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Preface 
 

Ah in the woman in the man the unity of 
things previously believed to be different the 
unity of opposites into a singularity the 
coniunctio e oh the oneness of things 
believed previously to be different. 
Heraclitus: 

The road up and the road down are the 
same thing. (Hippolytus, Refutations 
9.10.3) 

Oh for those insights of Tantric Hinduism  
Buddhism,  German mysticism, Taoism, 

Zen and Sufism, 
The law of Non-contradiction a fiction a 

phantasm falsely applied to the universe 
being a coincidentia oppositorum The law 

of Non-contradiction a fiction a fiction 
that keeps us all in a dream ah but some 

have lurid 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
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 Un Like Napoleon  open  I the 

gates of the abysses and tangle 
chaos 

Some claim the most certain of 
things be 

1+1=2 
Blah 

1 number + 1 number = 1 number 
1 number 2 + 1 number 3 = 1 number5  

1 heap of salt +1 heap of salt= 1 
heap of salt 

Haha  
open  I the gates of the abysses and 

tangle chaos 
Aristotle's Metaphysics claims about the law of non-
contradiction some claim to be the most certain of laws 

1. ontological: "It is impossible that the same thing belong 
and not belong to the same thing at the same time and in 
the same respect." (1005b19-20) 

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." (1005b23-24)[21] 

3. logical: "The most certain of all basic principles is that 
contradictory propositions are not true simultaneously." 
(1011b13-14) 

Blah 
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
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in reality a contradiction can exist 

and be true thus the most certain of 

things the  law of non-contradiction  

by reality is shown not to be true 

truth 
blah its about  ast sayeth Foucualt 
who has the power to tell you what 
truth is is the point“ the validity of 
experience, … the very existence of 

external reality” 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 
But 

 1 number + 1 number = 1 number 
1 number 2 + 1 number 3 = 1 number5  
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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 argument on the day  

opinions be neither true nor false it be the 
cleverest  with words who wins the day 

Haha  
Those who advocate the meaninglessness 

of the universe end in paradox as the 
logic/language they use to show this has no 

authority as logic/language too are part of 
the meaninglessness 

But then  
The rationalists logic/language if an 

epistemic condition of truth reduces theirs 
and all views to meaninglessness open  I 
the gates of the abysses and tangle chaos 

open  I the gates of the abysses and tangle 
chaos 
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Is all our Life, then but a dream 
Seen faintly in the golden gleam 

Athwart Time's dark resistless stream?  Ast  
sayeth Lewis Carroll Haha  

open  I the gates of the abysses and 
tangle chaos 

I like Sherwood Anderson   “am a 
lover and have not found my thing to 

love” where  in the room of I no 
gadgets aloud pink walls and shades 

of yellow décor all scented with 
ranunculus honey-suckle hyacinth 

convolvulus and lily of the valley no 
musk to be sensed  the salon of I 
more full of ‘douceur de vivre’ than 
Mme Deffand or Mme Geoffrin 

or  Mme de Stael more bon ton 
than British beau monde  like Hume 

didst state the salon of I more  

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==
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‘art de vivre” than the English he 
didst say  

emeralds rubies sapphires and pearls 
in bouquets of flowers in the 
coiffures au Globe   around the 
necks  sprinkled o’er dresses of silk 
with ‘a soupcon de vert’ lined with a 
‘soupir étoffe et brodée de l’espérance 
‘ fans and ribbons gloves and muffs 
fashioned out of silk  wigs perfumed 
by ‘houppe de soie’  heads covered in 
butterflies  swarms of cupids  each 
out did out do the landscape sported 
in  the hair of the Duchesse de 
Lauzun  in crystal bowls studded 
with diamonds lay around filled with 
sorbets fruit glacés and fresh 
raspberries  jellies created with 
expensive indigo  in moulds dyed blue  
and violet in moulds all around didst 
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surround all ‘odoriferous balls’ 
powders soaps and pellets breaths 
smelling of rose water mouth 
washes  and pastes of iris  oh the 
bon  ton one ecstasy of “the  
perpetual satisfaction of  endlessly 
deferred desires” each discussing not 
the Enlightenment thinkers Voltaire 
or Diderot or the Enyclopédistes or 
Rousseau but the revolutionary 
views of dean that destroys the 
Enlightenment project in his 
“Mathematics ends in 
Meaninglessness”  “ The 
Absurdity of Reality “ 
“Contentless Thought Case study in 
the Meaninglessness of all views ”  
“Godels Incompletness Theorem 
ends in Absurdity or 
Meaninglessness“ and then “The 
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free verse poem 


The absurdity of reality-via 


Aristotelian logic  


All thinking via Aristotelian 


logic leads to the absurdity, or 


the meaninglessness of all views  


This case study is meant to give 


weight to the demonstration that all 


conceptualisations, all products of 


thinking collapse into absurdity, or 


meaninglessness if Aristotelian 


logic is an epistemic condition of 


truth – which this thesis denies 
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Aristotelian logic contradicts the 


real world. There are phenomena in 


the real world which according to the 


law of non-contradiction can not be 


there-yet they are ie the wave-particle 


nature of light. Here is another 


phenomenon which is there, does 


exist and contradicts the law of non-


contradiction These phenomena show 


the limits of Aristotelian logic   


With Kant’s transcendental 


idealism, according to Hegel, we get 


the idea that the contradictions in the 
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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 


Aristotelian logic would  say no 


contradiction can be true yet  reality 


contradicts that truth for In reality a 


contradiction can be true. Is this glass 


half full or is it half empty as the 


Deans glass of the poet colin leslie 


dean which no  one has seen before he 
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points out this Deans glass is in 


itself both half empty and half full  


both  simultaneously but that does 


contradict the law of non-contradiction 


of Aristotelian logic which does say a 


contradiction cant be true but the Dean 


glass exists it is true  
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in reality a contradiction can exist 


and be true thus Aristotelian logic 


by reality is shown not to be true 


this finding by colin leslie dean has a 


number of consequences 
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1) Aristotelian logic does not 


mirror reality it infact creates a 


reality Aristotelian logics 


reality is a reality that does not 


correspond to our reality. 


Aristotelian logic creates a 


particular ontology and reality 


due to an inbuilt ontology in 


Aristotelian logic 


2) Aristotelian logic infact creates 


a reality/ontology based on the 


ontology of Aristotelian logic 


namely the law of identity and 
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the law of non-contradiction ie 


in Aristotelian logics reality 


there are essences and no 


contradictions leading to   a 


structure of dualisms –this 


reality/ontology  with dualisms 


and essences  created  by 


Aristotelian logic as Deans 


glass shows is not the reality 


we live in -Just as 


Newtonian physics is not the 


physics of the universe just as 


Euclidean geometry is not the 
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geometry of the universe 


Aristotelian logic is not the logic 


of the universe –A Dilemma 


physicists uses  Aristotelian 


logic to arrive  at a 


paradox/contradiction which they 


say exists  but their very 


Aristotelian logic they use to get 


that says the paradox/contradiction 


cant exist -as with Deans glass - 


either a) they abide by the rules of 


Aristotelian logic and say the 


paradox/contradiction cant exist 


which would mean they are wrong 
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or have made a mistake in saying 


paradox/contradiction exists or b) 


they say  the paradox/contradiction 


does exist but then that makes 


invalid the Aristotelian logic they 


have used to get the result that the 


paradox/contradiction does exists 


thus if their reasonings are invalid 


how can they logically know the 


paradox/contradiction does exists 


The scientists  accept their 


paradox/contradiction conclusion to 


be true/exist which their 


Aristotelian logic they use to 
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arrive at that paradox/contradiction 


conclusion says is not true/exist ie  


in Schrödinger’s cat  it is both 


dead and alive at the same time 


now the Aristotelian logic they 


use to get this 


paradox/contradiction denies that 


the paradox/contradiction can exist 


Yet physicists say it does exist 


thus we have the dilemma as above  


The way out of the dilemma is 


just to see that Aristotelian logic 


is not the logic of the universe-


which scientists assume it is 
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without proving it is In other 


words scientists use Aristotelian 


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 based-yet some 


scientists will criticize religions 


for being faith based 


3) If Aristotelian logic as it did 


for the nihilists and 


existentialists leads you to see 







 14


the universe/reality  as 


meaningless just drop 


Aristotelian logic for as 


Deans glass shows logic does 


not mirror our universe/reality  


for this logic has no epistemic 


value in making claims about 


our reality-which is different to 


the reality created by 


Aristotelian logic 


4) Aristotelian logic is not an 


epistemic condition of truth as -
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reality can show that logic is 


wrong–as Deans glass shows 


5) if Aristotelian logic says 


something cant exist this does 


not mean  that it does not exist 


–as Deans glass shows 


6) Science believes the universe is 


logical ie Aristotelian logic 


[without proof]- Deans glass 


shows they are wrong in 


assuming this 


7) Philosophers and scientists 


believe that if something ends in 







 16


contradiction or is contradictory 


then it cant be true- Deans 


glass shows they are wrong in 


assuming this 


8) Deans glass shows the 


universe can be contradictory 


Thus all those philosophical 


and scientific arguments that 


dismiss systems that end in 


contradiction as not being true 


become untenable Thus we have 


then that all those systems 


dismissed for being in 
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contradiction may be in fact be 


true nevertheless 


9) The fact of Deans glass 


means that universe becomes a 


much more interesting thing 


where in terms of logic it can  


be totally or partially  illogical 


irrational  made up of things etc 


that in terms of Aristotelian 


logic are a contradiction  


10) The fact of Deans glass 


means that the irrational 


illogical can  be true 
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11) The fact of Deans glass 


means that science and 


philosophy lose their right to 


tell us what the universe is –as 


in their systems the universe is 


assumed to be logical ie 


Aristotelian logic where in fact 


we see it can be illogical ending 


in contradiction 


12) The fact of Deans glass 


means we have to drop the belief 


philosophy and science are the 


only true adjudicators of what 
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the universe is  we have to drop 


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 are based upon 


Aristotelian logic and its laws 


ie  that a contradiction cant 


exist since the universe is 



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 contradiction free-but 


Deans glass shows these 


beliefs are wrong 


13) Deans glass shows we must 


face the universe with no help 


from logic- perhaps even to face 


the universe by dropping 


Aristotelian logic and its laws-


which can contradict reality 


14) \It makes one wonder what 


Aristotle would have done if 


he was aware of Deans glass 


when he was working it his law 
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of non-contradiction-as Deans 


glass proves his  law of non-


contradiction is not true-perhaps 


perhaps  Western philosophy 


and science  would have gone in 


other directions 


 


