristotelian

logic 1s an epistemic condition of truth.





99

This thesis has been a case study of an epistemological investigation into a species
of ‘Being’ (i.e. thought). This case study has shown that any a priori argument that
claims that the medium or basis, or essence of thought is language, or images, and
or concepts, or anything else collapses into absurdity, or meaninglessness if
Avristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of truth. As a necessary truth it was
shown that thought cannot be constituted by any sui generis medium or basis, or
essence. Thus the search for the essence of thought is invalidated and becomes
untenable. The necessary truth that ‘thoughts’ are not and cannot be constituted by
language (or anything for that matter) means the cognitivist and mental realist
paradigms becomes untenable along with the whole of analytical philosophy in the

Dummett tradition.

In philosophy the problem of explaining the nature of thought goes back to the
ancient Greeks. This case study took a number of contemporary theories that
attempt to explain the essence of thought, and showed that any attempt to ascribe a
priori an essence to thought collapses into absurdity, or meaningless via a reductio
ad absurdum form of argumentation. This is so if Aristotelian logic is an epistemic
condition of truth. This case study is meant to give weight to the Prasangika
Madhyamkia Buddhist demonstrations that all concepts, all categories, all theses,
all antitheses and all philosophies, in other words all views, collapse into absurdity,
or meaninglessness if we assume that Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of
truth. “Being’ is beyond our comprehension. Reality, inner and outer, all existence,
is totally incomprehensible—we can never know the world. This case study thus
attempts to give weight to the full blown nihilism which claims that all products of

human thinking are meaningless-including this thesis.

Chapter two set out the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations that all
views collapse into absurdity, or meaniglessness, which is the working assumption
for this thesis. It was shown that philosophers such as Hume, Kant, Hegel, and
Priest have argued that the products of human thinking end in inconsistencies.
Nietzsche and Camus have argued for the absurdity of the products of human
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thinking as well. An example from mathematics was given to show that paradox
and inconsistency is at the heart of mathematics. It was argued in this chapter that if
we take Aristotelian logic as an epistemic condition of truth then the consequence
is that all views are meaningless as they collapse via a reductio ad absurdum form
of argumentation into absurdity. It was shown that some philosophers such as
Heidegger have not regarded Aristotelian logic as an epistemic condition of truth.
Nevertheless Aristotelian logic has been regarded by most Western philosophers as
an epistemic condition of truth. This standard of Aristotelian logic is accepted as an
epistemic condition of truth by the philosophers’ who are discussed in this thesis.
In producing absurdities to their conclusions by using their own epistemic
conditions of truth we cut the ground from their positions. The only weapon that
can convince an opponent is to reduce their arguments to absurdity by their own
epistemic conditions of truth. To paraphrase Murti, if opponents do not desist from
their position even after their assertions have been proven to be absurd, based upon

their own standards, we must give up arguing with them.

Chapter three asked the question “why a philosophical tract must obey the laws of
Avristotelian logic?” The answer was that the grand narrative of Western philosophy
has been the belief that Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of truth. This
logic-centrism has its roots in Aristotle and flows through to Frege and to the
present. Western philosophy, has been preoccupied with finding laws of inference,
and as such trying to ground their views in some epistemologically valid
foundation. All philosophers have assumed that their arguments and those of others
are only valid if they don’t violate the laws of Aristotelian logic. Any violation of
these rules means that the arguments cannot count as truth claims. At the heart of
this epistemological foundation is in fact a metaphysical ground; an ontology of
essence. In other words the grounding of the epistemology, and what gives it
existence, is an ontological ground namely an essence. This essence is what makes
Avristotelian logic possible, for without an essence laws of Aristotelian logic cannot
operate. Consequently this chapter argues that all Western philosophy has at its
heart the notion of essence. This chapter argued that Aristotelian logic does not so
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much reveal reality as constitute it by its metaphysical assumptions. Logic implies
ontology. An ontology where the object of the Ps and Qs have a determinate and
unique property or essence. It is this essence that is examined in the case study, in
chapter four. By using the philosophers own criteria of truth namely Aristotelian
logic | showed, in chapter four, that their arguments for an essence of thought end

in absurdity or meaningless.

In chapter four | showed that, in contradistinction to Dumment, an understanding
of thought involves taking into account the psychological process of thinking.
Chapter four showed that the conclusions of Carruthers, Sellars, Field and Fodor
with regard to language being the essence of thought collapse into dilemmas,
regresses and paradox. Also this chapter showed that the conclusions of the
imagists, the conceptualists, such as Frege and McGinn, as well as those who argue
that something is the essence of thought, such as Davidson and the early
Wittgenstein, similarly collapse into absurdity. These demonstrations showed that

as a logical necessity thought must be contentless.

The demonstration of the contentless of thought is a case study based upon the
Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations that all views end in absurdity.
So long as the mental realist insists that such terms as thought are not abstractions
but existents then due to language and Aristotelian logic these terms, and the world
generated by these terms will collapse into absurdity. What can be done for the
‘being’ thought, it is hypothesised, can be done for all species of ‘being’ and thus
‘Being’ itself. The ‘Being’ built up of ‘being’ collapses into inconsistency and
absurdity, or meaninglessness. Aristotelian logic derives from Aristotelian
metaphysics. This metaphysics is based upon the existence of an essence of ‘being’
The former negates the latter thus collapsing both into absurdity. ‘Being” and its off
spring ‘being’ and logic collapse taking with it the whole foundation of Aristotelian
metaphysics; thus the realist ontology and epistemology with it. In other words the
case study demonstrates indirectly that the notion of essence collapses into
absurdity. This demonstration will thus add weight to the proof that, Aristotle’s
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metaphysics itself collapses into absurdity in terms of its own epistemology (i.e.
Aristotelian logic). The demonstration of this particular absurdity in turn is part of
the totality of demonstrations to prove the complete absurdity, or meaninglessness

of all views.

This case study substantiates the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations
that all products of human thinking collapse into absurdity or meaninglessness. It
was argued that the only way to prove the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist
demonstrations was inductively. In other words by a sequence of case studies
which encompass all the products of human thinking. This was because the claim
that all views reduce to absurdity cannot be proven deductively. In other words no
direct proof can be offered, as this would mean that at least one view did not
collapse into absurdity, but only an indirect proof based upon the totality of
reductio ad absurdum case studies Thus only inductively can it be demonstrated.
When all the case studies have been completed the result will be to substantiate the
Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations and thus demonstrate that all
concepts, all categories, all theses all antitheses and all philosophy and all views,
including the views of this thesis, end in meaninglessness if Aristotelian logic is an
epistermic condition of truth. In other words all is meaningless. We are left with the
nihilistic void of meaninglessness. The total absurdity, or meaninglessness of all
views means that ‘Being’ is beyond our comprehension. Reality, the inner mind
and the external world are totally incomprehensible. We can never know the world,
or existence so long as we use language and regard Aristotelian logic as an
epistemic condition of truth. This case study is thus one element in the totality of
demonstrations indirectly demonstrating that all is meaningless. With the
meaninglessness of all our concepts, all our categories, all our ideas, all theses, all
antitheses, all philosophies, all epistemologies, all ethics, all ontologies, all
metaphysics, nihilism, anti-nihilism, foundationalism, anti-foundationalism, all
views, there is no way a priori that anything can be proved, or disproven. With the
collapsing into meaninglessness of all views due to the nature of language, and
Aristotelian logic being an epistemic condition of truth, all views thus become
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equally a priori possible and impossible with no way a priori to determine between
the two. This means that belief and knowledge are not based upon rationality, as
rationality only leads to absurdity. Belief and knowledge can only then be grounded
on faith. If something turns out to be ‘true’ this is only fortuitous; as language and
Avristotelian logic leads to the absurdity of any a priori ‘truth’ claim. This means
that we are free to choose our own metaphysics, ontology, ethics, philosophies,
because there is no a priori way to disprove, or prove them. Our choice in the long
run is based on faith. Thought may have an essence, but any attempt to a priori
prove it collapses into absurdity. Like wise the thesis that thought has no essence a
priori collapses into absurdity; an essence of thought can only be based upon faith.
This case study in regard to thought is thus an example, in the totality of inductive
demonstrations, which gives weight to the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist
demonstrations that all views are meaningless and as such our freedom to choose
any meaningless view we like. But then this being a view will collapse into
meaninglessness if Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of truth. This leads
to the absurdity of all views; total negation, full blown epistemmological nihilism,
the negation of the negation, and the meaninglessness of meaninglessness—the void
(emptiness). For those who hold meaninglessness as a view there is no hope.

If we are to retain the notion of thought with a constituted medium, or basis, or
essence, we must then abandon the notion that Aristotelian logic is an epistemic
condition of truth. If we wish to retain the notion of thought with content we then
have only three unpalatable choices available to ourselves. We can abandon the
idea that humans are active autonomous generators of their own ‘thoughts’. But
then we must abandon the notion of thinking and thus with it the idea of ‘thoughts’
as well. Or we abandon the notion of memory in which case we must abandon the
notions that something can be accessed to be the content of our ‘thoughts’ or the
vehicle to communicate or convey our ‘thoughts’. If we are to retain the notion that
Avristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of truth then we must abandon the
notion that thought has a constituted medium or basis, or essence. This places the
readers of this thesis in a dilemma. Either they maintains that Aristotelian logic is
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an epistemic condition of truth in which case they must accept that their *‘thoughts’
are contentless, or they deny that Aristotelian logic is an epistemic condition of
truth in, which case thought can have content; but they must accept that because my
arguments are in Aristotelian logic they thus prove nothing, consequently this

thesis is worthless—it can neither proves nor disproves that thought is contentless.
ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTION

Thus the original contributions this thesis makes are four:

Firstly in regard to Madhyamika studies this thesis takes their method of the
dialectic i.e. reductio ad absurdum and apply it to a Western framework. In this
regard the case study of the thesis is an original contribution to show how the
dialectic might be further extended to other philosophical issues. Secondly | show
that thought can have no 'thing’, or essence as a necessary truth and as such show
the utter untenability of a mentalist realist philosophy of mind by using its own
epistemological criteria of ‘truth’, namely Aristotelian logic, to debunk its own
arguments by showing it ends in absurdity, or meaninglessness. Thirdly | show
that what follows is the untenability of the analytic philosophical tradition of
Dummett and bringing to and end once and for all debates between cognitivist and
communicative theorists as to whether thought has an essence such as language, or
images, or concepts, and or anything else. As a corollary to this my cases study
shows the untenability of any program, like Newspeak, as instigated in Orwell’s
book Nineteen Eighty-Four, to control thinking by delimiting thought by
controlling the content of thought. This untenability is because if is language is not
the essence, or content of thought then controlling language cannot control
thought; since thought is independent and different from language. What ever the
constituent, or content thought is it is not language therefore controlling language
cannot control thought. Fourthly these untenable results are thus meant, as a case
study, to try and substantiate the Prasangika Madhyamika Buddhist demonstrations
that all products of human thinking thought’-all essentialist thinkings, or ontologies
- end in absurdity, or meaninglessness. This means also nihilism this is important
as | go beyond nihilism. This thesis is not a case study to substantiate nihilism but a

case study to substantiate even the absurdity of nihilism. The utter epistemological
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meaninglessness of all views even the view of meaninglessness so long as we take

Avristotelian logic as an epistemic condition of ‘truth’.
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Godels incompleteness theorem ends in meaninglessness. A case study in the view that
all views end in meaninglessness. As an example of this is Godel’s incompleteness
theorem. No matter how faultless Godels logic may be his theorem is invalid ie
illegitimate as he uses illegitimate axiom and an impredicative statement Godel is a
complete failure as he ends in utter meaninglessness. Godels theorems are invalid for 6
reasons: he uses the axiom of reducibility- which is invalid, he constructs impredicative

statements - which are invalid, he cannot tell us what makes a mathematical statement
true, Godels sentence G is outlawed by the very axiom of the system he
uses to prove his theorem ie the axiom of reducibility -thus his proof is

invalid, he falls into 3 self-contradictions and 3 paradoxes ,

What Godel proved was not the incompleteness theorem but that mathematics was self
contradictory — see Nagel and Bunch below.. But he proved this with flawed and invalid
axioms and impredicative definitions thus showing that Godel’s proof is based upon a
misguided system of axioms and impredicative definitions and that it is invalid as its
axioms and impredicative definitions are invalid. For example Godels uses the axiom of
reducibility but this axiom was rejected as being invalid by Russell, Wittgenstein as well
as most philosophers and mathematicians. Thus just on this point Godel is invalid as by
using an axiom most people says is invalid he creates an invalid proof due to it being

based upon invalid axioms and impredicative definitions

Godel states “the most extensive formal systems constructed up to the present time are
the systems of Principia Mathematica (PM) on the one hand and on the other hand the
Zermel-Fraenkel axiom system of set theory ... it is reasonable therefore to make the
conjecture that these axioms and rules of inference are also sufficient to decide all
mathematical questions which can be formally expressed in the given axioms. In what

follows it will be shown that this is not the case but rather that in both of the cited

systems there exist relatively simple problems of the theory of ordinary numbers

which cannot be decided on the basis of the axioms” (K Godel , On formally undecidable





propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven

Press, 1965,pp.5-6)

All that he proved was in terms of PM  system -so his proof has no bearing outside that

system he used.. All that Godel proved was the lair paradox

Godel used impedicative definitions- Russell and Poincare rejected these as they lead to

paradox

Godel , K, On Undecidable propositions of formal mathematical systems,

in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.63 )

Godel used the axiom of reducibility -Russell abandoned this —some say it leads to

paradox (K. Godel, op.cit, p.5)

Godel used the axiom of choice mathematicians still hotly debate its validity- this axiom

leads to the Branch-Tarski and Hausdorff paradoxes (K.Godel, op.cit, p.5)

Godel used Zermelo axiom system but this system has the skolem paradox which reduces

it to meaninglessness or self contradiction
Godel proved that mathematics was inconsistent

From Nagel -"Godel" Routeldeg & Kegan, 1978, p 85-86





Godel also showed that G is demonstrable if and only if it’s formal
negation ~G is demonstrable. However if a formula and its own
negation are both formally demonstrable the mathematical calculus is
not consistent (this is where he adopts the watered down version noted by
bunch) accordingly if (just assumed to make math’s consistent) the
calculus is consistent neither G nor ~G is formally derivable from the
axioms of mathematics. Therefore if mathematics is consistent G is a
formally undecidable formula Gdodel then proved that though G is not

formally demonstrable it nevertheless is a true mathematical formula

From Bunch

"Mathematical fallacies and paradoxes” Dover 1982" p .151

Godel proved

~P(x,y) & Q)g.y)

in other words ~P(x,y) & Q)g,y) is a mathematical version of the liar
paradox. It is a statement X that says X is not provable. Therefore if X is
provable it is not provable a contradiction. If on the other hand X is not
provable then its situation is more complicated. If X says it is not provable
and it really is not provable then X is true but not provable Rather than

accept a self-contradiction mathematicians settle for the second choice

Thus Godel by using invalid axioms and impredicative definitions only succeeded in
getting the inevitable paradox that his axioms and impredicative definitions ordained him
to get. In other words he could have only ended in paradox for this is what his axioms
and impredicative definitions determined him to get. Thus his proof is a complete failure
as his proof. that mathematics is inconsistent was the only result that he could have

logically arrived at since this result is what his axioms and impredicative definitions





logically would lead him to; because these axioms and impredicative definitions lead to
or end in paradox themselves. All he succeeded in getting was a paradoxical result..
Godel by using those axioms and impredicative definitions he could only have arrived

at a paradoxical result

Godel stated the systems which satisfy assumptions 1 and 2 include the Zermelo-
Fraenkel but this system ends in meaninglessness. There is the Skolem paradox which

collapses axiomatic theory into meaningless

Bunch notes op cit p.167

“no one has any idea of how to re-construct axiomatic set theory so that this paradox does

not occur”

COROLLARY Other mathematicians have so called proved that
ZF 1s undecidable. But the undecidability of ZF is based
on the assumption that it is consistent. The Skolem paradox
shows ZF is inconsistent. There fore Godel should not have
used it in his paper in support of his theorems. Godel use
ZF in his incompleteness proof as an example of an
undecidable system but Godel would have known of the Skolem
paradox and as such ZF 1is inconsistent Thus Godel has not

proven ZF is undecidable since ZF is inconsistent

NOTE
Some say Godel did not wuse the axiom of

reducibility

Godels paper is called





On formally undecidable propositions of Principia.

Mathematica and related systems

if godel does not use axioms from PM then his paper cannot

be about undecidable propositions in PM-thus he misleads us

if Godel does not use AR then what axioms from PM does
he use. If he uses none then his paper is not about

undecidable propositions in PM and he is lying when he says

“ ...(we limit ourselves here to the system PM) ..”

TO GIVE DETAIL- Godel uses the axiom of reducibility

GODEL STATES

“The general result as to the existence of undecidable propositions reads:

Proposition VI: To every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae there correspond
recursive class-signs r, such that neither v Gen r nor Neg (v Gen r) belongs to Flg(c)
(where v is the free variable of r).

Proof:

Etc
Etc”

“In the proof of Proposition VI the only properties of the system P employed were the
following:

1. The class of axioms and the rules of inference (i.e. the relation "immediate
consequence of") are recursively definable (as soon as the basic signs are replaced in any

fashion by natural numbers).

2. Every recursive relation is definable in the system P (in the sense of Proposition V).





Hence in every formal system that satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 and is ®-consistent,
undecidable propositions exist of the form (x) F(x), where F is a recursively defined
property of natural numbers, and so too in every extension of such *

“P 1s essentially the system obtained by superimposing on the Peano axioms the logic of

PM”

AXIOMS OF P

“I.