Now the real interesting thing 


about deans glass is why no one has 


seen the contradiction-and 


consequence  before .This half/full 


glass has been around for decades –


perhaps centuries- with people 
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asking “is it half full “ or “is it half 


empty” Now Professors of 


philosophy Phd student post 


doctoral 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? perhaps some tentative 


answers might be for the sociology 


of knowledge social psychology etc  


 


1) they are all sheep just going along 


with old patterns of thinking 
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2) they don’t really have a 


critical/analytic mind 


3) they cant think simply and see 


simple solutions and simple 


consequences they are just to much 


of sophisticated thinkers that they 


cant see real simple problems or 


simple consequences  


For those who want to see simple 


contradictions-and there 


consequences that no one has seen 


before  
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more to follow 


 


for those interested in more works 


pointing out the meaninglessness of 


all products of human thinking then 


read the following 


other case studies in the 


meaninglessness of all view 


The meaninglessness of mathematics 


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


content/uploads/MATHEMATICS.pdf


 


The 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/logiccentrismboo


k.pdf


Absurdity of natural 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 theorem ends in 


meaninglessness 


http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co


m/books/philosophy/GODEL5.pdf


 


Godels theorem ends in 


meaninglessness 


http://gamahucherpress.yellowgum.co


m/books/philosophy/GODEL5.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
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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.  
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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. I 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” 1


 


 


 
 


 


 


                                                           
1 G. Flaubert, 1980, p.212. 
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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’2 (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.).  
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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 
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Newspeak3, (where it is assumed, like Dummett’s analytic philosophy, that “… 


thought is dependant on words”4). 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. I 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.”5 In the 


history of thinking and thought this distinction has not been generally made and 
                                                           
3 G. Orwell, 1974, pp. 241-.242 
4 ibid., p.241. 
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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 thinking6; 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 essence7 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.8


 


                                                                                                                                                                 
5 M. Dummett, 1978, p.458. 
6 H. L. Finch, 1995, p77 
7  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 I 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 I  use the expression medium or basis. 
8 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. 
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Socrates considered thinking to be the talk (logos) the soul has with itself.9 


Similarly Plato in the Sophist considered thought to be inner speech10. Aristotle on 


the other hand considered words to be symbols of thoughts11. 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." 12 To account for this something prior to the image, 


Sokolov notes that Aristotle had recourse to an incorporeal existent the "form of 


forms”13. 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.”14 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 thoughts15. As he states “… 


the philosophy of thought can be approached only through the philosophy of 


language.”16 For Dummett language is prior to thought.17 Any attempt to explain 


thought independently of its expression in language is according to Dummett 


overturning the fundamental axiom of all analytical philosophy.18 Heidegger like 


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


                                                           
9 W. Kneale, & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.17. 
10 ibid., p.18. 
11 ibid., p.45. 
12 A Sokolov, 1975, p. 13. 
13 ibid., p.13. 
14 G. Frege, 1918, p. 20. 
15 M. Dummett, 1991, p.3, 103.  
16 Ibid., p.3. 
17 ibid., p.3. 
18 ibid., p.3-4. 
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conceptual comprehension of ‘being’.19  But nevertheless he argued that modern 


thought was the presencing of ‘being’ via its revealing concealment in language.20 


In other words ‘being’ was experienced in thought by language. According to 


Heidegger ‘being’ via its revealing concealment in language has, since Plato and 


Aristotle, 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-realists21, like the latter Wittgenstein22 and Watson 


and Skinner23, 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”.24 There are realists25: 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’.26 thoughts, according to Frege, clothed 


themselves in language.27 The Wittgenstein of the Tractatus argued that though 


thoughts were neither abstract nor mental objects they did exist28since they were 


expressed in language.29  Similarly, like Frege, Wittgenstein argued thoughts were 


                                                           
19 T. Fay, 1977. p.52. 
20 ibid., pp.52-53. 
21 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.”   
22 H. L. Finch, 1995, pp. 73-84. 
23 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) 
24 A, O’Hear, 1991, p.214. 
25 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.”  
26 J, Preston, 1996, p.3. 
27 ibid., p.3. 
28 Hans-Johann, Glock, 1996, p.157. 
29 J, Preston, op. cit., p.5. 
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not identical with language but nevertheless they are not entities beyond 


language.30 Philosophers in the analytic philosophical tradition, as Dummett 


argues, maintain that thoughts exist and that language is the medium of our 


thoughts.31 Materialists such as Wilkes32, Dennett33, Rorty34, Carruthers35 and 


Field36 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.37 Putnam’s functionalism38, like Ryle’s behaviorism, 


brackets out talk of mental object, but nevertheless acknowledges their existence; 


an existence independent of any neuro-physiological physical structures. 


Mentalists39 such as Brentano, Husserl, Heidegger and Sartre saw mental object 


existing, but in an immaterial form.40


 


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 …”41  Wittgenstein claimed that  pre-linguistic thought was 


nevertheless constituted by something; as he states: 


 


“I 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 


                                                           
30 Hans-Johann, op. cit., p.166. 
31 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) 
32 A, O’Hear, op. cit , p..228. 
33 ibid., p.228. 
34 ibid., p.228. 
35 P. Carruthers1998. 
36 H. Field, 1978, pp.9-61. 
37 D. Moran, 1996, p.20. 
38 A. O’Hear, op. cit.,  pp. 22-224. 
39 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”.  
40 A. O’Hear, op.cit, pp.19-32. 
41 L. Wittgenstein, 1953, 4.0002. 
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constituents of thought and of the pictured fact is irrelevant. 


It would be a matter of psychology to find out.”42


 


 


 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. I 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 images43). In this 


regard they argued that thoughts were beyond language44. The scholars who have 


argued that thoughts are mental representations i.e. images are: Locke45, Hume46, 


Russell47, Langer48, Arnheim49, Osgood50, Kaplan & Werner51, Paivio & Clark52, 


Marschark & Hunt53 , Marschark et al54,   Harris 55, Honeck56.  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 
                                                           
42 J. Preston, 1997, p.5.  
43 Glock. Hans-Johann, 1997, p.161. 
44 ibid., p.166. 
45 J. Locke, 1690. 
46 D. Hume, 1739. 
47 B. Russell, 1921. 
48 S,  Langer, 1942. 
49 R, Arnhiem, 1969.  
50 C. E.  Osgood, 1953. 
51 J. Kaplan & E. Werner, 1963.  
52 A. Paivio & J. M. Clark, 1986. 
53 M. Marschark & R. Hunt, 1985. 
54 M. Marschark et al 1983. 
55 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.”57 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.”58 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.59  That is to say there can be no account of what thought is, 


independently of its expression (i.e. language) …”60 Similarly Dummett argues that 


language represents our reality; as he states “… language [is] a medium of our 


thinking, and our representation of reality.”61 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.”62 


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


                                                                                                                                                                 
56 R. P. Honeck, 1973. 
57 M. Dummett, 1978, p.458. 
58 P. Carruthers, 1998, p.18. 
59 M. Dummett,  1991, p.3. 
60 ibid., p.103. 
61 ibid., p.4. 
62 ibid., p.4. 
63 N. Block, 1986. 
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conditions.64 McGinn argues that the medium or basis, or essence of thought are 


concepts.65


.  


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 Locke66, Gottlob Frege67, Ludwig 


Wittgenstein68, Bertrand Russell69, Paul Grice70 David Lewis71, Donald Davidson 
72, Peter Carruthers73, and cognitive scientists such as Jerry Fodor74, Noam 


Chomsky75, Willem Levelt76, K. V. Wilkes77, L. Weiskrantz78 and Steven Pinker79. 


The cognitive paradigm on the other hand is represented by such philosophers as 


Wittgenstein80, Dennett81, Dummett82, Glock83,  Carruthers84, Field85, as well as 


cognitive scientists as Lev Vygotsky86, B. L. Whorf87 and E. Sapir88.  


 


                                                           
64 C. Peacocke, 1986, 1992. 
65 C. McGinn, 1996, p.83-106. 
66 J. Lock 1690.  
67 G. Frege, 1892 (1960). 
68 L Wittgenstein, 1953. 
69 B. Russell, 1921. 
70 P. Grice , 1957, 1969. 
71 D. Lewis, 1969. 
72 D. Davidson, 1984, 1992. 
73 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.)  
74 J. Fodor, 1978, 1983, 1987. 
75 N. Chomsky, 1988. 
76 W. Levelt, 1989. 
77 K. V. Wilkes, 1997. 
78 L. Weiskrantz, 1997. 
79 S. Pinker, 1994. 
80 L. Wittgenstein , 1921, 1953.  
81 D. Dennett, 1991. 
82 M. Dummett, 1991. 
83 Hans-Johann. Glock, 1997.  
84 See note 61  above 
85 H. Field, 1977. 
86 L. Vygotsky , 1962. 
87 L. Whorf, 1956. 
88  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.89  


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


                                                           
89 E. Pederson & J.Nuyts, 1997, p.4. 
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development of our understanding of human cognition.”90 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.91 Pavio Kosslyn and Marr outline imaged 


based systems.92  Theories putting forward a more abstract idea,  where thought is 


still image orientated are those of Johnson-Laird and Johnson-Laird & Byrne.93


 


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.”94 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 I am not saying like the anti-realists95, such as the latter 


Wittgenstein96 and Watson and Skinner97 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 


                                                           
90 ibid., p.5.  
91 R. Jackendorf, 1983, 1992, , S Dirk, 1987, 1989. 
92 A. pavio, 1972, 1991, S. Kosslyn, 1980, D. Marr, 1982. 
93 P. Johnson-Laird, 1982, P. Johnson-Laird & R. Byne, 1991. 
94 S. Pederson  & J.Nuyt, op.cit., p.5. 
95 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.”   
96 H. L. Finch, 1995, pp. 73-84. 
97 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 


essence.  


 


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.”98The result, shows that such 


mental realist claims end via  reductio ad absurdum in absurdities. In other words I 


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...”99 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. 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                           
98 T.R.V. Murti, 1955, p.145. 
99 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) I 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 I 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 its self-contradictory character ... In a 


series of reductio ad absurdum arguments ...1


 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                           
1 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’.2 On the other hand ‘being’ is a specific species of ‘Being’.3   According 


to Aristotle ‘being’  are substances (essences)  and are  what are studied by the 


particular sciences.4 Philosophy and  science have as many divisions as there are 


‘being’ i.e. substances (essences).5 The principle of the law of non-contradiction is, 


according to Aristotle the principle of ‘being’ and is the most certain of principles.6 


The principle of identity is a principle of ‘being’ by which the law of contradiction 


is proved.7  


 


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. 
3 ibid., 1V, 11, 6. 
4 ibid., 1V, 1, 3. 
5 ibid., 1V, 1, 10. 
6 ibid.,1V. 1v. 21. 
7 ibid., 1V. 1v. 26. 
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... in a series of reductio ad absurdum arguments ...8 While I adopt this thesis as 


my self evident unquestioned axiom I don’t couch my arguments in a Prasangika 


Madhyamika Buddhist perspective. I 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 somewhere9.  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, I 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. I postulate that there is 


no consistency in any thing, no order, no coherence only chaos and absurdity. I am 


using language to express my view and that is the crux of the issue, as I 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. 
9 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) it is, 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 argues10, 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. I 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.” 11


 


 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.12 The self-contradictions in an argument arise 


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


                                                                                                                                                                 
10 C. Dean, 1993, p.58-85. 
11 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.13 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.14  


 


This attrition of conceptuality (sunya consciousness) is achieved by what 


Gangadean calls transformational dialectic (T D).15 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 


experience."16 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."17 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."18  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 ... 


                                                           
13 P. Fenner, 1990,  p. 103. 
14 ibid., p . 103. 
15 A. K  Gangadean, 1979, pp.22-23. 
16 ibid., p.24. 
17 ibid., p.22. 
18 ibid., p.37. 
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rationality and judgment becomes silenced and paralyzed. This is the level of 


unintelligibility and meaninglessness."19


 


 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.”20


  


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.21 


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]."22 O'Neill goes onto state "... Kant [might] 


just as well have conceded quite explicitly that he was undertaking neither critique 


                                                           
19 ibid., p.39. 
20 P. Fenner op. cit.,  p. 266, verse 6.116. 
21 D. G. C. MacNabb, 1991, p.141. 
22  O, O'Neill, 1994, p.188. 
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nor vindication of reason and recognised that he is a skeptic.23 Hegel claimed that " 


all our concepts, and not just the generated infinities of the Antinomies, are 


embroiled in antinomic arguments."24 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’.25 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.26 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."27 On these issues Hume believed that reasoning ends in its own 


destruction28 with the result that all the products of reason and sense experience 


lead to the consequence that all is uncertain.29 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.30   


 


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 


were replaced by discussions of how to live with contradictions in mathematics."31 


Attempts to avoid the paradoxes led to other paradoxical notions  but most 
                                                           
23 ibid., p. 303. 
24 G. Priest, 1995, p. 115. 
25 ibid., p.114. 
26 ibid., pp.113-114. 
27 ibid., pp. 249-250. 
28 E. Mosner,  op.cit, pp. 327-328. 
29 ibid., pp. 231-268. 
30 C. Dean , 1998.  
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mathematicians rejected these notions.32 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.”33   


 


With all these paradoxes and inconsistencies Bunch notes that it is “… amazing 


that mathematics works so well.”34 Since the mathematical way of looking at the 


world generates contradictory results from that of science,35  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.”36 In this regard a 


measure of faith is required for us to accept the truths of mathematics and science; 


                                                                                                                                                                 
31 B. Bunch, 1982, p.140. 
32 ibid., p.136. 
33 ibid., p.139. 
34 ibid., p.209. 
35 ibid., p.210. 
36 ibid., pp.209-10. 
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the same faith I 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.”37 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. I 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.  


                                                           
37 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 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.”1   


 


Thus we see that at least since Aristotle the 


laws of logic have been regarded as being an 


epistemic principle in regard to what is a 


valid argument and in regard to how reality is 


to be investigated. In other words the west has 


been logic-centric in regard to its 


preoccupation with the laws of logic. It is in 


terms of these laws of logic those principles 


of inference, as well as other logics, or 


rationalities are accessed. 


                                                           
1 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.2 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 I 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.”3 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. 
3 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 I seek to show the bankruptcy of logic. 


Where Rorty sought to show the West’s pre-occupation with representation and the 


mirroring of nature I 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); I 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 


argumentation.”4 Similarly Kneale notes, that the successors to Aristotle “… often 


connected logic with the theory of knowledge and the psychology of reasoning.”5 


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.6 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 …”7 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 I 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 


                                                           
4 M. Meyer, op. cit.,  p.100. 
5 W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op.cit., p.738. 
6 Again look at any introductory book on logic to  see these this. 
7 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 I 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 ...”9.  A French attack upon Hume criticises him for his 


illogicality as it  maintained that he “… advances the most unheard of 


paradoxes.”10 Similarly MacNab claims that Hume’s arguments for the self-


destructiveness of reason are fallacious.11  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. 
9 E. Mossner, 1987, p.16. 
10 ibid., p.16. 
11 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”.12  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.13 There are two trends stemming from 


Aristotle which flowed into Western philosophy 1) An interest in logic as a means 


to ascertain valid argument–The Topics14 and  2) as a means to investigate ‘being’ –


the Organon.15 With Aristotle we get a systematic elucidation of the rules of logical 


argument in order to undercut the arguments of the Sophists16. Aristotle in his The 


Topics lays out rules for conducting disputes by means of valid arguments17. 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.”18 


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.19  


                                                           
12 E. Mossner, op. cit., p.19. 
13 W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.12. 
14 ibid., p.33-44. 
15 Ibid., p.23-32. 
16 ibid., p.13. 
17 Again look at any introductory book on logic to  see  this. 
18 W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.738. 
19 Again look at any introductory book on logic to  see  this. 
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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.”20  According to Frege the laws of logic 


were not the laws of nature, but the laws of the laws of nature.21 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 


Aristotelian 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.22 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.23 


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 


                                                           
20 W. Kneale & M. Kneale, op. cit., p.739. 
21 ibid., p.739. 
22 See W. Kneale & M. Kneale, 1978 . 
23 In modern times the investigation of reality has involved the use of other logics because 
Aristotelian 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.24 Kant argued that there were the rationalities of pure reason, 


practical reason and judgment.25 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”.26 Gadamer likewise argues that there 


are  forms of rationality that are “... subordinated to an instrumental ideal of 


knowledge.”27 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.”28 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 


Aristotelian 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.29 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 


                                                           
24 D. Horster, 1992, pp.43-45. 
25 Ibid., p.46. 
26 M. Heidegger, 1977, p. XVL. 
27H. Gadamer, 1993, p.165. 
28 M. Foucault “1981, p.226. 
29 C. Hookway, 1988, p.77. 
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is generated in sentences.30 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.”31 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, 
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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.32  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 so.33  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.34   Descartes argues that God could 


have made the world to violate the laws of logic35, 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.”36   Kant’s idea is reminiscent of Leibniz’s argument that “... the truths of 


reason [are] true in all possible worlds.”37  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.”38  In the Tractatus Logico-


Philosophicus Wittgenstein argues that “the limits of my language means the limits 


of my world.”39 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 


                                                           
32 C. Dean , 1998, pp.X11-X11X 
33 ibid., pp.X11- XLV11. 
34 Ibid., pp.X11-X111 
35 ibid., p.X11V. 
36  Putnam, 1995, p.247. 
37 W. Quine,  1971, p.20. 
38 L. Wittgenstein, 1953, 309, p.103. 
39 L. 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.”40 Now in this world pervaded by logic, Wittgenstein argues that  “... 


the only necessity is logical necessity.”41  And “just as the only necessity that exists 


is logical necessity, so too the only impossibility that exists is logical 


impossibility.”42 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 


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 


...”43  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.”44  And again thought can never be of anything illogical, since if it 


were, we should have to think illogically.”45 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.”46  


 


 


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 


language.”47 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  


“propositions show the logical form of reality”48  and again “ … propositions can 


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


                                                           
40  ibid., 5.61, p.56. 
41  ibid., 6.37, p.70. 
42  ibid., 6.375, p.71. 
43  ibid., 5.1362, p.39. 
44  ibid.,3.031, p.11. 
45  ibid., 3.03, p.11. 
46  ibid.,  p.47. 
47  H. L. Finch, 1995, p.18 
48   Wittgenstein op. cit., 4.121, p.26. 
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common with reality in order to represent it-logical form.”49  Thus the world is 


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.”50


 


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.51 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.52 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.53  These substances we 


will see must turn out to be essential in order for logic and language to work.  
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50  L. Wittgenstein, op. cit.,  p.44. 
51 C. Hookway, 1988, p.77. 
52  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 …”54 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”55) 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 
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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.”56     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.”57 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.58 The nominalist logician on the other hand 


believes classes are make believe and don’t exist.59  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. 


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.” 60  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.61 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 
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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.”62 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.”63 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 I am talking about whenever the word ‘horse’ appears 
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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.”64 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.”65  
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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.”66   


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.”67  Heidegger argued that “logic [is to ] be 


investigated on the ontological level. Symbolic logic also requires such a 


“founding” or ontological interpretation.”68 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.”69 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.70 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 …”71 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, I suppose, 


may  not unfitly be termed the real, the other nominal essence”72


 


 


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, 
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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.”73 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).74 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.75 In 


the case of a person the rigid designator refers to the person born of a particular 


sperm and egg.76 In the case of a material object Kripke refers to gold as being 


defined by its scientific properties.77  Putnam notes that Kripke suggested that “... 


the old idea that science discovers necessary truths, that science discovers the 


                                                           
73 ibid., p.273. 
74 S .Kripke, 1980, p.48. 
75 ibid., pp.112-115. 
76 Ibid., p.113. 
77 ibid., p.p. 117-118. 
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essence of things was, in an important sense, right not wrong ...”78 Against this 


essentialist view are the anti-essentialist arguments of Ayer.  Ayer argues that 


assigning necessary properties to objects is an arbitrary exercise.79 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]”80. 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.”81  


 


As Aristotle noted without an essence, or ‘identity’ ontological, or nominal i.e. 


definitional, the law of self-contradiction is useless.82 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-
                                                           
78 H. Putnam, 1985, p.55. 
79 A. J. Ayer, 1991, p.197. 
80 ibid., p.197. 
81 A, O’Hear, op.cit., pp.109-110. 
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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.”83 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.”84 For Wittgenstein “… the meaning of a word is its use in the language.”85 


And “… this language like any other is founded on convention.”86 In 


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


…”87 “Grammar tells what kind of object something is (Theology as grammar).”88


 


                                                                                                                                                                 
82 Aristotle, 1947, 1V, 13-32. 
83 N, Katz,  1981, p.311. 
84 L. Wittgenstein, 1953, p 116. 
85 ibid., 43. 
86 Ibid., 355. 
87 Ibid., 371. 
88 PI, 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.”89


 


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 


                                                           
89 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.90 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; I have just done so and so does Kripke (Closure). Hence we 


have a contradiction at the limit of expression.”91 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 


                                                           
90 A, Kripke, 1998, p.71, G, Priest, op. cit., pp.232-233. 
91 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.”92


 


 


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.”93  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.”94 It is in this 


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


                                                           
92 Hsuech-Li Cheng,  1991, pp.118-119. 
93 A.  O’Hear., op. cit., p.154.  
94 ibid., p.155. 
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no more than a product of grammar.95 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.” 96


 


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. 