Godel uses only three of the Peano postulates; the others are supplanted by the axion-
schemata defined later.

1. ~(Sx, = 0)

Zero is the successor of no number. Expanded into the basic signs, the axiom is: ~(a; V

(~(ax(x1)) V 22(0)))

This is the smallest axiom in the entire system (although there are smaller theorems, such
as 0=0).

2. SX] = Syl D Xy =Vi

If x+1 = y+1 then x=y. Expanding the D operator we get: ~(Sx; = Sy;) V (x; =y1) And
expanding the = operators we get: ~(a; V (~(a2(Sx1)) V ax(Sy1))) V (a2 V (~(ax(x1)) V

ax(y1)))
3. x2(0).x1 V (x2(x1) 2 X2(fX1)) 2 X1 V (X2(X1))

The principle of mathematical induction: If something is true for x=0, and if you can
show that whenever it is true for y it is also true for y+1, then it is true for all whole
numbers X.

[178]I1. Every formula derived from the following schemata by substitution of any
formulae for p, q and r.





LLpvp>2p
2.p2pVvq
3.pvq>2qVp

4(p>q>@Vp>rvq
III. Every formula derived from the two schemata

1. vV (a) v Subst a(vic)

2.vV¥(b2a)vbDdvV(a)

by making the following substitutions for a, v, b, ¢ (and carrying out in I the operation
denoted by "Subst"): for a any given formula, for v any variable, for b any formula in
which v does not appear free, for ¢ a sign of the same type as v, provided that ¢ contains

. . . . . 2
no variable which is bound in a at a place where v is free.”

IV. Every formula derived from the schema
1. (Fu)(vV (u(v) =a))

on substituting for v or u any variables of types n or n + 1 respectively, and for a a
formula which does not contain u free. This axiom represents the axiom of [gLUTS101118%
(the axiom of comprehension of set theory).

V. Every formula derived from the following by type-lift (and this formula itself):

1. x4 A4 (Xz(X]) = Y2(X1)) V X =Y.

This axiom states that a class is completely determined by its elements.”

Godel states that he is going to use the system of PM

“ before we go into details lets us first sketch the main ideas of the proof ... the formulas

of a formal system (we limit ourselves here to the system PM) ...” (K Godel , On

formally undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The

undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965,pp.-6)
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Godel uses the axiom of reducibility and axiom of choice from the PM

Quote
http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.htm
“A. Whitehead and B. Russell, Principia Mathematica, 2nd edition, Cambridge 1925. In

particular, we also reckon among the axioms of PM the axiom of infinity (in the form:
there exist denumerably many individuals), and the axioms of reducibility and of

choice (fOl’ all types)” ((K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions of principia

mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.5). NOTE
HE SAYS HE IS USING 2P ED PM- WHICH RUSSELL ABANDONED REJECTED GAVE UP
DROPPED THE AXIOM OF REDUCIBILITY.

AXIOM OF REDUCIBILITY
(1) Godel uses the axiom of reducibility axiom 1V of his system is the axiom of
reducibility “As Godel says “this axiom represents the axiom of reducibility

(comprehension axiom of set theory)” (K Godel, On formally undecidable propositions of

principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press,

1965,p.12-13)

“I'V. Every formula derived from the schema
1. (Fu)(vV (u(v) =a))

on substituting for v or u any variables of types n or n + 1 respectively, and for a a
formula which does not contain u free. This axiom represents the axiom of gL 1NTITHY

(the axiom of comprehension of set theory)” (K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions

of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press,

1965,p.12-13)

. Godel uses axiom 1V the axiom of reducibility in his formula 40 where he

states “x is a formula arising from the axiom schema 1V.1 ((K Godel , On



http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.htm
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formally undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The

undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965,p.21

“ [40. R-Ax(x) = (du,v,y,n)[u, v,y,n<=x & n Var v & (n+1) Varu & u Fr y & Form(y)
& x =u 3x {v Gen [[R(0)*E(R(V))] Aeq y]}]

x is a formula derived from the axiom-schema IV, 1 by substitution “(K Godel , On
formally undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The

undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965)

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

what godel calls the axiom of reducibility is his streamlined version of

russells axiom

http://www.math.ucla.edu/~asl/bsl/1302/1302-001.ps.

"The system P of footnote 48a is Godel’s

streamlined version of Russell’s theory of types built on the natural

numbers as individuals, the system used in [1931]. The last sentence ofthe footnote
allstomindtheotherreferencetosettheoryinthatpaper;

KurtGodel[1931,p. 178] wrote of his comprehension axiom IV, foreshadowing

his approach to set theory, “This axiom plays the role of [Russell’s]

axiom of reducibility (the comprehension axiom of set theory).”

from the collected works of godel volume 3

godel states 1939



http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

http://www.math.ucla.edu/%7Easl/bsl/1302/1302-001.ps
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http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwmaSMC&pe=PA119&Ilpe=PA119&dg=god

elt+axiom+toftreducibility&source=web&ots=-

t22NJE3M{&sig=1dCxcjAEB6yMx Y 9k3InKMkmSvhA#PPA119.M1

"to be sure one must observe that the axiom of reducibility appears in

different mathematical systems under different names and forms"

he is noting AR has different forms

Godel uses the axiom of reducibility in the reasoning of his proof. As he states

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

In the proof of Proposition VI the only properties of the system P employed were the
following:

1. The class of axioms and the rules of inference (i.e. the relation "immediate
consequence of") are recursively definable (as soon as the basic signs are replaced in any
fashion by natural numbers).

2. Every recursive relation is definable in the system P (in the sense of Proposition V).
Hence in every formal system that satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 and is m-consistent,

undecidable propositions exist of the form (x) F(x), where F is a recursively defined
property of natural numbers, and so too in every extension of such

The class of axioms are

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

Godel uses only three of the Peano postulates; the others are supplanted by the axion-
schemata defined later.

1. ~(Sx; = 0)

Zero is the successor of no number. Expanded into the basic signs, the axiom is: ~(a; V

(~(ax(x1)) V 22(0)))

This is the smallest axiom in the entire system (although there are smaller theorems, such
as 0=0).



http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=godel+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#PPA119,M1

http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=godel+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#PPA119,M1

http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=godel+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#PPA119,M1

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html
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2.Sx; =Sy 2 X1 =Y

If x+1 = y+1 then x=y. Expanding the D operator we get: ~(Sx; = Sy;) V (x; =y1) And

expanding the = operators we get: ~(a; V (~(a2(Sx1)) V ax(Sy1))) V (a2 V¥ (~(ax(x1)) V
ax(y1)))

3. x2(0).x1 V (x2(x1) 2 xa2(fX1)) 2 x1 V (x2(X1))

The principle of mathematical induction: If something is true for x=0, and if you can
show that whenever it is true for y it is also true for y+1, then it is true for all whole
numbers X.

[178]11. Every formula derived from the following schemata by substitution of any
formulae for p, q and r.

LLpvp>2p

2.p2pVvq

3.pvq>a2qVp

4. (p2@>2(@Vp>2rvq)

III. Every formula derived from the two schemata

1. vV (a) v Subst a(v|c)

2.v¥(b2a)VbD vV (a)

by making the following substitutions for a, v, b, ¢ (and carrying out in I the operation
denoted by "Subst"): for a any given formula, for v any variable, for b any formula in
which v does not appear free, for ¢ a sign of the same type as v, provided that ¢ contains
no variable which is bound in a at a place where v is free.”

IV. Every formula derived from the schema
1. (Fu)(vV (u(v) =a))

on substituting for v or u any variables of types n or n + 1 respectively, and for a a
formula which does not contain u free. This axiom represents the axiom of [giIa1I11T8Y
(the axiom of comprehension of set theory).
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V. Every formula derived from the following by type-lift (and this formula itself):

1. x4 A4 (Xz(X]) = Y2(X1)) V X =Y.

This axiom states that a class is completely determined by its elements.

Now to show how the axiom of reducibility is used in the reasoning of the proof

Godel says

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

“The general result as to the existence of undecidable propositions reads:
Proposition VI: To every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae there correspond
recursive class-signs r, such that neither v Gen r nor Neg (v Gen r) belongs to Flg(c)

(where v is the free variable of r).

Proof: Let ¢ be any given recursive w-consistent class of formulae. We define:
Bw¢(x)=(n)[n<=1(x) > Ax(n Gl x) V(n Gl x) ec Vv
(Ep,9){0<p,gq<n & Fl(n Gl x, p Gl x, q Gl x)}] & 1(x) > 0:> (5)

(cf. the analogous concept 44)

etc
etc”

Now AX is

42. Ax(x) = Z-Ax(x) V A-Ax(x) V Li-Ax(x) V L,-Ax(x) V R-Ax(x) V M-Ax(X)

Now R-Ax is

40. R-Ax(x) = (du,v,y,n)[u, v,y,n<=x & n Var v & (n+1) Varu & u Fry & Form(y) &
x =u 3x {v Gen [[R(w)*E(R(V))] Aeq y]}]:>



http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html
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x is a formula derived from the axiom-schema IV, 1 by substitution (ie the axiom of
reducibility

IT MUST BE NOTED THAT GODEL IS USING 2™’ ED PM BUT RUSSELL
ABANDONED REJECTED GAVE UP DROPPED THE AXIOM OF
REDUCIBILITY IN THAT EDITION - which Godel must have known. Godel used
a text in PM that based on Russells revised version of PM in 2" ed PM Russell had
rejected abandoned dropped as stated in the introduction. Godel used a text with
the axiom of reducibility in it but Russell had abandoned rejected dropped this
axiom as stated in the introduction. Godel used a rejected text as it used the

rejected axiom of reducibility.

The Cambridge History of Philosophy, 1870-1945- page
154

http://books.google.com/books?id=I109hCIIhPpkC&pg=PA154&vq=Russell+repudia
ted+Reducibility&dq=taken+out+2nd+ed+principia+russell+axiom+of+reducibility
&source=gbs_search_r&cad=1_1&sig=-LmJ1voEsKRoWOzml RmOLy JS0

Quote

“In the Introduction to the second edition of Principia, Russell repudiated Reducibility
as 'clearly not the sort of axiom with which we can rest content'...Russells own system

with out reducibility was rendered incapable of achieving its own purpose”

quote page 14
http://www.helsinki.fi/filosofia/gts/ramsay.pdf.

“Russell gave up the Axiom of Reducibility in the second edition of
Principia (1925)”



http://www.helsinki.fi/filosofia/gts/ramsay.pdf
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Phenomenology and Logic: The Boston College Lectures on Mathematical Logic and
Existentialism (Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan) page 43

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=Pd5YalLwZugUC&pg=PA43&lpg=PA43&dg=axi
om+oftreducibility+second+dropping&source=web&ots=a2 71 1UxvQU &sig=auv4udK g0
S-F6KQ XxshO0US6QrI&hl=en

“In the second edition Whitehead and Russell took the step of using the simplified theory
of types dropping the axiom of reducibility and not worrying to much about the
semantical difficulties”

In Godels collected works vol 11 page 133

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=1gDGTYNcOY4C&pg=PA133&1lpg=PA133&dg=
in+the+second+editiontof+principiat+thet+axiom+of+reducibility+is+dropped
+collected+works&source=web&ots=SC8yKFL8Lf&sig=yikmIswN8xTsENEuQmK-
iLznOY¥s&hl=en

it says AR is dropped

quote

In the second edition of Principia (at least in the introduction) ...the axiom of reducibility

is

dropped

Godels paper is called

ON FORMALLY UNDECIDABLE PROPOSITIONS

OF PRINCIPIA MATHEMATICA AND RELATED

SYSTEMS

but he uses an axiom that was abandoned rejected given up in PRINCIPIA

MATHEMATICA thus his proof/theorem has nothing to do with PRINCIPIA
MATHEMATICA AND RELATED SYSTEMS at all



http://books.google.com.au/books?id=Pd5YaLwZugUC&pg=PA43&lpg=PA43&dq=axiom+of+reducibility+second+dropping&source=web&ots=a27lIUxvQU&sig=auv4udKq0S-F6KQ_Xxsh0US6QrI&hl=en

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=Pd5YaLwZugUC&pg=PA43&lpg=PA43&dq=axiom+of+reducibility+second+dropping&source=web&ots=a27lIUxvQU&sig=auv4udKq0S-F6KQ_Xxsh0US6QrI&hl=en

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=Pd5YaLwZugUC&pg=PA43&lpg=PA43&dq=axiom+of+reducibility+second+dropping&source=web&ots=a27lIUxvQU&sig=auv4udKq0S-F6KQ_Xxsh0US6QrI&hl=en

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=lgDGTYNcOY4C&pg=PA133&lpg=PA133&dq=in+the+second+edition+of+principia+the+axiom+of+reducibility+is+dropped+collected+works&source=web&ots=SC8yKFL8Lf&sig=yikmJswN8xTsENEuQmK-iLznOYs&hl=en

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=lgDGTYNcOY4C&pg=PA133&lpg=PA133&dq=in+the+second+edition+of+principia+the+axiom+of+reducibility+is+dropped+collected+works&source=web&ots=SC8yKFL8Lf&sig=yikmJswN8xTsENEuQmK-iLznOYs&hl=en

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=lgDGTYNcOY4C&pg=PA133&lpg=PA133&dq=in+the+second+edition+of+principia+the+axiom+of+reducibility+is+dropped+collected+works&source=web&ots=SC8yKFL8Lf&sig=yikmJswN8xTsENEuQmK-iLznOYs&hl=en

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=lgDGTYNcOY4C&pg=PA133&lpg=PA133&dq=in+the+second+edition+of+principia+the+axiom+of+reducibility+is+dropped+collected+works&source=web&ots=SC8yKFL8Lf&sig=yikmJswN8xTsENEuQmK-iLznOYs&hl=en
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Godels proof is about his artificial system P -which is invalid as it uses the ad hoc

invalid axiom of reducibility

Godel constructs an artificial system P made up of Peano axioms and axioms
including the axiom of reducibility- which is ABANDONED REJECTED GAVE UP
DROPPED in the edition of PM he says he is is using. This system is invalid as it uses
the invalid axiom of reducibility. Godels theorem has no value out side of his system

P and system P is invalid as it uses the invalid axiom of reducibility

Russell following Wittgenstein took it out of the 2nd ed due to it being invalid. Godel
would have known that. Russell Ramsey and Wittgenstein new Godel used it but said
nothing .Ramsey points out AR is invalid before Godel did his proof. Godel would have
known Ramsey’s arguments Ramsey would have known Godel used AR but said
nothing. Every one knew AR was invalid and was dropped from 2" ed PM they all knew

godel used it but n0000000000000 one said -or has said anything for 76 years.

Corollary 1 Godel did not destroy the Hilbert Frege Russell
programme to create a unitary deductive system in which all
mathematical truths can be deduced from a handful of axioms

Godel 1is said to have shattered this programme in his paper
called "On Tormally undecidable propositions of Principia
Mathematica and related systems" but this paper it turns
out had nothing to do with “Principia Mathematica” and
related systems" but instead with a completely artificial
system called P Godel uses axioms which where abandoned
rejected dropped in 2" ed PM. Godel used a text in PM that
based on Russells revised version of PM in 2" ed PM Russell

had rejected abandoned dropped as stated in the
introduction. Godel used a text with the axiom of
reducibility in it Dbut Russell had abandoned rejected
dropped this axiom as stated in the introduction. Godel

used a rejected text as it wused the rejected axiom of
reducibility. Thus his proof/theorem cannot apply to PM
thus he cannot have destroyed the Hilbert Frege Russell
programme and also his system P is artificial and applies
to no system anyways
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Corollary 2 Mathematics is meant to be a rigorous deductive discipline based upon

sound principles

but
Godel using invalid axioms throws maths into crisis because it now turns out that maths
is not based upon sound principles since ad hoc principles can be used if they apparently

give the right result

To reiterate e the axiom of reducibility used by Godel it is ad hoc and unjustifiable as the

The Stanford Dictionary of Philosophy states that ", many critics concluded that the

axiom of reducibility was simply too ad hoc to be justified philosophically."

With this admission and the fact that godel used an ad hoc principle the foundations of
maths have been destroyed for any one can now use any ad hoc principle to prove
anything take Fermats last theorem any one can now create an ad hoc principle which

will prove the theorem

Thus Godel using ad hoc axioms throws mathematics into crisis by shattering its logical
foundations and by showing that truth can be arrived at by any ad hoc avenue
thus showing the myth of mathematics as a rigorous deductive discipline based upon

sound principles

IT SHOULD BE NOTED
Godel sentence G is outlawed by the very axiom he uses to prove his
theorem ie the axiom of reducibiility -thus his proof is invalid-and thus

godel commits a flaw by useing it to prove his theorem

http://www.enotes.com/topic/Axiom_of reducibility




http://www.enotes.com/topic/Axiom_of_reducibility
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russells axiom of reducibility was formed such that impredicative

statements where banned

http://www.scribd.com/doc/32970323/Godels-incompleteness-theorem-

invalid-illegitimate

but godels uses this AR axiom in his incompleteness proof ie axiom 1v

and formular 40

and as godel states he is useing the logic of PM ie AR

“P is essentially the system obtained by superimposing on the Peano

axioms the logic of PM” ie AR

now godel constructs an impredicative statement G which AR was meant

to ban

The impredicative statement Godel constructs is

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems

“the corresponding Gddel sentence G asserts: “G cannot be proved to be

true within the theory T

now godels use of AR bans godels G statement



http://www.scribd.com/doc/32970323/Godels-incompleteness-theorem-invalid-illegitimate

http://www.scribd.com/doc/32970323/Godels-incompleteness-theorem-invalid-illegitimate

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems
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thus godel cannot then go on to give a proof by useing a statement his
own axiom bans
but by doing so he invalidates his whole proof and his proof/logic is

flawed

we have a dilemma

DILEMMA

1)
if godel is useing AR then he cannot use G as it is outlawed
thus his proof collapses

2) if godel is not useing AR then he is lying when he tells
us he is
and thus his theorem cannot be about PM and related systems

(2) “As a corollary, the axiom of reducibility was banished as irrelevant to mathematics
... The axiom has been regarded as re-instating the semantic paradoxes” -

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/107/428/823.pdf

2)“does this mean the paradoxes are reinstated. The answer seems to be yes and

no” - http://fds.oup.com/www.oup.co.uk/pdf/0-19-825075-4.pdf )

3) It has been repeatedly pointed out this Axiom obliterates the distinction
according to levels and compromises the vicious-circle principle in the very
specific form stated by Russell. But The philosopher and logician FrankRamsey
(1903-1930) was the first to notice that the axiom of reducibility in effect collapses the
hierarchy of levels, so that the hierarchy is entirely superfluous in presence of the axiom.