 
 


                                                           
95 F, Nietzsche, 1990. P.55. 
96 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 anything1 


else being the medium or basis, or essence of thought 


 
“… 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.”2  


 


When one ‘thing’ such as thinking is analysed in terms 


of another ‘thing’ such as an image, or  ‘language’ or 


‘concept’ etc we end up with absurdities since the 


other ‘thing’ itself requires mental activity in 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). 


                                                           
1 This chapter takes as a working assumption the mental realist paradigm. As such ‘thing’ refers to 
an existent object. 
2 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, I argue that the content of a thought is not constituted by language  or 


an image  or a concept. From this demonstration I 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.  I 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 







 56


the medium or basis, or essence of thought but only that when we use language and 


Aristotelian logic to find what this 'thing' is we end up with absurdities.  


 


METHOD 
 
 
Thus I 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 I shall take some 


key existing systems and show that they end in paradox and regress circularity 


dilemmas and contradiction. To escape these absurdities I 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. I 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."3  


 


.  


In this chapter I do not critique the arguments put forward by the above 


philosophers. What I do instead is investigate their conclusions. I 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. I 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, I 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.  


 
  


                                                           
3 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.4 Nevertheless Carruthers 


admits that there are some sorts of ‘thoughts’ in which language is not implicated.5 


Carruthers maintains  that cases of aphasia and wolf children indicate that there can 


be thought without natural language.6 Carruthers claims that there is no conceptual 


necessity of language for thought.7 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 


...” 8 and that there is a natural necessity that “…  some kinds of human thought 


involves language ...”9  


 


 


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


claims that conscious thought involves natural language; and in his book seeks to 
                                                           
4 P. Carruthers, op. cit.,  p. 18. 
5 ibid.,  p. 19.  
6 ibid., p. 17-19. 
7 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) 
 
8 ibid.,  p.11. 
9 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.   I 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 I 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.10 Plato in his Sophist identifies thought with inner 


                                                           
10 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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speech11.  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.12 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.13 Carruthers  claims that his "…thoughts will 


consist almost entirely of inner dialogue."14 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 I hear a person speak I 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."15  


 


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 …"16 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. 
 
11 W, Kneale, & M, Kneale, 1962, p.18. 
12 P. Carruthers, op. cit.,  p.50. 
13 ibid.,  p. 50.  
14 ibid.,  p. 50. 
15 C. McGinn, 1996,  p.94. 
16 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."17 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."18 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.  


 


                                                           
17 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.19 Likewise, because 


propositional attitudes are productive then any one who can think can also think an 


unlimited number of ‘thoughts’.20 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."21 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." 22 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?"23 He concludes that sentence like structures are 


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


                                                           
19 P. Carruthers, op. cit.,  p. 134. 
20 ibid., p. 134. 
21 ibid., p. 134. 
22 ibid.,  p. 133. 
23 ibid.,  p. 134 
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most plausible solution to these problems24 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.”25  


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.”26  As Carruthers takes Field's claims for granted, in outlining his 


arguments for the necessity of language for conscious thought,27  I 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.28  Field rejects this assumption on the grounds that it 


would mean a person would have to store an infinity of sentences in the brain.29 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 …”30


 


 


                                                           
24 ibid.,  p. 134.  i.e. "How can patterns of causality respect semantic relations of entailment and 
evidential support" 
25 ibid.,  p. 134. 
26 H. Field, 1978,  p. 27. 
27 P. Carruthers, op., cit.,  pp. 34-35. 
28 H. Field, op. cit.,  p. 16. 
29 ibid.,  p. 16. 
30 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 I 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 thinking31, again negating Field’s thesis.  


 


As an example I generate  a core sentence which is  constructed out  of words that 


results from my  searching my memory for the words I need.   The fact that I 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.32  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 I 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 


                                                           
32 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 I 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. I must have the thought about language prior to the 


language I 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.33


 


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 


                                                           
33 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.34 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.35 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. 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                           
34  J. Fodor, 1978, 1983, 1987, N. Chomsky, 1988, W,  Levelt, 1989, S, Pinker 1994. 
35 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.36  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 …”37 Fodor claims that all these 


assumptions are in fact unwarranted.38 According to Fodor, Ryle argues that 


mentalistic models give mechanistic accounts and orgies of regrettable 


hypostasis.39 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."40 This is 


because Fodor believes that Ryle and Wittgenstein have given no a priori reasons 


why his mentalist approach will not prove fruitful.41


 


 


 


 


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 


                                                           
36 J. Fodor, 1976, p. 56. 
37 ibid.,  p. 3. 
38 ibid.,  p. 3. 
39 ibid.,  p. 5. 
40 ibid.,  p. 6. 
41 ibid.,  p. 9. 
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truth definitions are couched - and so on ad infinitum.42  But Fodor claims he 


avoids this regress by claiming that this meta-language is in fact innate.43 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.44  This innate internal meta-language is rich enough "… to 


express the extension of any plausible natural language predicate that can be 


learned."45 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.46  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.47  The 


meta-language is made up of mental representations very much but not quite like 


natural language and not quite a linguaform.48 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."49


 


 The logic of this meta-language is Aristotelian logic.50 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 


                                                           
42 ibid.,  p. 65. 
43 ibid.,  p. 65. 
44 ibid.,  p. 66. 
45 ibid.,  p.82. 
46 ibid.,  p. 85. 
47 ibid.,  p. 85. 
48 ibid.,  p. 156. 
49 ibid.,  p. 99. 
50 ibid.,  p. 65. 
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and are mental states51. These propositional attitudes interact in causal relations, 


because "… propositional attitudes are… relations to internal sentences."52  Why 


propositional attitudes are mental representations is, according to Fodor, because of 


the fact of ‘intentionality’.53 Intentional states have intentional objects. As Fodor 


notes  "… the intentional objects of mental states are complex. I think they 


constitute a language; roughly, the syntactic structure of mental states mirrors the 


semantic relations among intentional objects."54  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.55   


. 


 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 Aristotelian logical rules.56 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 


                                                           
51 J. Fodor, 1981,  p. 202. 
52 ibid.,   p. 202. 
53 ibid.  pp. 200-203. 
54 J. Fodor, 1987 , p. 138. 
55 J. Fodor, 1983. 
56 J. Fodor, 1976,   p. 121. 







 73


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."57  


 


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 I think in arises only 


with respect to a foreign language. And boils down to questions such 


as these: Do I speak that language hesitantly? Do I have to decide 


first what I want to say and then try to remember the equivalent in the 


foreign tongue, or can I simply say it? But there is no need to suppose 


that I 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 


                                                           
57 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." 58  


 


 


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."59  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 I 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.60  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:  


 


                                                           
58 Hans-Johann, Glock, 1997,  p.164. 
59 C. McGinn, op. cit.,  p. 111. 
60 J. 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." 61  


 


 


 


 According to Dennett, Fodor's theory is a poor model because it is unbiological 


and a sort of DNA code for language.62 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.63 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 


                                                           
61 D. Dennett, 1997,  p. 222. 
62 ibid.,  p. 222.  
63 J. 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."64  


 


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."65


 


 


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. I 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 


                                                           
64 D. Davidson, 1997,  p. 20. 
65  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.  I 


must search my memory i.e. some 'module' to find the linguaform to give meaning 


to my consciousness, (i.e. I must ‘think’).  The very fact that I 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 Aristotle 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."66  


 


  Lakoff, Johnson and Lakoff & Johnson claim that image schemata are crucial for 


categorisation and lexical semantics.67 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).68 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 


                                                           
66 P. Carruthers, 1998, p. 31. 
67 G. Lakoff, 1987, M. Johnson, 1987,  G. Lakoff & M. Johnson, 1980. 
68 M. Johnson, 1987. 
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signs and more or less clear images which can be “… voluntarily reproduced and 


combined.”69     


 


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]." 70  


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 …"71 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.72 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."73  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 I 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 
                                                           
69 I. Matte-Blanco, 1988, p.97. 
70 P. Carruthers, op. cit.,  p. 32.  
71 ibid.,  p. 32. 
72 P. Carruthers, op. cit.,  p. 51. 
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into their models). What I 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.  I 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."74 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 …"75  


 


Kosslyn maintains that imagery is needed for the communicating of positions and 


shapes, as well as when finer distinctions in shape are required.76 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 


                                                                                                                                                                 
73 ibid.,  p. 51. 
74 S. Pinker & P Bloom, 1990,  p. 715. 
75 A. Wallace, 1978,  p. 212. 
76 S. Kosslyn, 1981. 
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designer who thinks with pictures."77 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'".78  


 


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.79 According to Keller and Keller the visual and linguistic 


modularities act independent of each other.80 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."81  According to Keller and 


Keller, aphasic patients indicate that while language is affected the visual imagery 


is not impaired.82 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.83 The blacksmith 


claims that he has to "… get a concrete visualization of the knife going, because I'm 
                                                           
77 E. Ferguson, 1977, p. 827-828. 
78 J. Gumperz & S. Levinson,  p. 22. 
79 C. Keller & J. Keller, 1997, p. 115. 
80 ibid.,  p. 117. 
81 ibid.,.  p. 116. 
82 ibid.,  p. 116. 
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going to be out there shaping it with a hammer …"84 Keller and Keller maintain 


that a dynamic interaction takes place between the material developments and 


imagery once the production of the blade begins.85 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.86  In the production of the object, abstract referential 


schemata such as straightness, perpendicularity and balance are used to gauge the 


progress of the production.87 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."88 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."89


 


 


                                                                                                                                                                 
83 ibid.,  p. 119. 
84 ibid.,  p. 119. 
85 ibid.,  p. 119. 
86 ibid.,  p. 121. 
87 ibid.,  p. 121. 
88 ibid.,  p. 121. 
89 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.90   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.91 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 


                                                           
90 Ibid.,  p. 119. 
91 ibid.,  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  
 


 I 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.92  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 Reference93, 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 
                                                           
92 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”.94  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.”95 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.”96 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.”97 The 


contents of this third realm in regard to thought are concepts. These concepts are 


what Frege called the sense of words98 or sentences.99 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.100  


 


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 thoughts101. As he states “…  the 


philosophy of thought can be approached only through the philosophy of 


language.”102 For Dummett language is prior to thought.103 Any attempt to explain 


thought independently of its expression in language is according to Dummett 


overturning the fundamental axiom of all analytical philosophy.104 He states “… as 


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


                                                                                                                                                                 
93 G. Frege, (1892), 1960, p. 60. 
94 M. Dummett, 1991,  p. 3. 
95 J. Preston, 1997, p. 3. 
96 G. Frege, 1918, p. 20. 
97 J. Preston , op.cit, p. 3. 
98 M. Dummett, op.cit, p.111. 
99 J. Preston, op.cit., p.3. 
100 ibid., p.3. 
101 M. Dummett, 1991, p.3, 103.  
102 Ibid., p.3. 
103 ibid., p.3. 
104 ibid., p.3-4. 
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independently of their being expressed by words–are not contents of the mind.”105  


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 


…”106 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.107


 


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


thought is possible only in the presence of language"108, argues that concepts could 


be the medium or basis, or essence of thought.109 McGinn notes that concepts will 


be some sort of internal representation in the mind of the thinker.110 Nevertheless 


McGinn notes that the idea that concepts are mental images is discredited.111 


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 


                                                           
105 Ibid., p.111. 
106 ibid., p.111. 
107 ibid., p.111-112. 
108 C. McGinn, 1996,  p. 105. 
109 ibid.,  p. 105. 
110 ibid.,  p. 106. 
111 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."112  


 


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


depend on the concept.113 All that we can be assured of, according to McGinn, is 


that  "… they [concepts] contribute to the content of thought."114  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 


                                                           
112 ibid.,  p. 106. 
113 ibid.,  p. 106. 
114 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 I 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."115 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."116 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.”117 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.”118  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.119 Davidson's main 


claim is that"… the attribution of thought depends on the interpretation of 


speech.".120  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."121 


Davidson is not saying that language is the basis/medium of thought but only that 
                                                           
115 D. Davidson, 1984, p. 156. 
116 ibid., p. 155. 
117 ibid., p. 157-58. 
118 D. Davidson, 1992,  p. 477. 
119 ibid., p.476-77. 
120 D. 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."122  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.  123  Why I 


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.124   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. 
123 N. Block, 1986 , C Peacocke, 1986, 1992, C. McGinn, 1996,  pp. 83-106. 
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“I 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.”125


 


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.126  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.127 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.128 I 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.”129 Because “… the objects we get to or envisage as 


causing our words are already objects conceptualized by us through language.”130


 


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 J. Preston, 1997, p.5.  
126 L. Wittgenstein, 1953, 4.002. 
127 H. L. Finch, op. cit., p.73-84. 
128  P. M. S. Hacher, , 1993, chp.1X. 
129 A. O' Hear, 1985, p.172. 
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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 I draw from the above arguments is that there can be no medium or 


basis, or essence of thought. thought must be independent of anything.131 All these 


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


                                                           
131 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 
Aristotle 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,  a thought, 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."132


 


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 Z. 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.133 


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 I 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”134), 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.135 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.  
 
134 G. Orwell, 1974, p.241. 
135 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 full blown epistemological nihilism which 


claims that all products of human thinking 


collapse into absurdity, or meaninglessness–


including this thesis itself-if Aristotelian 


logic is an epistemic condition of truth. 
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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 


Aristotelian 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 


Aristotelian 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 


Aristotelian 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 I showed, in chapter four, that their arguments for an essence of thought end 


in absurdity or meaningless.  


 


In  chapter four I 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 


Aristotelian 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 


Aristotelian 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 I 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 I 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 I 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 


Aristotelian 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 Gödel’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  Gödel 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 Gödel 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 
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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 Gödel proved was the lair paradox 


 


Gödel 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  ) 
 


Gödel used the axiom of reducibility -Russell abandoned this –some say   it leads to 


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


 


 


Gödel 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)  
 


Gödel 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 -"Gödel" Routeldeg & Kegan, 1978, p 85-86 
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Gödel 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 Gödel 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 


 


Gödel 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 
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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  


 


Gödel  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  is 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 is inconsistent Thus Godel has not  


proven ZF is undecidable since ZF is inconsistent 


 


 


NOTE 


Some say Godel did not use the axiom of 


reducibility 


Godels paper is called  
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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 ω-consistent recursive class c 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). 
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Hence in every formal system that satisfies assumptions 1 and 2 and is ω-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 is essentially the system obtained by superimposing on the Peano axioms the logic of 


PM” 


 


AXIOMS OF P 


“I.  


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


1. ~(Sx  = 0)1   


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


(~(a (x )) ∨ a (0))) 
2


2 1 2


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


2. Sx  = Sy  ⊃ x  = y1 1 1 1  


If x+1 = y+1 then x=y. Expanding the ⊃ operator we get: ~(Sx  = Sy ) ∨ (x  = y ) And 


expanding the = operators we get: ~(a  ∀ (~(a (Sx )) ∨ a (Sy ))) ∨ (a  ∀ (~(a (x )) ∨ 
a (y ))) 


1 1 1 1


2 2 1 2 1 2 2 1


2 1


3. x (0).x  ∀ (x (x ) ⊃ x (fx )) ⊃ x  ∀ (x (x ))2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1   


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]II. Every formula derived from the following schemata by substitution of any 
formulae for p, q and r.  
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1. p ∨ p ⊃ p  


2. p ⊃ p ∨ q  


3. p ∨ q ⊃ q ∨ p  


4. (p ⊃ q) ⊃ (r ∨ p ⊃ r ∨ q)  


III. Every formula derived from the two schemata  


1. v ∀ (a) ∨ Subst a(v|c)  


2. v ∀ (b ⊃ a) ∨ b ⊃ v ∀ (a)  


by making the following substitutions for a, v, b, c (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 c a sign of the same type as v, provided that c contains 
no variable which is bound in a at a place where v is free.23  


IV. Every formula derived from the schema  


1. (∃u)(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).  


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


1. x  ∀ (x (x ) ≡ y (x )) ∨ x  = y .1 2 1 2 1 2 2   


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 (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).  NOTE 


HE SAYS HE IS USING 2N D 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) 


“IV. Every formula derived from the schema  


1. (∃u)(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)” (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) ≡ (∃u,v,y,n)[u, v, y, n <= x & n Var v & (n+1) Var u & u Fr y & Form(y) 


& x = u ∃x {v Gen [[R(u)*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=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=god


el+axiom+of+reducibility&source=web&ots=-


t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#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 ω-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


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


1. ~(Sx  = 0)1   


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


(~(a (x )) ∨ a (0))) 
2


2 1 2


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  ⊃ x  = y1 1 1 1  


If x+1 = y+1 then x=y. Expanding the ⊃ operator we get: ~(Sx  = Sy ) ∨ (x  = y ) And 


expanding the = operators we get: ~(a  ∀ (~(a (Sx )) ∨ a (Sy ))) ∨ (a  ∀ (~(a (x )) ∨ 
a (y ))) 


1 1 1 1


2 2 1 2 1 2 2 1


2 1


3. x (0).x  ∀ (x (x ) ⊃ x (fx )) ⊃ x  ∀ (x (x ))2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1   


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


1. p ∨ p ⊃ p  


2. p ⊃ p ∨ q  


3. p ∨ q ⊃ q ∨ p  


4. (p ⊃ q) ⊃ (r ∨ p ⊃ r ∨ q)  


III. Every formula derived from the two schemata  


1. v ∀ (a) ∨ Subst a(v|c)  


2. v ∀ (b ⊃ a) ∨ b ⊃ v ∀ (a)  


by making the following substitutions for a, v, b, c (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 c a sign of the same type as v, provided that c contains 
no variable which is bound in a at a place where v is free.23  


IV. Every formula derived from the schema  


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


1. x  ∀ (x (x ) ≡ y (x )) ∨ x  = y .1 2 1 2 1 2 2   


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 ω-consistent recursive class c 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 c be any given recursive ω-consistent class of formulae. We define: 


Bw (x) ≡ (n)[n <= l(x) → Ax(n Gl x) ∨ (n Gl x) ε c ∨ c


(Ep,q){0 < p,q < n & Fl(n Gl x, p Gl x, q Gl x)}] & l(x) > 0:> (5) 


(cf. the analogous concept 44) 


etc 


etc” 


Now Ax is


42. Ax(x) ≡ Z-Ax(x) ∨ A-Ax(x) ∨ L -Ax(x) ∨ L -Ax(x) ∨ R-Ax(x) ∨ M-Ax(x) 1 2


 


Now R-Ax is 


40. R-Ax(x) ≡ (∃u,v,y,n)[u, v, y, n <= x & n Var v & (n+1) Var u & u Fr y & Form(y) & 


x = u ∃x {v Gen [[R(u)*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 2ND 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.


nd


 


The Cambridge History of Philosophy, 1870-1945- page 
154 
http://books.google.com/books?id=I09hCIlhPpkC&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=Pd5YaLwZugUC&pg=PA43&lpg=PA43&dq=axi
om+of+reducibility+second+dropping&source=web&ots=a27lIUxvQU&sig=auv4udKq0
S-F6KQ_Xxsh0US6QrI&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=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
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 2nd ed PM they all knew 


godel used it but nooooooooooooo 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 is said to have shattered this programme in his paper 
called "On formally 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 2nd ed PM. Godel used a text in PM that 
based on Russells revised version of PM in 2nd 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. 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 Gödel 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 2nd 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=gDzbuUwma5MC&pg=PA119&lpg=PA119&dq=


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


t22NJE3Mf&sig=idCxcjAEB6yMxY9k3JnKMkmSvhA#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. (∃u)(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) • (∃u,v,y,n)[u, v, y, n <= x & n Var v & (n+1) 
Var u & u  
Fr y & Form(y) & x = u ∃x {v Gen [[R(u)*E(R(v))] Aeq y]}]:>  
x is 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 ω-consistent  


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


 


 


 


Proposition VI: To every ω-consistent recursive class c 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  


ω-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 ω-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 ω-consistent recursive class c of formulae  


 


but he has only proved his theorem for system P ie PM  


so he cant extend that to to every ω-consistent recursive class c of  


formulae  


 


he thus trys to decieve us by saying a proof only relevant to system PM is  


relevant to every ω-consistent recursive class c 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  


 


i have used system P to make my proof but my proof is general to other  


systems which are not P[WITHOUT 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 ω-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 ω-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,  “i t  covers ground quite similar to that covered in Godels orgiinal 1931 paper on 
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undecidabili ty,” p.39.) 