(http://www.helsinKi.fi/filosofia/gts/ramsay.pdf)




http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/107/428/823.pdf

http://fds.oup.com/www.oup.co.uk/pdf/0-19-825075-4.pdf

http://www.helsinki.fi/filosofia/gts/ramsay.pdf
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4) Russell Ramsey and Wittgenstein regarded it as illegitimate Russell abandoned
this axiom — in 2" ed PM- and many believe it is illegitimate and must be not used in
mathematics

Ramsey says

Such an axiom has no place in mathematics, and anything which cannot be

proved without using it cannot be regarded as proved at all.

This axiom there is no reason to suppose true; and if it were true, this

would be a happy accident and not a logical necessity, for it is not a

tautology. (THE FOUNDATIONS OF MATHEMATICS* (1925) by F. P. RAMSEY

the standford encyclopdeia of philosophy says of AR

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/principia-mathematica/

“many critics concluded that the axiom of reducibility was simply too ad hoc to be

justified philosophically”

From Kurt Godels collected works vol 3 p.119

http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwmaSMC&peg=PA119&Ipg=PA119&dq=

godel+axiom+oft+reducibility&source=web&ots=-

1222NJE3M{&sig=idCxcJAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMKkmSvhA#PPA119.M1

“the axiom of reducibility is generally regarded as the grossest philosophical

expediency “



http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/principia-mathematica/

http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=godel+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#PPA119,M1

http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=godel+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#PPA119,M1

http://books.google.com/books?id=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=godel+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#PPA119,M1
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Godel would have know all these criticism by Russell Wittgenstein and Ramsey but
still used the axiom. Russell Witgenstein and Ramsey would have know Godel used

this invalid axiom in his artificial system P but said nothing

NOTE

Some say the axiom Godel used was the the axiom schema of
comprehension.

this axiom is from set theory not PM
some say he does not use the axiom of reducibility
godels paper is called

On formally undecidable propositions of Principia.
Mathematica and related systems

note not undecidable propositions in set theory

if godel does not use axioms from PM then his paper cannot
be about undecidable propositions in PM-thus he misleads us

godels tells us he is limiting himself to PM

“ before we go into details lets us first sketch the main
ideas of the proof .. the formulas of a formal system (we
limit ourselves here to the system PM) ..”

godels tell us PM has the axiom of reducibility

“A. Whitehead and B. Russell, Principia Mathematica, 2nd
edition, Cambridge 1925. In particular, we also reckon among
the axioms of PM the axiom of infinity (in the form: there
exist denumerably many individuals), and the axioms of
reducibility”

godel tells us his system P is made up of Peano and PM

“P is essentially the system obtained by superimposing on
the Peano axioms the logic of PM”

he tells us axiom 1v of system is AR
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“IV. Every formula derived from the schema

1. (du) (v V (u(v) = a))

on substituting for v or u any variables of types n or n +
1

respectively, and for a a formula which does not contain u

free. This

axiom represents the axiom of reducibility (the axiom of
comprehension

of set theory)

he tells us his formular 40 uses AR

40. R-Ax(x) ® (du,v,y,n)[u, v, vy, n <= x & n Var v & (n+1)
Var u & u

Fr v & Form(y) & x = u dx {v Gen [[R(u)*E(R(v))] Aeq yl}]:>
x 1s a formula derived from the axiom-schema IV, 1 by
substitution (ie the axiom of reducibility )

if godel does not use axioms from PM then his paper cannot
be about undecidable propositions in PM-thus he misleads us

if Godel does not use AR

then what axioms from PM he does he use

for if he uses none then his paper is not about undecidable
propistions in PM and he is lying when he says

"

“ ...(we limit ourselves here to the system PM)

GODEL INCOMPLETENESS THEOREM IS ONLY APPLICABLE TO THE
INVALID SYSTEM P- HE INCORRECTLY GENERALISES IT TO OTHER
SYSTEMS

Godels system P is not his object theory but is his main theory from which he derives his

incompleteness theorem

godels incompleteness theorem reads- note it says to every w-consistent

recursive class ¢ of formulae
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Godel's first Incompleteness Proof at MROB at MROB

Proposition VI: To every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae there correspond
recursive class-signs r, such that neither v Gen r nor Neg (v Gen r) belongs to Flg(c)

(where v is the free variable of r).

now
1) he derives his incompleteness theorem from system P which is made up of

peano and PM but decietfully says it applyies to other system

quote

In the proof of Proposition VI the only properties of the system P

employed were the following:

1. The class of axioms and the rules of inference (i.e. the relation
"immediate consequence of'') are recursively definable (as soon as the

basic signs are replaced in any fashion by natural numbers).

2. Every recursive relation is definable in the system P (in the sense of

Proposition V).

Hence in every formal system that satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 and is
w-consistent, undecidable propositions exist of the form (x) F(x), where
F is a recursively defined property of natural numbers, and so too in

every extension of such



http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html
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[191]a system made by adding a recursively definable w-consistent class

of axioms. As can be easily confirmed, the systems which satisfy

assumptions 1 and 2 include the Zermelo-Fraenkel and the v. Neumann axiom systems of
set theory

note his theorem says

to every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae

but he has only proved his theorem for system P ie PM

so he cant extend that to to every w-consistent recursive class ¢ of

formulae

he thus trys to decieve us by saying a proof only relevant to system PM is

relevant to every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae

2 after useing peano and PM in his proof he says

WITHOUT PROOF that footnote 16

16 The addition of the Peano axioms, like all the other changes made in the system PM,

serves only to simplify the proof and can in principle be dispensed with.

he has only said that peano and PM can be dropped in any proof after

making his deceitfull extention of his theorem and then

this is deceitfull circular reasoning
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in other words

he reasons incorrectly and deceitfully

example

1 have used system P to make my proof but my proof is general to other
systems which are not PPWITHOUT PROOF]thus we can drop system P in other
incompleteness proofs [WITHOUT PROOF]

from these decietfull acts people have argued that the system P proof is

only an object proof

but

it is the main proof -as godel tell us

quote
’In the proof of Proposition VI the only properties of the system P
employed were the following”

and from that proof he gets his incompleteness theorem AND FROM NO WHERE ELSE

ZERMELO AXIOM SYSTEM

Godel specifies that he uses the Zermelo axiom system- (K Godel , On formally

undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M,
Davis, Raven Press, 1965,p.28.)

quote

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html




http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html
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"In the proof of Proposition VI the only properties of the system P employed were the

following:

1. The class of axioms and the rules of inference (i.e. the relation "immediate
consequence of") are recursively definable (as soon as the basic signs are replaced in any

fashion by natural numbers).

2. Every recursive relation is definable in the system P (in the sense of Proposition V).

Hence in every formal system that satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 and is ®-consistent,
undecidable propositions exist of the form (x) F(x), where F is a recursively defined

property of natural numbers, and so too in every extension of such

[191]a system made by adding a recursively definable w-consistent class of axioms. As
can be easily confirmed, the systems which satisfy assumptions 1 and 2 include the

Zermelo-Fraenkel and the v. Neumann axiom systems of set theory,47"

IMPREDICATIVE DEFINITIONS

Godel used impredicative definitions

Ponicare Russell and philosophers argue these types of definitions are invalid

Ponicare Russell point out that they lead to contradictions in mathematics

Quote from Godel
“ The solution suggested by Whitehead and Russell, that a proposition cannot say
something about itself , is to drastic... We saw that we can construct propositions

which make statements about themselves,... (K Godel , On undecidable propositions of

formal mathematical systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.63 of this work

Dvis notes, “it covers ground quite similar to that covered in Godels orgiinal 1931 paper on





undecidability,” p.39.)

What Godel understood by "propositions which make statements about

themselves"

1s the sense Russell defined them to be

"Whatever involves all of a collection must not be one of the collection.'

Put otherwise, if to define a collection of objects one must use the total
collection itself, then the definition is meaningless. This explanation
given by Russell in 1905 was accepted by Poincare' in 1906, who coined the
term impredicative definition, (Kline's "Mathematics: The Loss of

Certainty"&s

Note Poincare called these self referencing statements impredicative

definitions

texts books on logic tell us self referencing ,statements (petitio
principii vicious circle) are invalid

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vicious_circle principle

Many early 20th century researchers including Bertrand

Russell and Henri Poincaré. Frank P. Ramsey and Rudolf

Carnap accepted the ban on explicit circularity,
The vicious circle principle is a principle that was

endorsed by many predicativist mathematicians in the early

20th century to prevent contradictions. The principle
states that no object or property may be introduced by a
definition that depends on that object or property itself.

In addition to ruling out definitions that are explicitly

28



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henri_Poincar%C3%A9

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frank_P._Ramsey

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rudolf_Carnap

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rudolf_Carnap

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impredicativity
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circular (like "an object has property P iff it is not next
to anything that has property P"), this principle rules out
definitions that quantify over domains including the entity

being defined.

Godels has argued that impredicative definitions destroy mathematics and

make it false

http://www.friesian.com/goedel/chap-1.htm

Godel has offered a rather complex analysis of the vicious circle principle and its
devastating effects on classical mathematics culminating in the conclusion that because it
"destroys the derivation of mathematics from logic, effected by Dedekind and
Frege, and a good deal of modern mathematics itself' he would '"consider this
rather as a proof that the vicious circle principle is false than that classical

mathematics is false”

Yet Godel uses impredicative definitions in his theorems

“ The solution suggested by Whitehead and Russell, that a proposition cannot say
something about itself , is to drastic... We saw that we can construct propositions

which make statements about themselves,... (K Godel , On undecidable propositions of

formal mathematical systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.63 of this work
Dvis notes, “it covers ground quite similar to that covered in Godels orgiinal 1931 paper on

undecidability,” p.39.)

The impredicative statement Godel constructs is

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First incom

pleteness_theorem

“the corresponding Gddel sentence G asserts: “G cannot be proved to be true within the

theory T”



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iff

http://www.friesian.com/goedel/chap-1.htm

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incompleteness_theorem
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Now it is statements like this that Russell and Poincare et al said creates paradox and
should be outlawed — we will see how this creates paradox below when the self-
contradiction in Godels first and second incompleteness theorem are shown [due to his

construction of impredeicative statement]

also

Godel used Peanos axioms but these axioms are impredicative and thus according to

Russell Poincaré and others must be avoided as they lead to paradox.

Axiom 3 of Godels system P

http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

3. x2(0).x1 ¥ (x2(x1) 2 x2(fx1)) D x1 V (x2(X1))

The principle of mathematical induction: If something is true for x=0, and if you can
show that whenever it is true for y it is also true for y+1, then it is true for all whole
numbers X.

But the axiom is impredicative

quote

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Preintuitionism

”This sense of definition allowed Poincaré to argue with Bertrand Russell over Giuseppe

Peano's axiomatic theory of natural numbers.

Peano's fifth axiom states:



http://www.mrob.com/pub/math/goedel.html

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Preintuitionism
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* Allow that; zero has a property P;
* And; if every natural number less than a number x has the property P then x also has
the property P.

* Therefore; every natural number has the property P.

This is the principle of complete induction, it establishes the property of induction as
necessary to the system. Since Peano's axiom is as infinite as the natural numbers, it is
difficult to prove that the property of P does belong to any x and also x+1. What one can
do is say that, if after some number n of trails that show a property P conserved in x and
x+1, then we may infer that it will still hold to be true after n+1 trails. But this is itself

induction. And hence the argument is a vicious circle.

From this Poincaré argues that if we fail to establish the consistency of Peano's axioms
for natural numbers without falling into circularity, then the principle of complete

induction is improvable by general logic. “

GODEL ACCEPTED IMPREDICATIVE DEFINITIONS
quote

http://www.friesian.com/goedel/chap-1.htm

’recent research [9] has shown that more can be squeezed out of these restrictions than

had been expected:

all mathematically interesting statements about the natural numbers, as well as many
analytic statements, which have been obtained by impredicative methods can already be

obtained by predicative ones.[10]

We do not wish to quibble over the meaning of "mathematically interesting." However,

"it is shown that the arithmetical statement expressing the consistency of predicative



http://www.friesian.com/goedel/chap-1.htm
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analysis is provable by impredicative means." Thus it can be proved conclusively that
restricting mathematics to predicative methods does in fact eliminate a substantial portion

of classical mathematics.[11]

Godel has offered a rather complex analysis of the vicious circle principle and its
devastating effects on classical mathematics culminating in the conclusion that because it
"destroys the derivation of mathematics from logic, effected by Dedekind and Frege, and
a good deal of modern mathematics itself" he would "consider this rather as a proof

that the vicious circle principle is false than that classical mathematics is false."[12]”

GODEL CAN NOT TELL US WHAT MAKES A STATEMENT TRUE

Now truth in mathematics was considered to be if a statement can be proven then it is
true

Ie truth was s equated with provability

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth#Truth_in_mathematics

”...from at least the time of Hilbert's program at the turn of the twentieth century to the

proof of Godel's theorem and the development of the Church-Turing thesis in the early

part of that century, true statements in mathematics were generally assumed to be

those statements which are provable in a formal axiomatic system.

The works of Kurt Godel, Alan Turing, and others shook this assumption, with the

development of statements that are true but cannot be proven within the system”

Now the syntactic version of Godels first completeness theorem reads

Proposition VI: To every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae there correspond
recursive class-signs 1, such that neither v Gen r nor Neg (v Gen r) belongs to Flg(c)

(where v is the free variable of r).



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth#Truth_in_mathematics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert%27s_program

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Church-Turing_thesis

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kurt_G%C3%B6del

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alan_Turing
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But when this is put into plain words we get

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Meaning_of

_the_first_incompleteness_theorem

“Any effectively generated theory capable of expressing elementary arithmetic cannot be

both consistent and complete. In particular, for any consistent, effectively generated

formal theory that proves certain basic arithmetic truths, there is an arithmetical
statement that is true,’'! but not provable in the theory (Kleene 1967, p. 250)

For each consistent formal theory T having the required small amount of number theory
... provability-within-the-theory-T is not the same as truth; the theory T is

incomplete.”

In other words there are true mathematical statements which cant be
proven

But the fact is Godel cant tell us what makes a mathematical statement
true thus his theorem is meaningless

Ie if Godels theorem said there were gibbly statements that cant be
proven

But if godel cant tell us what a gibbly statement was then we would say

his theorem was meaningless

mathematician have so much invested in godels incompleteness theorem
much maths is reliant on it but at the time godel wrote his theorem he had no idea of what

truth was as peter smith the Cambridge expert on Godel admitts



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Meaning_of_the_first_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Meaning_of_the_first_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Complete_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency_proof

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_%28mathematical_logic%29

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#cite_note-0
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http://groups.google.com/group/sci.logic/browse_thread/thread/ebde70bc932fc0a7/de566
912ee6910a8?Ink=gst&q=G%C3%B6del+didn%27t+rely+on+tthe+notion+PETER+smith
#de566912ee6910a8

Quote:

Godel didn't rely on the notion
of truth

but truth is central to his theorem

as peter smith kindly tellls us

http://assets.cambridge.org/97805218...40 excerpt.pdf

Quote:

Godel did is find a general method that enabled him to take any theory T

strong enough to capture a modest amount of basic arithmetic and

construct a corresponding arithmetical sentence GT which encodes the claim ‘The
sentence GT itself is unprovable in theory T°. So G T is true if and only

if T can’t prove it

If we can locate GT

, a Godel sentence for our favourite nicely ax-

iomatized theory of arithmetic T, and can argue that G T is

true-but-unprovable,

and godels theorem is

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6...s_theorems#Fir...




http://groups.google.com/group/sci.logic/browse_thread/thread/ebde70bc932fc0a7/de566912ee69f0a8?lnk=gst&q=G%C3%B6del+didn%27t+rely+on+the+notion+PETER+smith#de566912ee69f0a8

http://groups.google.com/group/sci.logic/browse_thread/thread/ebde70bc932fc0a7/de566912ee69f0a8?lnk=gst&q=G%C3%B6del+didn%27t+rely+on+the+notion+PETER+smith#de566912ee69f0a8

http://groups.google.com/group/sci.logic/browse_thread/thread/ebde70bc932fc0a7/de566912ee69f0a8?lnk=gst&q=G%C3%B6del+didn%27t+rely+on+the+notion+PETER+smith#de566912ee69f0a8

http://assets.cambridge.org/97805218/57840/excerpt/9780521857840_excerpt.pdf

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Fir
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Godel's first incompleteness theorem, perhaps the single most celebrated result in

mathematical logic, states that:

For any consistent formal, recursively enumerable theory that proves

basic arithmetical truths, an arithmetical statement that is true, but not provable in the
theory, can be constructed.1 That is, any effectively

generated theory capable of expressing elementary arithmetic cannot be

both consistent and complete.

you see godel referes to true statement
but Godel didn't rely on the notion
of truth

now because Gddel didn't rely on the notion
of truth he cant tell us what true statements are

thus his theorem is meaningless

this puts mathematicians in deep shit because all the modern idea derived
from godels theorem have no epistemological or mathematical worth for we
dont know what true statement are

without a notion of truth we dont know what makes those statements true

thus the theorem is meaningless

Some naive argue that provability is the criterion of what makes a maths statement true
Ie if you can prove a statement then it is true
But as shown above godels theorem showed “...For each consistent formal theory T

having the required small amount of number theory

35
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... provability-within-the-theory-T is not the same as truth; the theory T is
incomplete.”