 


 


What Godel understood by "propositions which make statements about 


themselves" 


 


is 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"  


 


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 


 



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


 


Gödel 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,  “i t  covers ground quite similar to that covered in Godels orgiinal 1931 paper on 


undecidabili ty,” 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 Gödel 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. x (0).x  ∀ (x (x ) ⊃ x (fx )) ⊃ x  ∀ (x (x ))2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1   


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]  


 


Gödel 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 Gödel'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 Gödel, 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 ω-consistent recursive class c 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). 


 



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,[1] 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


912ee69f0a8?lnk=gst&q=G%C3%B6del+didn%27t+rely+on+the+notion+PETER+smith


#de566912ee69f0a8


 


Quote: 


Gödel 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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Quote: 


Gödel'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 Gödel didn't rely on the notion 


of truth  


 


 


 


now because Gödel 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 
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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&lp
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 Gödel 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  Gödel 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 ω-consistent recursive class c 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 


 







 40


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


 


Gödel'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,[1] 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 Gödel'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 Gödel, 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,[1] 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





 42


(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


s#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





 44


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 proposi tions 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 


its 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 propositions"   (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 ω-consistent recursive class c 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 c be any given recursive ω-consistent class of formulae. We define:  
  


Bw (x) ≡ (n)[n <= l(x) → Ax(n Gl x) ∨ (n Gl x) ε c ∨ c  


   (Ep,q){0 < p,q < n & Fl(n Gl x, p Gl x, q Gl x)}] & l(x) > 0 (5)  
  
(cf. the analogous concept 44)  
  
x B  y ≡ Bw (x) & [l(x)] Gl x = yc c  (6)  
  


Bew (x) ≡ (∃y)y B  xc c  (6.1)  


  
(cf. the analogous concepts 45, 46) 


Etc  


Etc 


 







 49


 


"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  


“[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  “ 


 


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 


i.e.  


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 


Gödel'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] 


 


 







 58


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 


1)either Gödel 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 is 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 sayys 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.345.) Also this 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 l 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 Löwenheim-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 I 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
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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. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 68


 


 


 


 


ISBN 1876347724 


 





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



gama
File Attachment
GODEL5.pdf




 
 
 
 
 
 


MATHEMATICS ENDS IN 
MEANINGLESSNESS 


 
BY  


COLIN LESLIE DEAN 


B,Sc, BA, B.Litt(Hons), MA, B.Litt(Hons), MA,  


MA (Psychoanalytic studies), Master of Psychoanalytic studies, 


 Grad Cert (Literary studies) 







 2


 
 
 
 
 
 


MATHEMATICS ENDS IN 
MEANINGLESSNESS 


 
BY  


COLIN LESLIE DEAN 


B,Sc, BA, B.Litt(Hons), MA, B.Litt(Hons), MA,  


MA (Psychoanalytic studies), Master of Psychoanalytic studies, 


 Grad Cert (Literary studies) 
 
 
 


GAMAHUCHER PRESS, GEELONG WEST AUSTRALIA 
2010 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 3


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 is 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) 







 4


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."1 Attempts to 


avoid the paradoxes led to other paradoxical notions  but most 


mathematicians rejected these notions.2 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 


                                                 
1 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
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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].”3   


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 


1)  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. 
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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 is inconsistent. MATHEMATICS  JUST AD HOC 
ARBITRARILY DEFINES AWAY THE SELF-CONTRADICTIONS IN 


MATHEMATICS IE BY CREATING  THE  AXIOM OF 


SEPARATION –which is impredicative and thus invalid   


ALSO  THIS AXIOM IS 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        


 







 7


 
 


4)MATHEMATICS 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 is 


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 mathematics can say 


is a number is a number-which means they don’t 


know what a number is 


 


6) A 1 unit by 1 unit   triangle is a contradiction in 


terms- and also is an impossibility   A triangle  that 


has sides equal to 1 unit long, the diagonal of the 


triangle is equal to the  is a contradiction in terms  


the length-property-of the diagonal is root 2ie  non 


finite but the diagonal is finite a contradiction 


or 
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1)   the hypotenuse is finite ie terminates ie can 


be constructed  


but 


2)  the length of the hypotenuse is . 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
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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


“iinfinity, 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 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.” 
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 
1+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  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 


 
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 IS INCONSISTENT. MATHEMATICS  JUST AD HOC 


ARBITRARILY DEFINES AWAY THE SELF-CONTRADICTIONS IN 


MATHEMATICS IE BY AD HOC CREATING THE AXIOM OF 


SEPARATION THIS AXIOM IS 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 like "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/Zermelo%E2%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/Zermelo%E2%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
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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 is 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
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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  


in mathematics  


 


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vicious_circle_princip


le



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 naïve 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
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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,  “i t  covers ground quite similar to that covered in Godels orgiinal 1931 paper on 
undecidabili ty,” 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 Gödel sentence G asserts: “G cannot be proved to be true within the 


theory T”” 


 


 


4)MATHEMATICS 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) ↔ ∀F[F(0) ∧ ∀u(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:  


∀F{F(0) ∧ ∀u(F(u) → F(u + 1)) → ∀x(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 Gödel'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 


is. 


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

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kurt_G%C3%B6del

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Incompleteness

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Number_theory

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Formal_system

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell
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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, Gödel'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


 
 
 
 
 


6 a triangle  that has sides equal to 1 unit long, the 
diagonal of the triangle is equal to the  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 .
 


 
The . is equal to the length of the hypotenuse of a 


right triangle with legs of length 1. 


The ., often known as root 2, radical  


Geometrically the square root of 2 is 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, 


is: 


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 . 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 is finite ie 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 . Ie 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 


. 


As the diagonal  can never be finite or constructed as 


its length is . 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 . 


which is non finite ie never terminates This again 


shows that mathematics/geometry/trigonometry  cant 


be the language of the universe as the objects 


mathematics creates ie 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 it 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 is  
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 in his “the structure of 
the scientific revolution” made the point 
that scientists just do normal science and 


any anomaly is 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  in the minds 
of mathematicians This is the power of 
group think  it shuts the minds to seeing 
different things as the consciousness of 
people in group think is 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 ignores them-they go along  
the group think thinking there is 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 
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instrumental life? – where the real question is 
why does mathematics work when  mathematics is 
irrational inconsistent and ends in meaninglessness 
The modern age is in love with 
usefulness the modern age notion of truth 
is 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 is 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 is  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 ideas 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 is   
Questioning science and mathematics 
view of the world is even seen as a threat 
to world security 


NATO finds anti 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 is also the more philosophic problem 


of the rise of the irrational ?[ how ironic 
when it has been shown above that 
mathematics is itself irrational] the 
discounting of the rational. Though 
seemingly abstract, this problem is 


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 is the real mystery to be 
solved When it is solved perhaps a new revolution of 
thought perhaps   new and more wonderful things to 
discocer 


I need say no more so say nor more 
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Absurdity or Meaninglessness of 
“Mathematics and Science”    

but then   
Haha  

open  I the gates of the abysses and 
tangle chaos 

 
into the room of I walked “Love” 

the law of non-contradiction 
contradicting   

around the pallid white  neck of she  
lay like on new born snow lay a 

necklace with rubies red that seemed 
to look like an open wound  ast if 

the throat of she was cut a cunt 
shaped broach lay twists the ample 

breasts of she cunt shaped and dark 
black like the abyss o’er which 

floated the shadow of I that seemed 
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IOSiimtal!cously changes the state a mtlci from the exposed grain - hence 


uspool.> net ron at n dl~t3nce.~10 Nonlooal f.'!Stcr than hl!ht 


Emstcm ~mli~S sf one work~ onl} \\'lth Shrodmgeor \\11\c~. the mtcrpretnucm 


Ctmll'lldscts tho: prmc1ple of rel:lllvit\ - II 


•w.p w 
' e.t . p }0 


" illol , p 111 
•w.~ F 44. 







-


a:q~ tsjlO!ct ol qwntwn tbeorv. ShroJmgrr rem3rU nut ts c!:l: 


• Nun O\'Cf rhc Nr•\toman bst of dctcnnrntng pan~ p<hl 


~:=cseum unte cntr~ • un.;hnngcd. yet demcs the raalny ol 11~ 


!'\c'"'mr:ll:l J~Jte "The ci.W>Ical mudd play~ a Prmcnn r.1lc 111 quaruu 


•d::~m~::i-, !>hrodmg•:r obser•cs cqwll) stronge one c:m ~nu" at ~ 


abe cbs).c;Uh mJUrrcd p;ub. \\hJie th~ other half fdd<:!. tn!D 


"lzdnamtn:K\ ~u 


r~d tn tbc c.luuble·sht expcnmcnt fc~nman states" \\C thus s~c Lh.11 am 


~·:ual a;.:IIC)' dr:)tglted 111 dctcnnmc through \Iilith hole the clc<lr1)JI 


i~.scs mast sYOOUCt' lc-:~st th..!re be paro.los. enough dtsturban~e 10 Qitcr lite 


..o..~•·ibiJI'IOfltrum (the: 1\\0·\Intu the om:-~litJlallcm l " 1 


rC\nnun then fe\C3Is how ph) SIC ISIS treat these fOgJClll dtfficulllt'.~ 


c li1C wlllctt the: quesuon ~oo the electrons bale tn gn through hole lor 


hok 2 or .Jon't they" To ~\oJtd the logtc:tlmcon,io;ten~u:s tnto \\htch 11 os~ 


10 IW!Dhle the phystctst mke~ rhe lollo\\101! steps Wilen you 11mch you 


fmd 1~ 11 g~WS ell her thmugh on~ or the other hole but if 1 uu .1rc 11\11 


b:tlrrre;• )OU caMot say that 11 goes one way or rhe othert Such t$ the ICigtc:al 
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ughtr1.1pc on \\hlch Nature d~mands thJt we wu!J.. Jf 'Vl: wh1ch to ue,crobe 


Wock notes •· Here, s:ud the brash ymmg phy~~~"'· l'i n Jlrcdicament that 


~"" mth :111 your ptmcr~ of nl:ill!ern3LIC31 ~nnh)IS, c::umnt undersmnd But 


\\C phys1c1sts urc not troubled, we sun ply refuse to SJ>C'lk a!Jout the \ IIWllton 


confront the l()glctll problems, unlik~ s~1cnlists, but do as s~umtts1!l uu Md 


rtf use to ~PQk about some phenomena 1 ~ mathcm:mcal p:~mdoxc)l I! 