But for the point of argument if we accept provability makes a statement true then
godel still cant tell us what makes them true those mathematics statements which are

true but cant be proven

Thus his theorem is still meaningless

Some argue that Tarskis semantic theory of truth can fit Godels

theorems

But Tarskis theory of truth is logically flawed where in fact truth is

never really defined . The problem with Tarskis theory is it

requires a metalangauge and we get an ad infinitum

If a grammar of a language must be in its metalanguage, as
Tarski seems to require, than the grammar of this
metalanguage must be in its metalanguage. Thus we have a
notion of truth in the object language dependent on

the notion of truth in the metalanguage. But the notion of
truth in the metalangague is itself dependent on the notion

of truth in its meta-meta-language
As is stated in

Philosophy of logic
By Dale Jacquette, Dov M. Gabbay, John Hayden

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=1xEVkzuX5e0C&pg=PA142&1lD
g=PA142&d. ..

"the indefinitely ascending stratification of metalanguages
in which the truth or falsehood of sentences is permitted

for only the lower tiers of the hierarchy never reaches an



http://books.google.com.au/books?id=1xEVkzuX5e0C&pg=PA142&lpg=PA142&dq=tarski+semantic+theory+of+truth+criticisms+metalanguage&source=bl&ots=DeEwSwP1AI&sig=cDd7bZHihFCP3yqs56-3YvK7oqI&hl=en&ei=EISvSaDYHpyu6gOvjOD-Ag&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=10&ct=result#PPA143,M1

http://books.google.com.au/books?id=1xEVkzuX5e0C&pg=PA142&lpg=PA142&dq=tarski+semantic+theory+of+truth+criticisms+metalanguage&source=bl&ots=DeEwSwP1AI&sig=cDd7bZHihFCP3yqs56-3YvK7oqI&hl=en&ei=EISvSaDYHpyu6gOvjOD-Ag&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=10&ct=result#PPA143,M1
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end point at which the theorist can say that truth has
finally been defined"

So neither Godel nor Tarski can tell us what makes a mathematical
statement true

Thus again Godels theorm is meaningless

Interesting there is a theorem that says truth is undefinable ie Traski
undefinabiity theorem This theorem means no one not even godel can
tell us what truth is

Tarskis theorem- means no mathematician including godel can tell us

what truth is-thus godels theorem is meaningless

. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tarski%27s_undefinability theorem

Tarski's undefinability theorem, stated and proved by Alfred Tarski in
1936, is an important limitative result in mathematical logic, the
foundations of mathematics, and in formal semantics. Informally, the
theorem states that arithmetical truth cannot be defined in

arithmetic

bear in mind tarskis theorem is meaningless has he cant tell us why it
is true
if he can tell us why it is true

then he ends in paradox



http://www.google.com/url?sa=D&q=http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tarski%2527s_undefinability_theorem
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Thus apart from godel not telling us what makes amaths statement true
tarskis theoem mean it is meaningless as well as going by tarskis theorem no

one can tell us what truth s since truth is undefinable

Thus godels theorem is meaningless as he cant tell us-and no one can tell us-

what makes a math statement true

GODEL DID NOT DESTROY THE HILBERT FREGE RUSSELL PROGRAMME TO
CREATE A UNITARY DEDUCTIVE SYSTEM IN WHICH ALL MATHEMATICAL
TRUTHS CAN CAN BE DEDUCED FROM A HANDFUL OF AXIOMS

Godel is said to have shattered this programme in his paper called "On
formally undecidable propositions of Principia Mathematica and related

systems"

For two reasons Godel did not destroy the Hilbert Frege Russell programme
1)

Godels paper it turns out had nothing to do with Principia Mathematica
and related systems" but instead with a completly artificial system

called P Godel uses axioms which where not in his version of PM thus his
proof/theorem cannot apply to PM thus he cannot have destroyed the
Hilbert Frege Russell programme and also his system P is artificial and

applies to no system anyways
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2) being unable to tell us what makes a mathematical statement true Godels theorem is

meaningless

Thus

Godels theorems are invalid for 5 reasons: he uses the axiom of reducibility- which is
invalid, , he constructs impredicative statements - which are invalid ,, he falls into 2 self-
contradictions and 3 paradoxes Gddel is a complete failure as he ends in utter
meaninglessness. His meaningless/paradoxical result comes directly from using axioms
and impredicative definitions that lead or end in paradox. Even if Godel did not prove
that mathematics was inconsistent Godel proved nothing as it was totality built upon
invalid axioms and impredicative definitions; All talk of what Godel achieved is just
another myth mathematicians foist upon an ignorant population to beguile them into

believing mathematician know what they are talking about and have access to truth.

GODEL IS SELF-CONTRADICTORY

First contradiction

Godels first theorem ends in paradox —due to his construction of impredicative statement

Now the syntactic version of Godels first completeness theorem reads

Proposition VI: To every m-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae there correspond
recursive class-signs r, such that neither v Gen r nor Neg (v Gen r) belongs to Flg(c)

(where v is the free variable of r).

But when this is put into plain words we get
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incom
pleteness_theorem

Gaodel's first incompleteness theorem states that:

Any effectively generated theory capable of expressing elementary arithmetic
cannot be both consistent and complete. In particular, for any consistent,
effectively generated formal theory that proves certain basic arithmetic truths,
there is an arithmetical statement that is true,"J but not provable in the theory

(Kleene 1967, p. 250).

Now truth in mathematics was considered to be if a statement can be proven then it is
true

Ie truth is equated with provability

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth#Truth_in_mathematics

”...from at least the time of Hilbert's program at the turn of the twentieth century to the

proof of Godel's theorem and the development of the Church-Turing thesis in the early

part of that century, true statements in mathematics were generally assumed to be

those statements which are provable in a formal axiomatic system.

The works of Kurt Godel, Alan Turing, and others shook this assumption, with the

development of statements that are true but cannot be proven within the system”

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s incompleteness theorems#Meaning of

_the_first incompleteness_theorem




http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Complete_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency_proof

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_%28mathematical_logic%29

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#cite_note-0

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth#Truth_in_mathematics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert%27s_program

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Church-Turing_thesis

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kurt_G%C3%B6del

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alan_Turing

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Meaning_of_the_first_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Meaning_of_the_first_incompleteness_theorem
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“Any effectively generated theory capable of expressing elementary arithmetic cannot be

both consistent and complete. In particular, for any consistent, effectively generated

formal theory that proves certain basic arithmetic truths, there is an arithmetical
statement that is true,”! but not provable in the theory (Kleene 1967, p. 250)
For each consistent formal theory T having the required small amount of number theory

... provability-within-the-theory-T is not the same as truth; the theory T is incomplete.”

Now it is said godel PROVED
"there are true mathematical statements which cant be proven"
in other words

truth does not equate with proof.

if that theorem is true

then his theorem is false

PROOF

for if the theorem is true-because he proved it

then truth does equate with proof- as it is implied that his proof makes the theorem true
but his theorem says

truth does not equate with proof.

thus a paradox

THIS WHAT COMES OF USING IMPREDICATIVE STATEMENTS

SECOND CONTRDICTION

Godels theorem means All provable mathematics statements cant be true including his

own theorem

godel proved that there are true mathematic statements which cant be proven



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Complete_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency_proof

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_%28mathematical_logic%29

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#cite_note-0
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(Now if there is only one definition of what makes a mathematics statement true)
so that entails then that what ever a true mathematics statement is a condition of it being

true must be that it cant be proven

that means then
that all provable mathematic statements cant be true
(if there is only one definition of what makes a mathematics statement true)
as a condition on being true is that it must be non-provable
Thus godel giving a proof of his theorem means his theorem cant be true as a condition

on being true is that it must be non-provable

This place godels theorem in a paradox
If his theorem is true then his theorem must be not true
Or
He has proved his theorem but his theorem means then his theorem cant be true as a

condition on being true is that it must be non-provable

Or
Godels theorem is considered true but if it is true then it cant be true as he has proved his
theorem but his theorem means then his theorem cant be true as a condition on being true
is that it must be non-provable
Note from above godel cant tell us what makes them true those mathematics

statements which are true but cant be proven

Also if there is more than one definition as to what
makes a maths statement true this would mean truth in
mathematics is relative thus making the notion of a true

statement absurd or meaningless
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Example
It would mean that maths statement A would be true
under truth definition A but false under truth definition
B
Thus

Making the truth of statement A meaningless

THIRD CONTRADICTION

Godels second theorem ends in paradox— impredicative

The theorem in a rephrasing reads

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s incompleteness theorem

sH#Proof sketch for the second theorem

The following rephrasing of the second theorem is even more unsettling to

the foundations of mathematics:

If an axiomatic system can be proven to be consistent and complete from

within itself, then it is inconsistent.”

But

godel is useing a a mathematical system

his theorem says a system cant be proven consistent



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Proof_sketch_for_the_second_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#Proof_sketch_for_the_second_theorem
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this must then apply to the system he used to create the theorem

thus his theorem applies to itself

thus paradox

if godels theorem is true within this system-or outside it

ie a system cannot be proven to be consistent

then his theorem is in paradox

as

it can only be proven if his logic is consistent within that system
if his theorem is true

then he has proven his logic is consistent within that system
but his theorem says this cannot be done

THIS WHAT COMES OF USING IMPREDICATIVE STATEMENTS

But here is a 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 IS not consistent then he cannot
make a proof that is consistent. So he must assume that his logic is consistent
so he can make a proof of the impossibility of proving a system
to be consistent. But if his proof is true then he has proved that the logic he

uses to make the proof must be consistent, but his proof proves that

this cannot be done

CRITICISMS
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1

Some say Godel did not use the e axiom of reducibility in he incompleteness theorems

Others say he only used the axiom of reducibility in his object theory but not his meta-

theory

Godels paper is called

On formally undecidable propositions of Principia.

Mathematica and related systems

if godel does not use axioms from PM then his paper cannot

be about undecidable propositions in PM-thus he misleads us

if Godel does not use AR then what axioms from PM he does
he use for if he uses none then his paper is not about

undecidable propistions in PM and he is lying when he says

“ ...(we limit ourselves here to the system PM) ..”

Godels statements indicate that he did use AR in both his meta-theory and so called
object theory

If he did not use all axioms of the systems of PM then when he states

"we now show that the proposition [R(q);q] is undecidable in PM" (K Godel , On formally

undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M,

Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.8)
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he must have been lying

Godels states

quote

“before we go into details lets us first sketch the main ideas of the

proof ... the formulas of a formal system (we limit ourselves here to the

system PM) ...”(K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and

related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.6)

Godel uses the axiom of reducibility and axiom of choice from the PM

he states

“A. Whitehead and B. Russell, Principia Mathematica, 2nd edition,
Cambridge 1925. In particular, we also reckon among the axioms of PM the
axiom of infinity (in the form: there exist denumerably many individuals),

and the axioms of reducibility and of choice (for all types)” (K Godel , On formally

undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M,
Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.5)

on page 7 he states ((K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions of principia mathematica
and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965)

"now we obtain an undecidable proposition of the system PM"

Clearly this undecidable proposition comes about due the axioms etc which PM uses

Godel goes on

"the ternary relation z=[y;z] also turns out to be definable in PM" (ibid, p,8)

Godel goes on
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"since the concepts occurring in the definiens are all definable in PM" (ibid,p.8)

Godel has told us PM is made up of axiom of reducibility, etc so

these definiens must be defined interms of these axioms

Godel goes on

"we now show that the proposition [R(q);q] is undecidable in PM"(K Godel , On formally
undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M,

Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.8)) - again this must mean undecidable within PMs system ie

1ts axioms etc

further

Godel e goes on

"we pass now to the rigorous execution of the proof sketched above and we first give a
precise description of the formal system P for which we wish to prove the existence of

undecidable pI'OpOSitiOIlS" (K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions of principia

mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.9)

Some call this system P the object theory but they are wrong in part
for Godel goes on
"P is essentially the system which one obtains by building the logic of PM around Peanos

axioms..." K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and

related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965,, p.10)

Thus P uses as its meta-theory the system PM ie its axioms of choice reducibility etc (he
has told us this is what PM SYSTEM IS). Note from above the version of PM he is using
did not contain the axiom of reducibility. So system P is completely artificial and invalid

as it uses the invalid axiom of reducibility.

Thus P is made up of the meta-theory of PM and Peanos axioms. Note from above the
version of PM he is using did not contain the axiom of reducibility. So system P is

completely artificial and invalid as it uses the invalid axiom of reducibility.
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Thus by being built on the meta-theory of PM it must use the axioms of PM

etc and these axioms are choice reducibility etc

That P is the meta theory is clearly seen when Godels gives us his general proof of

undecidability which uses P

He states

The general result as to the existence of undecidable propositions reads:

Proposition VI: To every w-consistent recursive class ¢ of formulae there correspond
recursive class-signs r, such that neither v Gen r nor Neg (v Gen r) belongs to Flg(c)

(where v is the free variable of r).

Proof: Let ¢ be any given recursive m-consistent class of formulae. We define:

Bw(x)=(n)[n<=1(x) > Ax(nGlx) V(nGlx)ecV

(Ep,9){0 <p,q<n & Fl(n Gl x, p Gl X, Gl x)}] & I(x) > 0 (5)

(cf. the analogous concept 44)

x B y=Bw(x) & [1(x)] Gl x =y (6)

Bew (x) = (dy)y B x (6.1)

(cf. the analogous concepts 45, 46)
Etc
Etc
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"in the proof of theorem V1 no properties of the system P were used other than the
following

1) the class of axioms and the riles of inference- note these axioms include reducibility
2) every recursive relation is definable with in the system of P

hence in every formal system which satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 [ which uses

system PM] and is w - consistent there exist undecidable propositions ™. (ibid, p.28)

CLEARLY GODEL IS MAKING SWEEPING CLAIMS JUST BASED UPON HIS P
PROOF Clearly P is part of the meta- theory. Note from above the version of PM he is
using AR was abandoned rejected given up DROPPED. So system P is completely
artificial and invalid as it uses the invalid axiom of reducibility. Thus his theorem has no
value outside this invalid artificial system P

If godel tells us he is going to using the axioms of PM but only use some

of them in fact then he is both wrong and lying when he tells us that

"we now show that the proposition [R(q);q] is undecidable in PM" K Godel , On formally

undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M,
Davis, Raven Press, 1965,,p. 8)

and
"the proposition undecidable in the system PM is thus decided by

metamathemaical arguments" K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions of principia

mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965,, p.9)

Thus simply

Godel tells us

1) he is using the axioms of PM

2) there are propositions which are undecidable in the system PM
2)P uses as its meta-system the axioms of PM

3) so the proof in P must use PMs axioms
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3) if he does not use all the axioms of PM then he is lying to us when he

say "there are undeciable propositions in PM, and P

So is Godel lying on these points
As I have argued the axiom of AR he uses is invalid and flawed thus making his

theorems invalid flawed and a complete failure

2
There are 3 paradoxes in Godels proof

1 paradox

Godel makes the claim that there are undecidable propositions in a constructed system
[PM and ZF] that dont depend upon the special nature of the constructed system [PM
and ZF]

Quote

As he states

“It is reasonable therefore to make the conjecture that these axioms and rules of
inference are also sufficent to decide all mathematical questions which can be formally
expressed in the given systems. In what follows it will be shown that this is not the case
but rather that in both systems cited [PM and ZF] there exist relatively simple problems
of ordinary whole numbers [undecidability] which cannot be decided on the basis of
the axioms. [NOTE IT IS CLEAR] This situation [ undecidability which cannot be
decided on the basis of the axioms]. does not depend upon the special nature of the
constructed systems [PM and ZF] but rather holds for a very wide class of formal
systems among which are included in particular all those which arise from the given
systems [PM and ZF] by addition of finitely many axioms” (K Godel , On formally

undecidable propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The
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undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.6).( K Godel , On formally undecidable
propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M, Davis,

Raven Press, 1965, p.6)

Thus Godel says he is going to show that undecidability is not dependent on the

axioms of a system or the speacial nature of PM and ZF
Also

Godels refers to PM and ZF AS FORMAL SYSTEMS

"the most extensive formal systems constructed .. are PM ZF" ibid, p.5

so when he states that

"This situation does not depend upon the special nature of the constructed
systems but rather holds for a very wide class of formal systems"
he must be refering to PM and ZF as belonging to these class of formal systems- further

down you will see this is true as well
thus he is saying

the undecidability claim is independent of the axioms of the formal system but PM is a

formal system

Godel says he is going to show undecidabilitys by using the system of PM (ibid)
he then sets out to show that there are undecidable propositions in PM (ibid. p.8)

where Godel states
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"the precise analysis of this remarkable circumstance leads to surprising results
concerning consistence proofs of formal systems which will be treated in more detail in
section 4 (theorem X1) ibid p. 9 note this theorem comes out of his system P

he then sets out to show that there are undecidable propositions in his system P -which
uses the axioms of PM and Peano axioms.

at the end of this proof he states

"we have limited ourselves in this paper essentially to the system P and have only

indicated the applications to other systems" (ibid p. 38)

now
it is based upon his proof of undecidable propositions in P that he draws out broader
conclusions for a very wide class of formal systems

After outlining theorem V1 in his P proof - where he uses the axiom of choice- he states
"in the proof of theorem V1 no properties of the system P were used other than the
following

1) the class of axioms and the riles of inference- note these axioms include reducibility
2) every recursive relation is definable with in the system of P

hence in every formal system which satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 [ which uses

system PM] and is w - consistent there exist undecidable propositions . (ibid, p.28)

CLEARLY GODEL IS MAKING SWEEPING CLAIMS JUST BASED UPON HIS P
PROOF . Note from above the version of PM he is using AR was abandoned rejected
given up DROPPED So system P is completely artificial and invalid as it uses the
invalid axiom of reducibility. Thus his theorem has no value outside this invalid artificial

system P

Godel has said that undecidability is not dependent on  the

axioms of a system or the special nature of PM and ZF

There is a paradox here
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He says every formal system which satisfies assumption 1 and 2 ie

based upon axioms - but he has said undecidablity is independent of axioms
2 paradox

Also there is a contradiction here

Godel has said undecidablity is not dependent on PM yet says it is hence” in every
formal system which satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 [ which uses system PM] and is w -

consistent there exist undecidable propositions “

Thus the paradox undedciablity is not dependent of the axioms of a system or PM but is

dependent on the axioms of the system and PM

In the above Godel must be referring to PM and ZF as they are formal systems
but he has said

"This situation does not depend upon the special nature of the constructed

systems [PM ZF] but rather holds for a very wide class of formal systems"

now P is constructed with the axioms of PM and Peano axioms
"P is essentially the system which one obtains by building the logic of PM
around Peanos axioms..." K Godel , On formally undecidable propositions
of principia mathematica and related systems in The undecidable , M,

Davis, Raven Press, 1965,, p.10)

so clearly undecidability is dependent on the quirky nature of PM-which is a formal

system
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but

he has told us undecidable propositions in a formal system are not due to the nature of the
formal system but he is making claims about a very wide range of formal systems based
upon the nature of formal system P. Note from above the version of PM he is using AR
was abandoned rejected given up DROPPED. So system P is completely artificial and
invalid as it uses the invalid axiom of reducibility. Thus his theorem has no value outside

this invalid artificial system P

QUOTE
[undecidability]does not depend upon the special nature of the

constructed systems [PM and ZF] but rather holds for a very wide class of formal systems

contradict this

hence in every formal system which satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 [depending on the
special nature of formal system P WHICH USES PM ] and is w - consistent there exist

undecidable propositions

HE HAS SAID UNDECIDABILITY DOES NOT DEPEND UPON THE NATURE OF
PM YET SAYS UNDECIABILITY IN FORMAL SYSTEMS- OF WHICH PM- IS ONE
IS DEPENDENT ON PM

put simply

Undecidability is independent on nature of PM, yet is dependent on the nature of

PM.

thus undecidability is not dependent on the nature of the [PM and ZF] but he has said

undecidability is dependent upon the nature of formal system P which uses PM
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thus
“lundecidability] does not depend upon the special nature of the
constructed systems [PM and ZF]| but rather holds for a very wide class of formal

13

systems

Contradicts this

“hence in every formal system which satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 | depends upon
the special nature of formal system PM] and is w - consistent there exist

undecidable propositions .
Thus when Godel states

"hence in every formal system [PM example] which satisfies assumptions 1
and 2 and is w [Dependent on the special nature of P and thus PM ] -

consistent there exist undecidable propositions"
he is creating paradox and circularity of argument

he says undecidability is independent of formal system PM and ZF yet
deriving assumptions dependent on this formal system PM he says those
formal systems that have these assumption have undecidability and he

states ZF has these assumptions (ibid, p.28)

put simply

Undecidability is independent on nature of PM, yet is dependent on the nature of
PM.

clearly Godel is in paradox and invalid due to meaninglessness
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3 paradox

There is another paradox in Godels incompleteness theorem

As we have seen undecidability in a formal system is dependent on the system PM but

the system PM has undecidability

Godel tells us that among those very wide range of formal systems that have
undecidability are to be included those systems which arise from PM by the addition

finitely many axioms
As he states

“It is reasonable therefore to make the conjecture that these axioms and rules of
inference are also sufficent to decide all mathematical questions which can be formally
expressed in the given systems. In what follows it will be shown that this is not the case
but rather that in both systems cited [PM and ZF] there exist relatively simple problems
of ordinary whole numbers which cannot be decided on the basis of the axioms. [NOTE
IT IS CLEAR] This situation does not depend upon the special nature of the
constructed systems [PM and ZF]| but rather holds for a very wide class of formal
systems among which are included in particular all those which arise from the given

systems [PM and ZF] by addition of finitely many axioms”
In other words PM is included in those systems which have undecidablity

Thus we have the paradox that while PM is used to find if a formal system is undecidable

it is undecidable itself
1.€.

hence in every formal system which satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 [ from P which

uses system PM] and is w - consistent there exist undecidable propositions
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In other words the very system which is used to find undecidability is included in the set

of undecidable systems
PM is part of the very set it is used to create

Godel's proof shows for some class of formal systems, they can not be both complete and

consistent

if a system is consistent it will be incomplete
If PM is consistent it is incomplete i.e it has statements which cannot be proven true or
false

thus

PM is used to prove that a system has statements which cannot be proven true or false
but

PM can only prove this if all its statement can be proven to be true

but

PM has statements which cannot be proven true or false

thus

it cant prove anything

but it is used to prove if systems are undecidadble
thus a paradox
PM being undecidable cant be used to create the set of undecidable systems of which it

belongs-if it belongs to the set it cant prove anything and if it dont belong to the set it is
not undecidable[/b]
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Thus we have the situation overall that clearly Godel is in paradox and invalid due to

meaninglessness

1) there is circularity/paradox of argument he says his consistency proof is independent
of the nature of a formal system yet he bases this claim upon the very nature of a
particular formal system P- which includes PM which is itself undecidable

2) he is clearly basing his claims for his consistency theorems upon the systems PM and

P

P and PM are the meta-theories/systems he uses to prove his claim that there are

undecidable propositions in a very wide range of formal systems

We have a dilemma
)either Gddel is right that his claims for undecidability of formal systems

are independent of the nature of a formal system

and thus he is in paradox when he makes claims about formal systems based

upon the special nature of P - AND THUS PM

OR

2) he makes claims about formal systems based upon the special nature of P
and PM

that would mean that PM and P are the meta-systems/meta-theory through

which he is make undecidable claims about formal systems

thus indicating the axioms of PM and P are central to these meta claims

there by when I argue s these axioms are invalid then Godels
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incompleteness theorem is invalid and a complete failure.

Thus either way Godels incompleteness theorem are invalid and a complete failure :either
due to the paradox in his theorem or the invalidity of his axioms. Godels theorems
are invalid for 5 reasons: he uses the axiom of
reducibility- which 1is invalid ie illegitimate , , he
constructs impredicative statements - which are invalid ie
illegitimate, he ends in two self-contradictions, he falls

into 3 paradoxes
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Appendix
IMPREDICATIVE DEFINITIONS
AXIOM OF REDUCIBILITY

Poincare outlawed impredicative definitions But the problem of
outlawing impredicative definitions vas that a lot of useful mathematics
would have to be abandoned “ruling out impredicative definitions
would eliminate the contradiction from mathematics, but the cost
was too great " (B, Bunch, op.cit p.134) Also as Russell pointed cut
the notion of impredicative definitions was paradoxical as the property
applies to itself “is the property ' of being impredicative itself
impredicative or not” (this is another analog of Gretling's paradox.) (ibid,
p.134.). Russell tried to solve the paradoxes by his theory of types Russell
and Whitehead explained the logical antinomies as Being due to a
vicious circle their theory of types 'was means to irradiate these vicious
circles by, making them by definition not allowed ( E, Carnuccio ,
Mathematics and logic in history and contemporary thought, Faber & Faber
1964, 344-355.)-[ but Godel say’s be disagrees with Russell and uses them

in his impossibility: proof] (K Godel , On formally undecidable
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propositions of principia mathematica and related systems in The
undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.63) But the theory
of types cannot over come the syntactical paradoxes i.e. liar
paradox.’ (E. Carniccio op.cit. p-343-) 144 thig procedure created
unending problems such that Russell had to introduce his axiom of
reducibility ( Bunch, op.cit, p,.135). But even though the axiom
with the theory of types created results that don't fall into any of the
known paradoxes it leaves doubt that other paradoxes want crop up. But this
axiom is so artificial and create a whole nest of other problems for
mathematics that Russell eventually' abandoned it (Bunch, ibid,
p.135.) Godel uses this axiom in his impossibility' proof. (K. Godel,
op.cit, p.5) "Thus these attempts to solve the paradoxes all turned out to
involve either paradoxical notions them selves or to artificial that most
mathematicians rejected them

AXIOM OF CHOICE

Godel used the axiom of choice in his impossibility proof

(K.Godel, op.cit, p.5)" But ever since its use by Zermelo there
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have been problems with this axiom

“Cohen proved that he axiom of choice is independent of the other
axioms of set | theory. As a result you can have Zermeloian
mathematics that accept the
axiom of choice or various non-Zermeloian mathematics that reject it
in one way or another... Cohen also proved that there is a
Cantorian mathematics in which the continuum hypothesis is true
and a non-Cantorian mathematics in which it is denied (B, Bunch,
op.cit, p.169). If the axiom of choice is kept then we get the Branch-
Tarski and Hausdorff paradoxes Now ''mathematicians who have
thought about it have decided that the Branch-Traski is one of
the paradoxes that "you just live with it” (ibid, p.180.) As Bunch
notes ''rejection of the axiom of choice means rejection of Important
parts of "classical" mathematics and set theory. Acceptance of the

axiom of choice however has some peculiar implications of its own i e

Branch-Tarski and Hausdorff paradoxes (ibid,p. 169-170).
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SKOLEM PARADOX

Bunch notes op cit p.167

“no one has any idea of how to re-construct axiomatic set theory so that this paradox does

not occur”

from

http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/courses/logsys/low-skol.htm

Insofar as this is a paradox it is called Skolem's paradox. It is at least a
paradox in the ancient sense: an astonishing and implausible result. Is it a
paradox in the modern sense, making contradiction apparently

unavoidable?

from

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Skolem's paradox

the "paradox" is viewed by most logicians as something puzzling, but not
a paradox in the sense of being a logical contradiction (i.e., a paradox in
the same sense as the Banach—Tarski paradox rather than the sense in
Russell's paradox). Timothy Bays has argued in detail that there is nothing
in the Lowenheim-Skolem theorem, or even "in the vicinity" of the

theorem, that is self-contradictory.

However, some philosophers, notably Hilary Putnam and the Oxford

philosopher A.W. Moore, have argued that it is in some sense a paradox.



http://www.earlham.edu/%7Epeters/courses/logsys/low-skol.htm

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Skolem's_paradox
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The difficulty lies in the notion of "relativism" that underlies the theorem.

Skolem says:

In the axiomatization, "set" does not mean an arbitrarily defined
collection; the sets are nothing but objects that are connected with one
another through certain relations expressed by the axioms. Hence there is
no contradiction at all if a set M of the domain B is nondenumerable in the
sense of the axiomatization; for this means merely that within B there
occurs no one-to-one mapping of M onto Z0 (Zermelo's number
sequence). Nevertheless there exists the possibility of numbering all
objects in B, and therefore also the elements of M, by means of the
positive integers; of course, such an enumeration too is a collection of
certain pairs, but this collection is not a "set" (that is, it does not occur in

the domain B).

Moore (1985) has argued that if such relativism is to be intelligible at all,
it has to be understood within a framework that casts it as a

straightforward error. This, he argues, is Skolem's Paradox

Zermelo at first declared the Skolem paradox a hoax. In 1937 he wrote a
small note entitled "Relativism in Set Theory and the So-Called Theorem
of Skolem" in which he gives (what he considered to be) a refutation of
"Skolem's paradox", i.e. the fact that Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory --
guaranteeing the existence of uncountably many sets-- has a countable
model. His response relied, however, on his understanding of the
foundations of set theory as essentially second-order (in particular, on
interpreting his axiom of separation as guaranteeing not merely the
existence of first-order definable subsets, but also arbitrary unions of
such). Skolem's result applies only to the first-order interpretation of

Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory, but Zermelo considered this first-order
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interpretation to be flawed and fraught with "finitary prejudice". Other
authorities on set theory were more sympathetic to the first-order

interpretation, but still found Skolem's result astounding:

* At present we can do no more than note that we have one more reason
here to entertain reservations about set theory and that for the time being

no way of rehabilitating this theory is known. (John von Neumann)

* Skolem's work implies "no categorical axiomatisation of set theory
(hence geometry, arithmetic [and any other theory with a set-theoretic

model]...) seems to exist at all". (John von Neumann)

* Neither have the books yet been closed on the antinomy, nor has
agreement on its significance and possible solution yet been reached.

(Abraham Fraenkel)

* I believed that it was so clear that axiomatization in terms of sets was
not a satisfactory ultimate foundation of mathematics that mathematicians
would, for the most part, not be very much concerned with it. But in recent
times [ have seen to my surprise that so many mathematicians think that
these axioms of set theory provide the ideal foundation for mathematics;

therefore it seemed to me that the time had come for a critique. (Skolem)

from

http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/courses/logsys/low-skol.htm

Insofar as this is a paradox it is called Skolem's paradox. It is at
least a paradox in the ancient sense: an astonishing and implausible
result. Is it a paradox in the modern sense, making contradiction

apparently unavoidable?



http://www.earlham.edu/%7Epeters/courses/logsys/low-skol.htm
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Most mathematicians agree that the Skolem paradox creates no
contradiction. But that does not mean they agree on how to resolve

it

attempted solutions

Bunch notes

“no one has any idea of how to re-construct axiomatic set theory so that this paradox does

not occur”

http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/courses/logsys/low-skol.htm

One reading of LST holds that it proves that the cardinality of the real
numbers is the same as the cardinality of the rationals, namely, countable.
(The two kinds of number could still differ in other ways, just as the
naturals and rationals do despite their equal cardinality.) On this reading,

the Skolem paradox would create a serious contradiction

The good news is that this strongly paradoxical reading is optional. The
bad news is that the obvious alternatives are very ugly. The most common
way to avoid the strongly paradoxical reading is to insist that the real
numbers have some elusive, essential property not captured by system S.
This view is usually associated with a Platonism that permits its
proponents to say that the real numbers have certain properties

independently of what we are able to say or prove about them.

The problem with this view is that LST proves that if some new and

improved S' had a model, then it too would have a countable model.



http://www.earlham.edu/%7Epeters/courses/logsys/low-skol.htm



Hence, no matter what improvements we introduce, either S' has no model
or it does not escape the air of paradox created by LST. (S' would at least

have its own typographical expression as a model, which is countable.

then the faith solution

Finally, there is the working faith of the working mathematician
whose specialization is far from model theory. For most
mathematicians, whether they are Platonists or not, the real
numbers are unquestionably uncountable and the limitations on
formal systems, if any, don't matter very much. When this view is
made precise, it probably reduces to the second view above that
LST proves an unexpected limitation on formalization. But the
point is that for many working mathematicians it need not, and is
not, made precise. The Skolem paradox has no sting because it
affects a "different branch" of mathematics, even for
mathematicians whose daily rounds take them deeply into the real
number continuum, or through files and files of bytes, whose
intended interpretation is confidently supposed to be univocal at

best, and at worst isomorphic with all its fellow interpretations.
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In simple mathematics
See what a mere erotic poet has seen
what a plethora of Abel prize winners
mathematic professors post doctoral and
Phd students have not see before —that
mathematics 1s irrational inconsistent

ends in meaninglessness
(Mathematics will become to be seen as
just an artificial man made game an
elaborate puzzle game used to exercise the
left hemisphere of the brain-with some
lucky/fluky applications to the real
world. A puzzle game that is made to be
consistent with certain rules that are
made to make mathematics consistent —
and when an inconsistency is found new
ad hoc rules-like the axiom of separation-
are made to ban the problem and make
mathematics consistent again
Mathematics will become to be seen as
just an artificial man made game an
elaborate puzzle game)





Australias leading erotic poet colin
leslie dean -see
https://www.scribd.com/doc/35520015/
List-of-FREE-Erotic-Poetry-Books-
by-Gamahucher-Press

shows

This paper is a case study in regard to the view that all
views collapse into meaninglessness or absurdity or self
contradiction. All products of human thinking end in
meaninglessness or absurdity or self contradiction.