undcrSI:Indmg Dl thc wa~ the unl\ ~rse '' Rkh.uJ Fnnmann u<ed ttl sa~ Lhst 


the l'>U·~ht "XPill'tmcnl was the problcmul •wamum mo:clmntcs , there 1> 


$0mclh1ng vet) btt.<1s ahoot the stuiT of th~ uni\CI-.e that either 15 watung to 


hc rt\'calcd, ns r~m.stetll firmly bchcvcd. or tl tS ~tmply outSide the 


c::!Jl:lb1hhes of our br.~nlS to grasp [''h1ch ~~ m) theSJ.S 1 c art human 


thinking wlll inc,·Jtably coll3psc tmo ;lhsordtu~s or me.:rmnglessness 1"111 


.. """' . p fJQ 
·w P t~u 
• a.Slom 1lw . .. ...,..,. .~,,., •• ,4$oi-Pt-.8ool. 1991.p10~ 







• 


Einstean ;~thocated a naavc realism fblotcl a e "repreJ>ents a desarc 10 


describe a \\Orld of pro~nae'> e~asung m ~p:ace und time. mdependentJ, fll 


an) obser.~r h


17 Because he dad not behe\c God played dace and as tdJ 


quantum theory must be mcomplerc because the data must be explainable 


o determana'u' \\3} not non-casua}1 or staustacally as qu.1nrurn thNr) 


bcl1eves 


po>lll\llil or an,rrumcmahst \IC\\ !slate! that \\:tS taken to amply that phys1a 


propemes do not hnve an obJtctivc rcnloty mdepcndcnt of then 


obsct\"3tlon ~·· 


Bohr expressed tins sermmcnt m his \\Tilong ••·· the role of theory IS ro 


prtlfact \\hat \\C sec on the dr:lls of our Jpparalus- they 53} ~ if the 


predacuons are accurate, the theory as good. Answenng these orher 


quesuons about \\hat IS ·re3lly goong on'- IS u mcamngless excrc1se -~ 19 


As Bohr stmes " sucb argumentnuon, however, hard ly ~cems suited to 


a1lect the soundness of quantum-mechanical descnpuon fslat4 wh1ch " 


r A Vud. fbt'M(IMiuk\8oiMJm,.Bu\h~tm Berhn. IQ9,: pp 15,l-IS4 
•v s..w:r. 1At f'IUI"''-'-"'"' Qualll .. nt PJOJUtlii~US Books,, 199S, p JO 







I! 


ba<;ed on o coherent mathemallcnl I but as "~ shall see mathcmallls 1> not 


cohcrcnl] formulat1011 CO\ cnng automatically :mv procedure of 


.,zo 


Fe) nman - I dunk I can safely sa} that no one understands quantum 


mechantcs Do not keep saymg to ~·ourself, If you can possibly avotd 11 


'But how can 11 be ltke that'/ Because you ,,,II get do"n the dram' 11110 a 


blind alley from whtch nobody has yet escaped Nobo;Jy knuw~ ho\\ it can 


be hkc thm "11 


In regard 10 the paradoxes and contmdtcttons of quantum thcol') \\ ttk Slate 


the orthodox view when he says "here m) opuuon of the onhodo~ quantum 


mechJnics, like Bohr, comes down lo I he meanmg of words ''Classical'' and 


"comrlcmentnntvK. insuh ond commcndnllon, nrc euphcmtsms. the behef 


ctlncealcd ts thai Nature ha.~ been found m a contradtcllon But quantum 


ph~stctsts arc not stmplctons In thctr heartS they know such a cla•m is 


rhtlosoplucall) unacceptable and would be rejecled 111 other ~c1ences."22 


•,._ •n.I'MI•.--&""""':>.8""-r Bellon 19•5, p.I5S 
.. _ piSl 
• itid,. pIll, 
•l!:od.pta. 







\\ad notes - I behc:'e orthodox quantum theonsts [slat~] rca::~ 


con-.:wusl) or un<:onscaously, somethmg h"ke thas fhe mtcroscoptc 


~xhtbtt> paradoxes or Cllntrodtcdons and ihas fact as reflected m the I'C1J 


theor.· de>.:rthlllll 11 .. 1.1 . -


It IS mteresung to note that the anthropoloSJSt Lev~·Bruhl argued U 


prmnuve peoples where pre-logtcal a.e. had a memnhly that ·· does n. 


band nself do\\ n to avoadmg contradacuon> "2' The dom111a. 


phalo>Ophacal paradagm as that tbcrc lS only one prO(lCr \H~ to reason u• , 


that a> rauonalt e Anstotchan1
' On\ tdson and Dennen argue that rauonaht~ 


" a pl"'!requasate for thmkmg :• And Freud saad that neurotiCS avotded " 


Ollltu:IJ ClltllrtldiCIIOII !7 


\'.m l'eum:mn and Dtrac \\TOte >em anal boqi.S on quantum ttkOf) [slate>! 


\\he~ -together these 1\\0 books reassured phystctsts that there was no 


mnthumOIICilJ contrndictaon [ 3S we shall See mathematiCS IS full Of 


11 ·' 'iiodo., lkl•,__ Jlu,..W)•. B•n.Nu•r. Bnlln.1905, p Ill 
"._.,, ·Bnalol. How :SC>., nml Goorto AllM..,. u. .. -.. am I' 71 
11 S l&.iit.. ·& f'"P?'WrmniJpw' t.flT r.-~ W... 1991. p 14 
•illocl.pU 
.r 5 F ..... Tho Ec.o llld tile 1.1. lAo JlttJf""~'oi<i(>. flon&Jon. 1~8-l.p 191 
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contradiction and paradox] m thetr new fw1damental theory [quantum 


medoumcsj."11 


~von Neumann's proof was quoted by phystctsts and phtlosophers for tlurty 


years. Part of the wflkuh~ 111 doscovering the error was that the theorem 


was correct .. The problem lay not m the proof but tn von Neuma11n' s 


mtcrpretatton of the theorem. An cx-studem of the mathemaucian Enuly 


Noether who had swttched from mathemaucs to philosophy first nottced the 


circular forrn of von Neumann 's rcasomng. Gr~te Herman's analysis might 


have exploded Von Newnann's clam1 to haw aboltshetl determimsm m 


I q35 but unfortunately she published m an obscure joutnal Wh~n David 


Bobm constructed [another slate[ m 1952 exactly the kind of explanatoon of 


atoms - classical and detcrmimstk' - 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 


classocal model [slate·[ of the electron's spm so simple it brought the emor 


mto plain view ''19 


"' A. Wid.. Th~t ln.~mt'r''' 8MmJat). Bic.kh.l.u&er. Berlin. 199S , p 57 
• ibod, p.60. 







Bobm created anothc1 ~late wh1ch explams quantum c~penmental r~ulu 


a h1dden \anablc deterministic mtcrpnct31ton (natve reah\m] It 


model (slate] is true ·· .. then the only rcmmning possibillly for ntilo 


Iudden \ anables I) that the) are be oonl001l But as \\C shall 


nonlocallll~ 1s n heav\ pnce to pay for a return 10 lictermlmsuc rhrs•c~ 


"Bohm has clamteli he \\:15 domg nothmg mon: than demonstr:nmg. b 


coumer e>uuuple. the fuiSII) uf \Oil Newnarut's theorem on the •mposslblh 


of h1ddcn ~anabl~ Her~ the same results as Slltndard mdetermm•s· .. 


qunntum mechamcs arc obtained 111 u detem11msllc- looking theory akin t• 


cl~1.:al Ne\\toman mechamcs But 1! the re~ulb :ne the same how can an\ 


meanmgful wife renee het\\een the two approache' cx1st " 11 In other ''ord 


r:wo contralilcwry model\ or slates C\')llam the dat,, e~actly 


·· II hn~ corne to be recogniZed wry ~lowly that the success (of quamum 


theot) - slate) w:~s not to be regarded 3S a demonstratiOn of the ,·ahdll) of 


the auemprs that ht1vc been made 10 put words [m11dels- slmes] behind the 


m:uhcmaucs, to pro\ 1dc \\hal •s called an ontologJcal mterpretallun Seo,.eml 


mterprctouon~ [slates] ore eqU3II) carable of )'lcldmg the ~arne emp•n~al 


~ ~-«.1~ r nNm.U?~'>u~ {."-~''""' · PrmldbNI Boob. 199S. p 11 0 
.\. ~~ 7r,., t .... - ..... ~-.--199.1. pt O'I 
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results Smce none prov1des 1ts 0\~11 un1que pred1ct1ons, th•s can onl} mean 


that all the mterpretauons !sla1es) of quanrum mech:lmcs 3re equ1v:1lent aJ 


least unul someone shows us 111m to 1mpro'e on. or fals•f) the others .. J! 


Some of these model~. imerpretation slates to explnm the e'perimtnlal 


results a1e:JJ the Copenhagen, the world IS created 111 the act ul observatiOn, 


the world Is un und•v•tled wholeness. the man) wtlriJ interpretation. 


quantum log•~. nco·reahsm, consc1ousness creates rcnl11~. the duplex 


um\erse I ha\e sho1m that the Copenhagen mtcrpretauon collapses mto 


paradox and eontrad•ctmn; 11 ts argued all these slates 1\111 collapse mto 


paradox and con1rad1Ction- 3 nice thesis for a Ph D bnglu spark to make a 


nnme for h1m/her self 


ro stan the ball rolhng then.- IS n paradox exnbcudcd 111 the ·•consciousness 


cre~te~ rcultv slmc" Von Neumann IS nn early cxf1oncnt of the 


-collSCIOusness creates realt~ slate" but h1s fneoll W1gner pomted ou1 a 


p;lfildo' "'th 11 "Suppose a fnend read the d1als oo the apparatus, then ask 


lum about the result Stm:e your fnend is another matenal system, the 


btgemony of qu:Jntum mechamcs 0\'er everytlung requires thnt his bmin 


11 \ " ~lt!ll#f, IN I lll'illl'lll!ln rJuntJirmt, PromcJheus Boolu,. I '19~. p I 0 
t-i twrbtn. {/rNHrtum R~t411Ul. Radef. t93~. pp 240-246 







• 


state, no\~ correlmed with the apparatus, \\hJch IS correlated wllb 


pan1clc ·s state. also be represented m the g1ganuc llllben space of tlx 


system Therefore your fnend's bmm state 1s a superposn1on of poSStib:!:==: 


hkc Schrodmgcr's cat before we open the box Smce ont cannot t..' 


that one's O\\n mental state can be so unsetlled, n follows that the fro. 


cannot be really conscious. There for there is no one lruly conscious ._ .. 


thnn you. or me, or perhaps E W1gncr "'' 


Botun notes th:u the roots of class1eal theol) IS buth on ·me hypothesis :·a~ 


J< reahl\' •~ hu•h upon a mathemaucal pl:tn. 