Mathematic is no exception Mathematics has many
paradoxes which show mathematics ends in
meaninglessness On these paradoxes Bunch states

With the discovery of such mathematical paradoxes as the Burli-Forti
paradox, Russell’s paradox, Cantor’s paradox and Skolem’s paradox by
early 1930’s as Bunch notes, Hilbert’s program did not succeed such that
“disagreement about how to eliminate contradictions were replaced by
discussions of how to live with contradictions in mathematics."' Attempts to
avoid the paradoxes led to other paradoxical notions  but most
mathematicians rejected these notions.” Thus the present situation is that
mathematics cannot be formulated, except in axiomatic theory, without

contradictions without the loss of useful results. With regard to axiomatic

! B. Bunch, Mathematical Fallacies and Paradoxes, Dover, 1982, p.140.
2 ibid., p.136.



https://www.scribd.com/doc/35520015/List-of-FREE-Erotic-Poetry-Books-by-Gamahucher-Press

https://www.scribd.com/doc/35520015/List-of-FREE-Erotic-Poetry-Books-by-Gamahucher-Press

https://www.scribd.com/doc/35520015/List-of-FREE-Erotic-Poetry-Books-by-Gamahucher-Press



theory, this cannot be proven to be consistent with the result that paradoxes

can occur at any time. As Bunch states:

“None of them [paradoxes] has been resolved by thinking the
way mathematicians thought until the end of the nineteenth
century. To get around them requires some reformulation of
mathematics. Most reformulations except for axiomatic set
theory, results in the loss of mathematical ideas and results that
have proven to be extremely useful. Axiomatic set theory
explicitly eliminates the known paradoxes [by creating an ad
hoc axiom], but cannot be shown to be consistent. Therefore,
other paradoxes can occur at any time [i.e. the Skolem
paradox].”

Axiomatic set theory avoids these paradoxes- not solves them -
by constructing an ad hoc axiom called the axiom of separation
which just outlaws/blocks/bans certain constructions- we will
see this axiom of separation is impredicative and thus has to be
dropped as many mathematicans and philosophers say such
impredicative statements are illegitimate and must be banned
from mathematics

This paper shows mathematics ends in meaninglessness for

another five reasons

l) A finite number = a non-finite number-thus mathematics ends
In meaninglessness. Mathematics proves a finite number 1=an

infinite number .999[bar]-to infinity note there are an infinite

3 ibid., p.139.





number of 9 to the right of the decimal
ie a finite number = an infinite number- a contradictions in
terms Thus mathematics ends in meaninglessness

or put another way
0.9999... = 1 means mathematics ends in contradiction
0.9999.... is a non-finite number/
1 is a finite number
thus we have
a finite number = non-finite number
thus a contradiction in terms
thus

mathematics ends in contradiction

2) 1+1=1 Most say the most certain of things is 1+1=2

but

1+1=1, 1 number + 1 number = 1 number

ie 1 number (10) + 1 number (20) = 1 number (30)

1 chemical (na sodium) + 1 chemical (cl chloride ) = 1 chemical (nacl
salt)

Thus mathematics ends in contradiction

3) ZFC 1s i1nconsistent. MATHEMATICS JUST AD HOC
ARBITRARILY DEFINES AWAY THE SELF-CONTRADICTIONS IN
MATHEMATICS IE BY CREATING THE AXIOM OF
SEPARATION —which 1s impredicative and thus invalid
ALSO THIS AXIOM 1S IMPREDICATIVE BUT IT
OUTLAWS/BLOCKS/BANS IMPREDICATIVE STATEMENTS thus
It bans i1tselft thus ZFC contradicts itself and 1)ZFC is
inconsistent 2) that the paradoxes it was meant to avoid are now still valid

and thus mathematics is inconsistent





AHYMATHEMATICS IS NOT THE LANGUAGE
OF THE UNIVERSE as it is mathematics is
just a bunch of meaningless symbols
connected by rules
5) Mathematicians don’t know what a number 1s

Mathematicians cannot define a number with out
being impredicative-ie self referential thus
mathematicians dont even know what a number i1s-
thus maths 1s meaningless .All mathematics can say
1s a number 1s a number-which means they don’t

know what a number i1s

6) A 1 unit by 1 unit & triangle is a contradiction in
terms- and also 1s an impossibility A triangle that
has sides equal to 1 unit long, the diagonal of the
triangle is equal to the 4 is a contradiction in terms
the length-property-of the diagonal is root 2ie non
finite but the diagonal is finite a contradiction

or





1) the hypotenuse is finite ie terminates ie can
be constructed

but

2) the length of the hypotenuse is ¥2. Ie non-finite
which does not terminate ie can never be
constructed- thus the triangle can never be
constructed

Thus a contradiction in terms

Thus mathematics ends in meaninglessness

1)Australian’s leading erotic poet colin leslie dean

see the free erotic poetry at gamahucher press

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/gamahucher_press_catalogue.htm

Dean points out mathematics proves 1=.9999[bar]-to infinity note there are
an infinite number of 9 to the right of the decimal In other words it is proved
a finite number 1 = an infinite number .99[bar] —which is a contradiction in

terms

proof
x=.999[bar] the bar signals recurring numbers .note there are an infinite

number of 9 to the right of the decimal



http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/gamahucher_press_catalogue.htm



10x=9.99[bar]

10x -(x)=9.99[bar] - (.999[bar])

9x=9

x=1

thus x=1 and x=.999[bar] note there are an infinite number of 9 to the right
of the decimal

Ie 1 = .99[bar] note there are an infinite number of 9 to the right of the
decimal

In other words it is proved a finite number 1 = an infinite number .99[bar]
note there are an infinite number of 9 to the right of the decimal —which is a
contradiction in terms thus mathematics ends in contradiction ie ends in

meaninglessness

A finite number ie 1 cannot = an infinite number ie .99[bar] note there are an
infinite number of 9 to the right of the decimal
so when maths says it proves

1=.999[bar] note there are an infinite number of 9 to the right of the decimal

it is in a contradiction in terms and thus ends in meaninglessness

There is no way a finite number ie 1 can be the same as an infinite number ie

.99[bar] they are a contradiction in terms You are miss useing language It is

simple logic
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if you say a finite number is the same as an infinite number your are making

a mistake in logic as well in language

What is an "infinite number'?

http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/infinity.html

INFINITY

“An idea that something never ends. [ ie .999[bar] never ends”

http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Infinite+number

“linfinity, in mathematics, that which is not finite”

0.9999[bar] or 0.9999.... is not finite number as it has no final value as it never ends

WHAT IS AFINITE NUMBER

http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/finite-number.html

“A definite number. Not infinite. In other words it could be measured, or

given a value. [ie 1]” There are a finite number of people at this beach.”

But 0.9999([bar] or 0.9999.... is a non-finite number as it has no final value as it never

ends

To say an infinite number i.e. that which never ends [.999bar] = a finite
number which ends ie that which has a value [i.e. 1] is a contradiction in

terms

Thus when maths says a finite number i.e. 1 = an infinite number i.e.

.99[bar]



http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/infinity.html

http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Infinite+number

http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/finite-number.html
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it ends in self contradiction or meaningless as a finite number is the
contradictory of an infinite number and to say they are the same violate the
law of non-contradiction

thus maths ends in meaninglessness

or put another way
simply
0.9999... = 1 means mathematics ends in contradiction
0.9999.... is a non-finite number/
1 is a finite number
thus we have
a finite number = non-finite number
thus a contradiction in terms
thus

mathematics ends in contradiction

thus maths ends in meaninglessness

for those who claim

“The Symbol/numeral "0.999..." may be considered infinite in

length, but the number it represents is finite and equal to one”

OR AGAIN
“the symbol "0.999..." never ends, it is just that: a symbol. So it's fine to say the
symbol/notation "0.999..." is non-finite, but the actual number/concept that symbol

represents is very much finite.”
It is pointed out

the symbol/numeral “0.9999....” represents a number N that number N never ends ie IS
noni-finite
The symbol /numeral and the number ARE THE SAME they are equivalent concepts

the numeral "0.999..."ie non-finite never ends and represents a number N That number N
never ends ie is non-finite
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THE SYMBOL/ NUMERAL AND NUMBER ARE THE SAME THEY ARE
EQUIVILANT CONCEPTS

2)The Australian leading erotic poet
philosopher colin leslie dean points out
1+1=1

get a salt shaker
pour out one heap of salt on the left
pour out one heap of salt on the right

NOTE WE ARE TALKING ABOUT HEAPS

now push the 2 heaps together ie we add them together

now what have we

we have one heap of salt in the middle

thus

I+1=1

thus a contradiction in maths thus maths ends in contradiction ie
meaninglessness-

Again

most say the most certain of things is 1+1=2

but

1 number + 1 number =1 number

1 number (10) + 1 number (20) = 1 number (30)

1 chemical (na sodium) = 1 chemical (cl chloride ) = 1 chemical (nacl
salt)

thus maths ends in contradiction ie

meaninglessness-

now
ADDITION IE + MEANS TO PUT TOGETHER IE MORPHED

Thus + means being morphed
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There is no problem with saying lkg + [morphed]lkg ie morphed
together=2kg

So the same applies to heaps/books/apples/cars etc

ie

but also 1 book + [morphed]1 book ie morphed together =1 book

similarly 1 car + [morphed] 1 car =1 car

1 number + 1 number = 1 number

1 number (10) + 1 number (20) = 1 number (30)

1 chemical (na sodium) + 1 chemical (cl chloride ) = 1 chemical (nacl
salt)

3) ZFC 1S INCONSISTENT. MATHEMATICS JUST AD HOC
ARBITRARILY DEFINES AWAY THE SELF-CONTRADICTIONS IN
MATHEMATICS 1E BY AD HOC CREATING THE AXIOM OF
SEPARATION THIS AXIOM 1S IMPREDICATIVE BUT IT
OUTLAWS/BLOCKS/BANS IMPREDICATIVE STATEMENTS THUS
IT BANS ITSELF thus ZFC contradicts itself and 1)ZFC is inconsistent
2) that the paradoxes it was meant to avoid are now still valid and thus

mathematics is inconsistent

AUSTRALIAS LEADING EROTIC POET COLIN LESLIE
DEAN points out mathematics is an ad hoc discipline and
ends in meaninglessness

Burali-fortis paradox
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In Burali-fortis day there was a set of all ordinals which resulted in
paradox This set has been outlawed in set theory -because it sends it into
self -contradiction. To avoid this paradox mathematicians ad hoc introduced
the axiom called the Axiom schema of specification ie axiom of

separation

http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Burali-Forti_paradox

“Modern axiomatic set theory such as ZF and ZFC

circumvents this antinomy by simply not allowing
construction of sets with unrestricted

comprehension terms Qlike "all sets with the

property P',”

Russell paradox

In Russells day there was a set of all sets which destroyed naive set theory-
sent it into contradiction-so to avoid it set theory just introduced an axiom
Axiom schema of specification ie axiom of Separation

Modern set theory just outlaws/blocks/bans this Russells paradox by the
introduction of the ad hoc axiom the Axiom schema of specification ie

axiom of separation

which wiki says
http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermel o%hE2%80%93Fraenk

el set theory




http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burali-Forti_paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Axiomatic_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Axiom_of_specification#Unrestricted_comprehension

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory
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"The restriction to z is necessary to avoid Russell's paradox and its

variants. "

Thus we have two sets - which at one time did exist-which send maths into

contradiction just being disallowed by adding an ad hoc axiom

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THE IRONY HERE Russell created the axiom
of reducibility to to get rid of paradoxes in mathematics by outlawing
impredicative statements but Zermelo created an ad hoc impredicative
axiom the axiom of separation to avoid many paradoxes ie Russell’s
paradox Now there is double irony in this as many say Russells axiom of
reducibility should be outlawed as it is ad hoc but the same mathematicians
will not say the axiom of separation should be outlawed or dropped as it is
ad hoc ~-HOW STRANGE

Also the ad hoc creation of this impredicative axiom of separation means
1)ZFC is inconsistent 2) that the paradoxes it was meant to avoid are now

still valid and thus mathematics is inconsistent

As the axiom of ZFC ie axiom of separation outlaws/blocks/bans itself thus

making ZFC inconsistent

Proof

http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermel o%hE2%80%93Fraenk

el set theory




http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory



16

3. Axiom schema of specification (also called the axiom schema of
separation or of restricted comprehension): If z is a set, and \phi\! is any
property which may characterize the elements x of z, then there is a
subset y of z containing those x in z which satisfy the property. The

"restriction" to z is necessary to avoid Russell's paradox and its variant

now Russell's paradox is a famous example of an impredicative

construction, namely the set of all sets which do not contain themselves

the axiom of separation is used to outlaw/block/ban impredicative statements

like Russells paradox

but this axiom of separation is itself impredicative

http://math.stanford.edu/~feferman/papers/predicati

vity.pdf

"in ZF the fundamental source of impredicativity is the seperation axiom
which asserts that for each well formed function p(x)of the language ZF the
existence of the set x : x } a * p(x) for any set a Since the formular

p may contain quantifiers ranging over the supposed "totality" of all the sets
this 1s impredicativity according to the VCP this impredicativity is given

teeth by the axiom of infinity "



http://math.stanford.edu/%7Efeferman/papers/predicativity.pdf

http://math.stanford.edu/%7Efeferman/papers/predicativity.pdf



17

thus it outlaws/blocks/bans itself

thus ZFC contradicts itself and 1)ZFC is inconsistent 2) that the paradoxes it
was meant to avoid are now still valid and thus mathematics is inconsistent
Now we have paradoxes like

Russells paradox

Banach-Tarskin paradox

Burili-Forti paradox

Which are now still valid

http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundations of mathema

tics

“One attempt after another to provide unassailable foundations for
mathematics was found to suffer from various paradoxes (such as Russell's
paradox) and to be inconsistent: an undesirable situation in which every
mathematical statement that can be formulated in a proposed system (such as

2 +2 =5) can also be proved in the system.

In a sense, the crisis has not been resolved, but faded away: most
mathematicians either do not work from axiomatic systems, or if they do, do
not doubt the consistency of ZFC, generally their preferred axiomatic
system. In most of mathematics as it is practiced, the various logical
paradoxes never played a role anyway, and in those branches in which they

do (such as logic and category theory), they may be avoided.”

As the article notes the paradoxes are just avoided. How maths deals with

these is by just defining them away or changing the axioms so they are



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundations_of_mathematics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundations_of_mathematics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russell%27s_paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russell%27s_paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency_proof

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ZFC

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mathematical_logic

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category_theory
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dissalowed As wiki points out to avoid the paradoxes the axioms of set

theory are revised

Now zermelo ad hoc introduced the axiom of separation to outlaw the
Russell paradox which showed naive set theory to be inconsistent but this
axiom is invalid as it is impredicative thus it cant be used to outlaw Russells

paradox;.thus Russells paradox still stands

Australian leading erotic poet colin leslie dean points out Poincare and

Russell argued that impredicative statements led to paradox in mathenmatics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel set_theory

3. Axiom schema of specification (also called the axiom schema of
separation or of restricted comprehension): If z is a set, and \phi\! is
any property which may characterize the elements x of z, then there is a
subset y of z containing those x in z which satisfy the property. The
"restriction" to z is necessary to avoid Russell's paradox and its

variant

Poincare and Russell argued that impredicative statements led to paradox

1in mathematics

http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Vicious circle princip

Ie



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vicious_circle_principle

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vicious_circle_principle
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Many early 20th century researchers including Bertrand

Russell and Henri Poincaré. Frank P. Ramsey and Rudolf

Carnap accepted the ban on explicit circularity,
The vicious circle principle is a principle that was

endorsed by many predicativist mathematicians in the early

20th century to prevent contradictions. The principle
states that no object or property may be introduced by a
definition that depends on that object or property itself.
In addition to ruling out definitions that are explicitly
circular (like "an object has property P iff it is not next
to anything that has property P'), this principle rules out
definitions that quantify over domains including the entity

being defined.

now
the axiom of separation of ZFC is impredicative as Solomon

Ferferman points out

http://math.stanford.edu/~feferman/papers/predicativity.pdf

"in ZF the fundamental source of impredicativity is the seperation axiom
which asserts that for each well formed function p(x)of the language ZF

the existence of the set x : x } a " p(x) for any set a Since the formular

p may contain quantifiers ranging over the supposed "totality" of all the

sets this is impredicativity according to the VCP this impredicativity is given



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henri_Poincar%C3%A9

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frank_P._Ramsey

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rudolf_Carnap

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rudolf_Carnap

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impredicativity

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iff

http://math.stanford.edu/%7Efeferman/papers/predicativity.pdf
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teeth by the axiom of infinity "

Now as Poincare Russell and philosophers point out impredicative

statements are invalid and should be outlawed from mathematics

Thus mathematics avoids its self-contradictions by arbitrarily adding ad hoc

axioms

note

http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Dialetheism

“From the premises of classical logic and naive set theory one can derive
outright contradictions, a result that is traditionally frowned upon. The
classical response to this problem is to revise the axioms of set theory in
order to make them consistent.”

all this arbitrarily defining away problems go right back to the Greek who
defined irrational numbers as not being numbers as they destroyed their
maths

All in all Mathematics is nothing but an ad hoc discipline and a
sham--EVEN THOUGH IT WORKS- it is philosophically absurd and ends
in meaninglessness. It becomes a mystery-that needs to be solved- as to
why maths works in the practical world when it ends in meaninglessness

ie self-contradiction

It should be noted that Godels first incompleteness theorem is invalid as



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dialetheism

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Na%C3%AFve_set_theory



21

Godel used impredicative definitions — and as we have seen above many
mathematicians and philosophers say these lead to paradox and must be outlawed
from mathematics

http://www.scribd.com/doc/32970323/Godels-incompleteness-theorem-invalid-

illegitimate

Quote from Godel

“ The solution suggested by Whitehead and Russell, that a proposition cannot say
something about itself , is to drastic... We saw that we can construct propositions

which make statements about themselves,... ((K Godel , On undecidable propositions of
formal mathematical systems in The undecidable , M, Davis, Raven Press, 1965, p.63 of this work
Dvis notes, “it covers ground quite similar to that covered in Godels orgiinal 1931 paper on
undecidability,” p.39.

The impredicative statement Godel constructs is

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First incom

pleteness_theorem

“the corresponding Gddel sentence G asserts: “G cannot be proved to be true within the

theory T”

AYMATHEMATICS IS NOT THE LANGUAGE OF
THE UNIVERSE

AUSTRALIAS LEADING EROTIC POET COLIN LESLIE DEAN points out

mathematics is just a bunch of meaningless symbols connected by rules

mathematics is not the language of reality
mathematics has no semantic content
mathematics is devoid of semantic content thus it cant say anything about

reality



http://www.scribd.com/doc/32970323/Godels-incompleteness-theorem-invalid-illegitimate

http://www.scribd.com/doc/32970323/Godels-incompleteness-theorem-invalid-illegitimate

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incompleteness_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B6del%27s_incompleteness_theorems#First_incompleteness_theorem
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when meaning is overlayed onto the symbols we end in the Carroll’s
Paradox formalism in mathematics is an attempt to avoid the pitfalls of

Carroll’s Paradox due to semantic meaning being given to the symbols

1+1=2 are just meaningless symbols connected by rules it is only when we make the

symbols correspond to reality that in this case we see we are dealing with numbers

Take the axiomatic system ZFC is just a bunch of meaningless symbols connected by

rules of inference we give meaning to those symbols and say ZFC deals with a set

Mathematics is devoid of semantic content thus it cant say anything about reality
As

http://www.mathacademy.com/pr/prime/articles/carroll/index.asp

says

"The formalist solution, while effective, has its own philosophical drawbacks. Not the
least of these is that, by reducing logic to uninterpreted symbols, all semantic content
is removed from the conclusions of formal logic. In other words, what we would
ordinarily consider meaning is lost. How to restore meaning to systems of inference
while still avoiding difficulties such as Carroll’s Paradox remains a thorny question for

philosophers of mathematics

All in all Mathematics is nothing but an ad hoc discipline and a

sham--EVEN THOUGH IT WORKS- it is philosophically absurd and ends
in meaninglessness. It becomes a mystery-that needs to be solved- as to
why maths works in the practical world when it ends in meaninglessness

ie self-contradiction



http://www.mathacademy.com/pr/prime/articles/carroll/index.asp
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5) Australias lead erotic poet colin leslie ean points
out Mathematicians cannot define a number with
out being impredicative-ie self referential thus
mathematicians dont even know what a number
Is- thus maths is meaningless All mathematicians
can say is a number is a number —thus they don’t

know what a number is thus maths is meaningless

http://www.iep.utm.edu/predicat/

In many approaches to the foundations of mathematics, the property N
of being a natural number is defined as follows. An object x has the
property N just in case X has every property F which is had by zero
and is inherited from any number u to its successor u+1. Or in

symbols:

Def-N N(x) < VF[F(0) A Vu(F(u) — F(u + 1)) — F(x)]

This definition has the nice feature of entailing the principle of
mathematical induction, which says that any property F which is had by
zero and is inherited from any number u to its successor u+1 is had by

every natural number:

VE {F(0) A Yu(F(u) — F(u+ 1)) — Yx(N(x) — F(x))}



http://www.google.com/url?sa=D&q=http://www.iep.utm.edu/predicat/
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However, Def-N is impredicative because it defines the property N by

generalizing over all arithmetical properties, including the one being

defined.
again impredicative definition

Let n be smallest natural number such that every natural number can be

written as the sum of at most four cubes.
again impredicative definition

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impredicativity

Concerning mathematics, an example of an impredicative definition is
the smallest number in a set, which is formally defined as: y = min(X)
if and only if for all elements x of X, y is less than or equal to x,

and y is in X.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set-theoretic_definition_of natural numbers

A consequence of Kurt Godel's work on incompleteness is that in any

effectively generated axiomatization of number theory (ie. one containing

minimal arithmetic), there will be true statements of number theory which
cannot be proven in that system. So trivially it follows that ZFC or any other

effectively generated formal system cannot capture entirely what a number

1S.

Whether this is a problem or not depends on whether you were seeking a
formal definition of the concept of number. For people such as Bertrand

Russell (who thought number theory, and hence mathematics, was a branch



http://www.google.com/url?sa=D&q=http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impredicativity

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set-theoretic_definition_of_natural_numbers
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Incompleteness

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Number_theory
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of logic and number was something to be defined in terms of formal logic) it
was an insurmountable problem. But if you take the concept of number as
an absolutely fundamental and irreducible one, it is to be expected. After all,
if any concept is to be left formally undefined in mathematics, it might as

well be one which everyone understands.

Poincaré, amongst others (Bernays, Wittgenstein), held that any
attempt to define natural number as it is endeavoured to do so above is
doomed to failure by circularity. Informally, G6édel's theorem shows that a
formal axiomatic definition is impossible (incompleteness), Poincaré claims
that no definition, formal or informal, is possible (circularity). As such, they
give two separate reasons why purported definitions of number must fail to
define number. A quote from Poincaré: "The definitions of number are very
numerous and of great variety, and I will not attempt to enumerate their
names and their authors. We must not be surprised that there are so many. If
any of them were satisfactory we should not get any new ones." A quote
from Wittgenstein: "This is not a definition. This is nothing but the
arithmetical calculus with frills tacked on." A quote from Bernays: "Thus in
spite of the possibility of incorporating arithmetic into logistic, arithmetic
constitutes the more abstract ("purer’) schema; and this appears paradoxical
only because of a traditional, but on closer examination unjustified view
according to which logical generality is in every respect the highest

generality."

Specifically, there are at least four points:
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1. Zero is defined to be the number of things satisfying a condition
which is satisfied in no case. It is not clear that a great deal of progress
has been made.

2. It would be quite a challenge to enumerate the instances where
Russell (or anyone else reading the definition out loud) refers to "an
object" or "the class", phrases which are incomprehensible if one does
not know that the speaker is speaking of one thing and one thing only.

3. The use of the concept of a relation, of any sort, presupposes the
concept of two. For the idea of a relation is incomprehensible without
the idea of two terms; that they must be two and only two.

4. Wittgenstein's "frills-tacked on comment". It is not at all clear how

one would interpret the definitions at hand if one could not count.

These problems with defining number disappear if one takes, as Poincaré
did, the concept of number as basic ie. preliminary to and implicit in
any logical thought whatsoever. Note that from such a viewpoint, set

theory does not precede number theory

0 a triangle that has sides equal to 1 unit long, the
diagonal of the triangle is equal to the ¥2 is a
contradiction in terms

the length-property-of the diagonal is root 2ie non

finite but the diagonal is finite a contradiction



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Number_theory
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For a triangle that has sides equal to 1 unit long, the
diagonal of the triangle is equal to the &.

Y

[+
b i B

The 2. is equal to the length of the hypotenuse of a

right triangle with legs of length 1.
The +2., often known as root 2, radical

Geometrically the square root of 2 1s the LENGTH

of a diagonal across a square with sides of one unit of

length; this follows from the Pythagorean theorem. It

was probably the first number known to be irrational.

Its numerical value, truncated to 65 decimal places,

1S:

1.41421356237309504880168872420969807856
967187537694807317667973799...



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Square_root_of_2_triangle.svg

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hypotenuse

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Right_triangle

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Square_root

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unit_square

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unit_square

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pythagorean_theorem

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Irrational_number

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Decimal
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Irrational numbers cannot be represented as

terminating or repeating decimals.

Thus 2. Is a non finite number ie it never
terminates —thus can never be constructed but the
length of the hypotenuse is finite ie terminates

or

But by the mathematics the length of the

hypotenuse 1s finite 1€ it terminates

Thus we have a contradiction the maths says

3)the hypotenuse is finite ie terminates ie can be
constructed

but

4) the length of the hypotenuse is +2. I¢ is non-
finite which does not terminate ie can never
be constructed

Thus a contradiction in terms

Thus mathematics ends in meaninglessness



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Repeating_decimal

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hypotenuse
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ALSO it must be impossible in our universe to
construct a triangle that has sides equal to 1 unit
long, with the diagonal of the triangle is equal to the
2.

As the diagonal can never be finite or constructed as
Its length is 2. which is non-finite and thus never
terminates thus we can never construct a finite line
joining the sides of the triangle as it length is +z.
which is non finite 1e never terminates This again
shows that mathematics/geometry/trigonometry cant
be the language of the universe as the objects
mathematics creates 1€ a 1 by 1 root 2 triangle cannot

exist in our universe
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Conclusion
The above examples are very simple
mathematics so

Why 1t can be asked has a mere erotic
poet seen what a plethora of Abel prize

winners mathematic professors post
doctoral and Phd students have not see
before Why have mathematicians not
seen all this before? There are perhaps

three reasons
1) mathematicians don’t know the
meaning of what they do

or
perhaps
more to the point 1s
2) group think

Mathematicians and the public for over

6000 years have been caught in group
think system think where though they see

the examples above it does not register

as to what are there significance.
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Students and mathematician see these
examples but due to group think they just
ignore them Kuhn 1in his “the structure of
the scientific revolution” made the point
that scientists just do normal science and

any anomaly 1s just ignored until a
genius puts the them into a new theory
that revolutionizes the area . In the case
of mathematics these examples were not
even seen as anomalies as they did not
even register as problems 1in the minds
of mathematicians This 1s the power of
group think 1t shuts the minds to seeing
different things as the consciousness of
people 1n group think 1s literally limited
shut down to seeing out side the groove
these people just go along with the
orthodox views of the group they have a
blind spot which stops them from seeing
As stated any student of mathematics has
seen these example but due to the system
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think just 1ignores them-they go along
the group think thinking there 1s no
problem at all

Or
3) The public and mathematicians have
been mesmerized by hypnotized by the
wonders of the application of
mathematics —it works- and as such they
have been smug in this magic of
mathematics smug to the point that it has
shut their minds to seeing problems with
mathematics Just like the ancient who
where memorized by the magicians
magic so have people and
mathematicians been mesmerized by the
application of mathematics so that many
ask when these contradictions are point
out “So what mathematics sends us to
the moon What difference will these
contradictions make to my practical





33

instrumental life? — where the real question is
why does mathematics work when mathematics is
irrational inconsistent and ends in meaninglessness

The modern age 1s 1n love with
usefulness the modern age notion of truth
1s pragmatic “if it works it must be true”
this pragmatics instrumentally of the
modern age stops people from
questioning the foundations of their
beliefs or knowledge “if it works they
say then that 1s all I care about” States
and governments are only interested in
science for economic or military reasons
and so long as they can use science
mathematics to add to the GDP they
don’t care about the pure investigation of
the foundations of science or
mathematics. All the states want 1s to
brain wash children into accepting
science and mathematics so as to churn
out group thinkers who will add to the
usefulness that the state wants. The state
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does not want students not doing
mathematics because they see
mathematics as ending in
meaninglessness-any one who teaches
this the state will not give a voice to The
names are different “religion” science”
but the phenomenally is the same where
religion burnt heretics —those who
questioned the 1deas of the church
science just shuts down debate Like the
church in only allowing its view of the
universe to be propagated and taught so
science only allows its view to
propagated Just like the church seeing
heretics —those who questioned its
dogma- as a threat to the world So 1s
Questioning science and mathematics
view of the world 1s even seen as a threat

to world security
NATO finds ant1 science a threat to world
security
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beware colin leslie dean and his followers

http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/ar
ticle19330.htm

The controversial NATO sponsored report entitled “Towards a
Grand Strategy for an Uncertain World: Renewing Transatlantic
Partnership

The Group's Report identifies six key
"challenges", which may often result as
potential threats to global security:

point 4 says
Quote

“There 1s also the more philosophic problem
of the rise of the 1rrational ?[ how ironic
when 1t has been shown above that
mathematics 1s itself irrational] the
discounting of the rational. Though
seemingly abstract, this problem 1is
demonstrated in deeply practical ways.



http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article19330.htm

http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article19330.htm

http://www.csis.org/media/csis/events/080110_grand_strategy.pdf

http://www.csis.org/media/csis/events/080110_grand_strategy.pdf

http://www.csis.org/media/csis/events/080110_grand_strategy.pdf
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[ These include] the decline of respect for
logical argument and evidence, a drift away
from science in a civilization that is
deeply technological The ultimate example
is the rise of religious fundamentalism
[how ironic for here we have the group
pushing a science fundamentalism a
Western fundamentalism], which, as
political fanaticism, presents itself as the
only source of certainty.”

the real question is why does mathematics work
when mathematics is irrational inconsistent and ends
in meaninglessness —that 1s the real mystery to be
solved When it is solved perhaps a new revolution of
thought perhaps new and more wonderful things to
discocer

| need say no more so say nor more
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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
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* 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
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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





Pt

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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to be sucked 1nto those bhottomless
depths

those lips of she puffy folds of flesh
oh they couldst kiss ' Death’ upon
his pallid lips and to his pallid
cheeks bring the flush of voses ved
nh she didst at J didst look and sigh
“ob vubies vound the neck of J be the
ctushed hearts of lovers that thee
wants to be *

in a pevsiflage of velvety sound she
didst languidly sigh

am ShC ]rmana men clamoumcor mec

am she lshtar men bar up for me

am she Astarte men pray for me



13

l am she /\Phro&ﬁe from the

beginning of time to eternity men are

enthralled by me

| am she whom men look back at death

door for alast glimpse of me

| am she who soothes | am bliss | am
insatiable happiness

| am men’s dreams in the scent of my

cunt their honour doth deliquesce

| am she whose feet are in the hearts
of men

| am she who sucks her life force from

them
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Come! | am delight Come! | am
desire! (_ome | will set thee on fire!
Opurt thy seed squirt thy sap my
food | hungrily lap
| how! | bite | turn men into swine who |
entice

[Cnchain entrap with their balls with
their lust like vice

Men to animal form | transform as
pleasures price

I"or their human souls | offer Parac]ise

Ast the breath of she didst mingle
with the perfumed air 1into vortexes
of scents whirling pivouettes vippling
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to the tunes of _Jean-FIhilippe
2ameau didst sigh

| love: a pale beauty languid and forlorn;
Red Pouting lips, a

rose midst snow freshly born;

An  ashen  white
beauty- set with limpid black pools;

Darkly shinning fiery,
lurid jet Pearls;

A pallid pale beauty
framed in luxuriant black hair;

Ancl tendrils Fa”ing
wilc”g with Frangiparmi on the air.

With flesh of she translucent ast
potcelain she didts sigh oh lover that
J couldst bhind thy lips to J and
curl thy hair into the mesh of J J
wouldst clasp the mouth of J o’er
thine and suck thy soul into mine ast
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boby sucks the milk fromst mother
pop J would hite thy flesh till the
veins didst froth blood and suck up
that foam that the flesh of
wouldst fromst pallid death white
might to pink flush of new horn vose
glow
Oh those words of she didst
bringeth desives fives in (J that J
didst sing to she with glee

Oh! T hose pouting lips,
That  honey

running fount,

Bend oer me

thg Perpumecl hips
That ] may suck

From that scented mouth
T}‘:at sweet
nectar that is wine to my ]ips.

Black  bearded
beast, Fragrant flower of the night
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Spread  wel
those turgid Petals to my sight,

I ntwine me  in
those muskg tendrils tight, but

That ] may cat-
like lap that soft hooded bud.

Kiss me now this very hour

Do give me that rose-budded flower
g]istening from cjabbing in the lukewarm blood of
men.

Oh give me such bliss.

(Give me those red Pouting lips,

T hat| may languic”g kiss

And suck from that honeg~scented mouth
The sweet vapour that is thg soul

And into mine dissolve,

Wine into water, water into wine;

You into me and me into the divine.
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(Oh the eyes of she to pins of davk
light beady black like the serpent
coiled to strike didst at J didst

glave ‘neath what seemed to be
serpents-like haiv she didst stave
thenst didst sigh

Oh thee lover to the bower of bliss

of J J wouldst taketh thee and lay

thy head in the lap of J and lick
vound thy throat with slavering slimy
tongue of J/ and pluck upon thy veins
to fill the flesh of [/ with semitones
of pleasures hliss that the eyes five
of J wouldst burn thy flesh and
vonst thy limbs in the lusting fives
of J that \J couldst scorch thee with
the breath of \J and sear thy soul for
the delight of J that J couldst crush
thy soul in the tight gvip of J ast
flowers be crushed oh that the
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stinging lips of \J canst taste the
sweet wine that be thy blood

that we wouldst spend amovous
hours of lust fervent with insatiable
passions fives that burns thy flesh
up into golden flames high oh that
with the tvemulous lips of J
wouldst ./ suck thy fluids fromst
thee and thy eye-lids to witheved
flesh be ast flower petals lie lifeless
witheved oh that J couldst feel thy
blood pulsing in thy veins and thy
flesh wax pallid ast thy blood \J do
deain that to the ears of J do hear
J thy cries ast with bite with bite
with the teeth of J with each dab
dob of the lips of J thy cvies be
sweet music to the soul of J
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oh with these desiring wovds of she
didst J into the eyes of she gnze
ast within the sweet scented
petfumes ambiance douceur de
vivee didst veign and into those cold
snake-like eyes ./ didst stave didst

sigh J

Your mouth is as red as the buds of a vine.
Your arms are as fine as it's tendrils that (_limb.
And the joyful bloom of your tremulous limbs,
Avre like a mass of blossoms blowing in the wind.

| ike luscious vy, falls your succulent hair, Covcring 5our€ace
and hicling your eyes.

Toppling c!own, curling around it leaves sweat scent on the
air.

A wild vine crceping over thy breasts soft sighs.

I~ ntwine me in those arms so tight,

Mg neck, my arms, my t!ﬂghs my pretty sPrite.
(Caress me with thy leaf-like hand,

With thy shoot-like fingers send me mad.

As a serpent doth clutch atit's helplcss prey,
I thy tendril ke arms devour me | pray
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Oh dark beaut9 of the starless nig!nt,

Who's steel grey cyes flash with light

Pend o'erme thg heaving chest

T hat | may suck from it's copper-tipped fruit
T he henbane that is sweet milk to my breast.
| etit's poisons burn up my pulsing veins;
Such that my flesh doth crawl with pain.

Ohtdark flower of the starless night,

Night bloom who's kiss is a venomous bite,
Pend o'er me t%eg Pantimg chest

That| may hearit's dead heart beat,

[t's icy rhgthms do my boéy heat,

As quivers surg from head to feet.

Oht dark laclg of the starless night,

Dark bloom Fragcnt to my sight,
Benc! o'er me thg Passionless breast
That] - ]ntanglccl N thg baneful black hair-

Mag breeth in it's sweet noxious air.

Ah! dark flower of the starless night,

A”uring black orchid with a musk-scented light,
Flace o'er me thg voracious, black-bearded mouth,
Thg sweet clriPPing, Pheromonc~scented fount,
[Cnclose mein thy blooted blood red lips,
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(_rush me in thg libidinous embrace.
Oht dark flower of the starless night,

Dissolve my soul in thy noxious musk,
Suck out my essence with all thg might,

| eave me an emptiecl, Pa”icl lifeless husk

OH give me such bliss, oh such c!elight,
Oht dark flower of the starless night.

~he light didst shift and ' /ove’
didst seem to shift one foot that in
some effect of pavallax

avound the white neck of she lay
like on new bhorn snow lay o daisy
chain coloved petals of many hues
that seemed to look like an nimbus
vound the heads of saints o heart
shaped broach lay twists the ample
breasts of she heart shaped and
luculent ved like the lips of new bhorn
babe o’er which floated the shadow
of J that seemed to glow fromst the
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warmth of that bhottomless shape
twixt the ample breasts of she

those lips of she puffy folds of flesh
oh they couldst kiss ' Death’ upon
his pallid lips and to his pallid
cheeks bring the flush of voses ved
nh she didst at J didst look and sigh
“ob petals vound the neck of J/ be
the hearts of lovers that thee wants

to he”

in a pevsiflnge of velvety sound she
didst languidly sigh

</ be the breeze perfumed thru

the trees the breath of J be the

breath of life that o’er flows the

eacth J be love 7 am she who

soothes J am bliss J am satiable
happiness
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< om love in the arms of (J 1s
peace for the weary heart in the
arms of J is comfort J am love
the breath of J fecunds the earth
o om the flame oamidst thy
davkest nights the witheved leaf
to life dost buvsts fromst the
heatvts warmth of J (J am the
comfort to thy  unrelenting
wailings in the night J am love
the breath of my heart brings
music to the earth brings the
flowering blooms brings the
petfume of spring joyess
happiness is scented in my breath
the kiss of the lips of J taketh
away death |/ am love kiss the
lips of J ond burst into a
plentitude of delight J am love in
the lips of J be the wine that
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maketh thy flesh immortal J/ am
love taketh the hands of J and to
thy anguish part and sayeth good
bye J om love veach out thy
hands to the hands of J and in
the loving touch of J burst into
joy light up in delight burn up thy
sotvows and kiss the lips of J
dveown in joy in the flood of my
love dance to the melodies of my
loving heart and burst into song
into vapturous singing burst thee
in the love of J

Ab ah to the singing of she
that didst pevfume the aivs and
bringeth sweet smiles to all those
theve that didst bringeth joy to the
eyes of all theve to the singing of
she J didst throw back the head

of \J o cry
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\/\/ith shining cyes thee did say
[ faith and innocence | open unto you
a Pink and Purpie Posie”
] will Pick one and crush it under my shoe.
Ast Mg cyes wouldst shine and my lips
wouldst smile

as thy tears welled up my heart

wouldst g0 wild.

Yidst the ‘douceur de vivee
‘Jove didst at |/ look didst look
into the eyes of J/ with those
fathomless hottomless pools of
love and didst she sigh

Oh taketh the heart of J and
cvush 1t 1f thee willst

water thy heavt with the blood
of J 1f thee willst
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burn the heart of \J to dust
with thy scorn if thee willst

(Oh e‘en with all these
torments still willst / love thee

“hee canst coil the heart of
up tight in the hurtful words of
thee if thee willst

“7hee canst tear out the heart
of J

“hee canst tear the soul of |/
to pieces if thee willst

Vet

&’en with these hovvors willst
< still love thee like o flower in
my heart all thy weeds will
blossom forth in to perfumed
bloom / burn for thee

J am aflame with
unfathomable inexhaustible love
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for thee taketh the hand of J J
veach out for thee
JRlah blah to the wovds of thee
that J willst say
Come to me sweet sgiph
and whisper sweet nothings this chilly night.
(ive me thy neck that | may bight
it's pulsing vein

and spew into it my morbid filth.

Ciasp over my rotting mouth thg blood red

liPS

that ] may devour thg hapless soul.

(sive me thg heart that | may suck out it's fire
and pour through it the dark blackness of my

viens.

Jeut she ' /Sove” didst in veply say
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et J press the vose flower of my
lips to thy indifferent lips and
breathe in the love of J fromst the
heart of (J to melt thy frozen heart that
doth beat no move let (J breathe in the
love of (J to maketh thy heart bloom ast
n cvimson flower let me breathe into
thy heart thru the dvied witheved lips of
thee and turp it into a beating thing full
of the wine of love let \J take we to
our bhower of bhliss and place thy head
in the lop of (J that J wouldst kiss thy
eye-lids till they fromst theiv witheved
state buvst into the soft-like petals of n
pink voses bloom let J smooth thy haivs
curls vun the loving fingers of J o’er
thy tormented brow hreathe the love of
</ upon thy cheeks and sooth thy
ctacked heavt let (J into thy eyes with
the loving eyes of J warm thy soul
with the hearts warmth of J le
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Stop stop this bleating of thy bleeding
heart ast [/ didst say

With shining eyes thee did say
il faith and innocence | open unto you
a pink and purple posie’
| will Pick one and crush it under my shoe.
Ast My eyes wouldst shine and my Iips wouldst
smile
as thy tears welled up my heart wouldst

g0 wild.
Jeut but yet she didst begin to say
giveth J thy hands let the warm
touch of my flesh unfreeze the flesh
of thee le
Stop stop naught doth J want of
thy love for ast sayeth the sage poet
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Because thou hast made the thunder, and thy feet
Are as a rushing water when the skies
Break, but thy face as an exceeding heat
And flames of fire the eyelids of thine eyes;
Because thou art over all who are over us;
Because thy name is life and our name death;
Because thou art cruel and men are piteous,
And our hands labour and thine hand scattereth;
Lo, with hearts rent and knees made tremulous,
Lo, with ephemeral lips and casual breath,
At least we witness of thee ere we die
That these things are not otherwise, but thus;
That each man in his heart sigheth, and saith,
That all men even as I,
All we are against thee, against thee, O God most
high.

JRut ' [ove’ ecoincideptia oppositorum n

parallax of emotion one then the other didst
shimmer at each blink of /

open J the gates of the abysses and tangle
chaos
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“And this gray spirit yearning in desire
To follow knowledge like a sinking star,
Beyond the utmost bound of human thought. “

Ulysses
By Alfred, Lord Tennyson

""What is your aim in philosophy?-To shew the fly the way
out of the fly-bottle." The fly bottle represents the
invisible barriers to our understanding.” Wittgenstein

isbn 9781876347090


http://www.poetryfoundation.org/bio/alfred-tennyson
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1) x can = 1 and .999[bar] at the same time
2) 1+1=1

3) MATHEMATICS JUST AD HOC ARBITRARILY DEFINES
AWAY THE SELF-CONTRADICTIONS IN MATHEMATICS IE
THE AXIOM OF SEPARATION

4)MATHEMATICS IS NOT THE LANGUAGE OF

THE UNIVERSE as it is mathematics is just a

bunch of meaningless symbols connected by
rules

1)Australian’s leading erotic poet colin leslie dean

see the free erotic poetry at gamahucher press

http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/gamahucher press catalogue.htm

points out maths ends in a contradiction thus it ends in meaninglessness as
mathematics says 1=.9999[bar]

ie x can = 1 and .999[bar] at the same time

proof

x=.999[bar] the bar signals recurring numbers.

10x=9.99[bar]

10x -(x)= 9.99[bar] - (.999[bar])



http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.com/gamahucher_press_catalogue.htm



9x=9

x=1
thus x=1
and x=.999[bar]

thus a contradiction-maths ends in meaninglessness

A finite number ie 1 cannot = an infinite number ie .99[bar]
so when maths says it proves
1=.999(bar]

it is in contradiction andt ends in meaninglessness

There is no way a finite number ie 1 can be the same as an infinite number ie
.99[bar] they are a contradiction in terms You are miss useing language It is

simple logic

If you say a finite number is the same as an infinite number your are making

a mistake in logic as well in language

What is an "infinite number'?

http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/infinity.html

INFINITY

“An idea that something never ends. [ ie .999[bar] never ends”



http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/infinity.html



http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Infinite+number

“linfinity, in mathematics, that which is not finite”

WHAT IS A FINITE NUMBER

http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/finite-number.html

“A definite number. Not infinite. In other words it could be measured, or

given a value. [ie 1]” There are a finite number of people at this beach.”

To say an infinite number i.e. that which never ends [.999bar] = a finite

number i e that which has a value [i.e. 1] is a contradiction in terms

Thus when maths says a finite number i.e. 1 = an infinite number i.e.
.99(bar]

it ends in self contradiction or meaningless as a finite number is the
contradictory of an infinite number and to say they are the same violate the
law of non-contradiction

thus maths ends in meaninglessness

2)The Australian leading erotic poet

philosopher colin leslie dean points out



http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Infinite+number

http://www.mathsisfun.com/definitions/finite-number.html



1+1=1

get a salt shaker
pour out one heap of salt on the left

pour out one heap of salt on the right

NOTE WE ARE TALKING ABOUT HEAPS

now push the 2 heaps together ie we add them together

now what have we

we have one heap of salt in the middle

thus

1+1=1

thus a contradiction in maths thus maths ends in contradiction ie

meaninglessness-

now
ADDITION IE + MEANS TO PUT TOGETHER IE MORPHED
Thus + means being morphed

There is no problem with saying 1kg + [morphed]1kg ie morphed
together=2kg

So the same applies to heaps/books/apples/cars etc

ie

but also 1 book + [morphed]1 book ie morphed together =1 book

similarly 1 car + [morphed] 1 car = 1 car





3) MATHEMATICS JUST AD HOC ARBITRARILY DEFINES
AWAY THE SELF-CONTRADICTIONS IN MATHEMATICS IE BY
AD HOC CREATING THE AXIOM OF SEPARATION

AUSTRALIAS LEADING EROTIC POET COLIN LESLIE
DEAN points out mathematics is an ad hoc discipline and
ends in meaninglessness

Burali-fortis paradox

In Burali-fortis day there was a set of all ordinals which resulted in
paradox This set has been outlawed in set theory -because it sends it into
self -contradiction. To avoid this paradox mathematicians ad hoc introduced
the axiom called the Axiom schema of specification ie axiom of
separation

http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Burali-Forti_paradox

“Modern axiomatic set theory such as ZF and ZFC

circumvents this antinomy by simply not allowing
construction of sets with unrestricted

comprehension terms Qlike "all sets with the

property P',”

Russell paradox



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burali-Forti_paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Axiomatic_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Axiom_of_specification#Unrestricted_comprehension



In Russells day there was a set of all sets which destroyed naive set theory-
sent it into contradiction-so to avoid it set theory just introduced an axiom
Axiom schema of specification ie axiom of separation

Modern set theory just outlaws this Russells paradox by the introduction of

the ad hoc axiom the Axiom schema of specification ie axiom of
separation

which wiki says
http://en._wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermel o%hE2%80%93Fraenk
el set theory

"The restriction to z is necessary to avoid Russell's paradox and its

variants. "

Thus we have two sets - which at one time did exist-which send maths into

contradiction just being disallowed by adding an ad hoc axiom

Now we have paradoxes like
Russells paradox
Banach-Tarskin paradox

Burili-Forti paradox

http://en_wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundations of mathema

tics

“One attempt after another to provide unassailable foundations for

mathematics was found to suffer from various paradoxes (such as Russell's



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundations_of_mathematics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foundations_of_mathematics

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russell%27s_paradox



paradox) and to be inconsistent: an undesirable situation in which every
mathematical statement that can be formulated in a proposed system (such as

2 + 2 =5) can also be proved in the system.

In a sense, the crisis has not been resolved, but faded away: most
mathematicians either do not work from axiomatic systems, or if they do, do
not doubt the consistency of ZFC, generally their preferred axiomatic
system. In most of mathematics as it is practiced, the various logical
paradoxes never played a role anyway, and in those branches in which they

do (such as logic and category theory), they may be avoided.”

As the article notes the paradoxes are just avoided. How maths deals with
these is by just defining them away or changing the axioms so they are
dissalowed As wiki points out to avoid the paradoxes the axioms of set

theory are revised

Now zermelo ad hoc introduced the axiom of separation to outlaw the
Russell paradox which showed naive set theory to be inconsistent but this
axiom is invalid as it is impredicative thus it cant be used to outlaw Russells

paradox;.thus Russells paradox still stands

Australian leading erotic poet colin leslie dean points out Poincare and

Russell argued that impredicative statements led to paradox in mathenmatics



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russell%27s_paradox

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consistency_proof

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ZFC

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mathematical_logic

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category_theory



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel set theory

3. Axiom schema of specification (also called the axiom schema of
separation or of restricted comprehension): If z is a set, and \phi\! is
any property which may characterize the elements x of z, then there is a
subset y of z containing those x in z which satisfy the property. The
"restriction™ to z is necessary to avoid Russell's paradox and its

variant

Poincare and Russell argued that impredicative statements led to paradox

in mathematics
now
the axiom of separation of ZFC is impredicative as Solomon

Ferferman points out

http://math.stanford.edu/~feferman/papers/predicativity.pdf

"in ZF the fundamental source of impredicativity is the seperation axiom
which asserts that for each well formed function p(x)of the language ZF

the existence of the set x : x } a ™ p(x) for any set a Since the formular

p may contain quantifiers ranging over the supposed "totality" of all the

sets this is impredicativity according to the VCP this impredicativity is given

teeth by the axiom of infinity "

Now as Poicare Russel and philosophers point out impredicative statements

are invalid and should be outlawed from mathematics



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zermelo%E2%80%93Fraenkel_set_theory

http://math.stanford.edu/%7Efeferman/papers/predicativity.pdf



Thus mathematics avoids its self-contradictions by arbitrarily adding ad hoc

axioms

note

http://en_wikipedia.org/wiki/Dialetheism

“From the premises of classical logic and naive set theory one can derive

outright contradictions, a result that is traditionally frowned upon. The
classical response to this problem is to revise the axioms of set theory in

order to make them consistent.”

all this arbitrarily defining away problems go right back to the Greek who
defined irrational numbers as not being numbers as they destroyed their
maths

All in all Mathematics is nothing but an ad hoc discipline and a

sham--EVEN THOUGH IT WORKS- it is philosophically absurd and ends
in meaninglessness. It becomes a mystery-that needs to be solved- as to
why maths works in the practical world when it ends in meaninglessness

ie self-contradiction



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dialetheism

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Na%C3%AFve_set_theory



AHYMATHEMATICS IS NOT THE LANGUAGE OF
THE UNIVERSE

AUSTRALIAS LEADING EROTIC POET COLIN LESLIE DEAN points out

mathematics is just a bunch of meaningless symbols connected by rules

mathematics is not the language of reality
mathematics has no semantic content
mathematics is devoid of semantic content thus it cant say anything about

reality

when meaning is overlayed onto the symbols we end in the Carroll’s
Paradox formalism in mathematics is an attempt to avoid the pitfalls of

Carroll’s Paradox due to semantic meaning being given to the symbols

1+1=2 are just meaningless symbols connected by rules it is only when we make the

symbols correspond to reality that in this case we see we are dealing with numbers

Take the axiomatic system ZFC is just a bunch of meaningless symbols connected by
rules of inference we give meaning to those symbols and say ZFC deals with a set

Mathematics is devoid of semantic content thus it cant say anything about reality
As
http://www.mathacademy.com/pr/prime/articles/carroll/index.asp

says

"The formalist solution, while effective, has its own philosophical drawbacks. Not the
least of these is that, by reducing logic to uninterpreted symbols, all semantic content
is removed from the conclusions of formal logic. In other words, what we would

ordinarily consider meaning is lost. How to restore meaning to systems of inference



http://www.mathacademy.com/pr/prime/articles/carroll/index.asp



while still avoiding difficulties such as Carroll’s Paradox remains a thorny question for
philosophers of mathematics

All in all Mathematics is nothing but an ad hoc discipline and a
sham--EVEN THOUGH IT WORKS- it is philosophically absurd and ends
in meaninglessness. It becomes a mystery-that needs to be solved- as to
why maths works in the practical world when it ends in meaninglessness
ie self-contradiction