Now mnthemnucs [slmes] and quantum mcchumcs [slates] ore some degree 


mcomrauble 1 he postulates of calculus [slotcf 1 c the conunuum wh1ct 


quantum mechruucs [slatejuses IS contradictory to the postulmes of quantum 


mechanic\ 1 c, I!Jscontinuous quantum A\ hunch notes smct! tlk 


mathema11cal ''a) or lookmg, al the \\Orld 1!-Cncrutcs comradiCtOC)' results 


from tlltll of sc1ence.l6 such as the mathemnucal nouon of the conunuum 


3nd quantum mechamcal concept of quanta Smcc the mathenwtical way of 


1' A Wick, l~rlnf•m•.,•riiiiUit.iory, Bukbau10r, Borlu~ 199S,JlP I~S-146 
u V Stefti.Or, 7J, I 'IH"•VhtfOIJ\' iJtt~mtvlft. PfocntlheuJ Boob. &91).5, p 1$ 







" 
lookmg at the world genwttes contradictory resuhs from that of sc1ence 31 


such ns the mathernaucal noll on of the contmuum, and quantum mcchamcal 


concept of quanta As Bunch notes " the di~CO\'enes of quantum theory or 


the ~pcc1al theo~ ol rdatl\11\ \\ere all made through extcnSI\c usc of 


mathemaucs that was built on the coocept of the contmuum that 


mathematical way of lookmg :11 the \\'flrld nnd the sctemific way of lookmg 


:Jt the world produced 'ontrad1ctory results"" 


MATHEMATICS 


Bohm notes that the root~ or class ical theory 1s lnuh on ·'lhe hypothcsts 1hat 


reality IS bUilt upon a mathemaucal plan 19 But we '"" sec that because 


mathematics IS paradox1eal then 1f realt) IS b111h uptm a mathemallcal plan 


then 11 mu~t be paradox1cal as well. 


The (il'l;t cnses in mathematiCS came \\1th the Pythagoreans d1sco•enng 


mat1onal numbers par1icularly root 2. The P>lhngoreans regarded n number 


b l>c what we call a naturol number measurements that where not natural 


auml>er~ they behe,l'<l could be found as th~ 1atin of two naturnl numbers 


•a ftuncfl, ~ (iii~VIfOJu:aJ F'oii~A 1~v on~t Povi.IJ~AK.tt:. no..~r, I 'II! , p ll U 
r ib<! pliO 
"bd . pp ~09-IU 
~ \ S'MJtl, T7tr l 11f'('(-"'Mt.'ltlkl' Q~HmUIM, Promtd~S' BookJ. ltji9J. pas 







be the r.tuo of Wtth the thscovery of root l\\o thetr whole behcb f.a!l 


tnsts To a101d the problem what they dtd was claun that irrarional~~~~~::!lc:t 


are no1 tn fact numbers 1.e the formcu another slate In other \\ord\ 


defined the problem away- a procedure \\C shall sec happens \\llh 


paradoxes m mot.hcmatic$ •D No11 mulhemn1Jc1ans have agnm dehl'led 


)Uch trmuonal numbers are agam number) hul lhts creates all ltnd; 


problem' 41 
1 e. does :m unuonal number extst (particularly on a hoe .,.,..,..,. 


the trrallonul number 1 never termmmcs] Simtlarly il' we dtvtde n numbc 


• zero we can end up m paradoxes tf 1>\e do not define the problem awa) b:J 
,, 


sayang 11 IS not poss1ble to d111dc b) zero. · 


The second cns1s m mathemaucs came \\ uh lhe di~CO\eryltnwnuun C!l 


cnlculus Ne\\10n 11orked wnh smal l mcremcnLS gomg of to a zero hm1' 


Bcrkuley showed that lhts lend to logtcal mcons1stency 0 Titt: mnm problem 


Bunch notes was ''that a quanllt} "as ~cl) close to zero. but nott<'fO, durn'li 


the ftr5t part of the operanon th~n tt became zero at the eml "" 


parodoxes where resolved b) the nmc old e\pedtency of mathcmauc;, b) 


• 8, SW'ICh . \lfllh~'lfJ-m~o J 1-DIIao~' unJ #Jo7WJu.~~~ Dol.-v. l'nl pp &.:!-&$ 
'' tbod.. p.IS 
~ lbod. p 7• 
11 I Oratte-n·Gulnness. 1-'l'tlf!f t~lif Colu#ti~ I•J ~t tlt\·ur,. · 16J().Jfjlf). Ot.ctwonh, l9SO. W lUJ·19 
u 8 _ BWKh \ /t.lltttl1fill't ·lti ht/IQ(f<:' .mJ PrJtw.IIJS .. ·~ Oo~rt 1912, p 192-







defimng them awa) m the mneteenth centurv by Couch) and Weterstrass •' 


Up until then calcul~ was used progmaucall~ such that -m~tend of h:mng 


demonstrottons JOSttfy results. results were used to Justtf)-


demonstmttons _.. Nov. it mus:t be pointed out that a parndu~tcal theory of 


calculus gave the same results as the reformulated non-pnrudoxtcal model of 


Caudt) and Weierstrass; son of sitmlar to the two cuntmtltclory models m 


quantum mech:tntc~ menuoned above where ca~h l.!"c:s the correct 


predictiOn Thll' Ne"1oman or classtc-al mechanics [slate!. up until the 


reddimuon of calculus m the mnc:teenth ccntur) . was but It upon a 


paradoXlcal model [slate! \\luch generated contradtctlons m the 


mathemattcal model 


The third crists in mnthcmaucs came with the dtsco' cry of P>lradoxcs ltke 


the Ournlt-Font paradox m set theory nus pantculnr purmJox "u\ su bad 


that the whole theory was thought to have to be abandoned ., No" how dtd 


aXJornattc ~et thellr\ resolve the parado>tes' What 11 dtd was m fact define 


them a\\1lY and "r<!construct set theory on an aXJornauc basts suffictentl} 


" rbld ~ P IQ2 
• I Gr.ll1tn·G,um.ess, N•m, th•· C1,1~ JJuv tu v.u lhttr".l /61&J. I IJ/0. DuckWorth, l *SU, p 2tkl 


B Bunth ,\/ut~''Mt~o ·t,f /~)1/onr-"• ""•' Pof'thiH't~" DcMr IQS2 p 110 







• restrrCU\C to exclude the known anunom1cs ··"' But as Eve~ :.nd f'c._ 


note ··,uch :1 procedure hus been i.nttcrzed n~ m~rcly O\ utdmg the r 


Moreover thiS procedure carncs no guarantee that other 


paradoxes will not crop up tn I he fu1ure ., ,. But the axrom S) 'm 


a.'<lomauc set theory comams an axJom buch th.a1 a paradox c:uld 


Sknlcm paradox occurs "h appc:1rs to be such a dtrect comradrcu 


Skolem once even suggested that tt led hun to conclude that ;oouma 


1heory ought to be abandone.J ~.., 


Another l>rocedurc [slnte)w~s advocated by Pmncarc where 


rmpredt~;tU\C defmtUOib where outla\\cd - thus once ag:tm (he ''~ 


defined awa)" But the problem of outlawmg impredicative dcfmtuon~ " 


thnt a 1m of useful mathemat.rcs would ha\c to be abandoned - ruhngL .1 


tmpredKatl\'l! dcfimltUtl!> \\auld elmunau: the contradr~llons lr•MD 


mathermtl!cs, hut the cost wos too great··'' Also us Russell pumtcd out lhc 


nouon nf unpred!C:l.tlve dcftrutwn' 11os parodo'Uc:JI us the prupert) arrh("O 


w ttsell ~ tl1e propeny of bemg unpredlcal!le use II unpredrc;ul\e or nQt' 


•• H E\·U. r l\tv."$0lll Tht lntroJr~,·n"n ttJ liN ,.,,"n.,/ufJt)(~ wtd l•unJ..-mr..,to( C(llk.YJ'U uf.\fillll.,rt~IC.'.\ 
Hall. R.tnd\IUI :.nd \VilfOn. I tl65, p l~ll 
·~ ibtd .. p ~'n 
"B. But.tct. •. ~o~t,._..JJ-.¥1~.1~tlillll PUf'iltltn,.., Oro\<o, 111&2 p.l61 
tt 8. Bunch . M.ttft.,lhoJII"ul Fo.~/I.Jl.,_., unJ Purill.loiYt/.\ Qro>.«. IW.!. p.JJ-' 
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(thiS IS another analog of Grelhng's paradox.).ill Russell tned to solve the 


pamdo,cs b) hts theol) ol t)('C~ 1~1.uc) RUS>i<ll illld Whnehead cxplatned 


the h}glc!ll antmom1cs as hcmg due to a VICIOUS c1rclc thctr theol) of types 


"ns m~:ml to irrad1ate these v1otous Clfdes b) maktng th~m hl dclimllon not 


ullu"edH !but Godel say~ he d1sagrccs mth Rus~ell ami uses them m h1s 


lrnpc>s\>hlllt} proof) "' But tlw: theor} of types cannot O\er come the 


sy nucucnl paradoxes • e har paradox s• Also th1s procedure created 


uncndmg problems such that Russell had to mtroducc hts ~tom of 


reductbtlny [slate) so But even though the axiOm with the theory of type> 


~reatc:d results that don't fall mto an) ofth<! l.no" pa1.1du,cs nlea\'es douht 


that other par:Kio'(eS want crop up But tlus axwm IS so amltc1al .md create a 


whul.: nest of other problem\ fur mathematics thlll Russdl cventU3lll 


abandoned 11 H Godcl uses th1s ax1om m h1s imposs1bll1t) proo[ 11 "Thus 


these :mcmpls to sol\e the parudoxes all rumed out tO uwolve c1ther 


rarado."cal nouons them sehe> or to artificial that most mathemat1c1ans 


" •bod piH 
u [ Cnrruec1o . . 1 lotht.-motu•.,: om/ loflr itt llnt'fl")' 11ntf 1n C'onl19nJ'Jitll'tll') lhu~hl. f*-r & filb:r 1%-&.. 
~14-1--m 
~ Oodr1, ''On fMMily Uutll!tllhlblo Propolltlon' of PrntiJH~ M:Lthcnll•llt'a Md Rtlated Systt:Jili .. , 1n 


Tlw t nJ,•cmhlit t<J M 03vt5, IU\'t.t\ Prtts. I %S, p.6) 
t~ ~:~ e C'.ln'UC"ao, '\/dtJt...•lthJnc.) un.IU~t:t• m llhlln uttJmCrlftl#!mpr»"t'n n14lflrll lt . Ftber & Faber 19o-l, 


t~' 
I. 'a-ch. '/~"fMMIth;-o/ /-QffiiO.-.\ ~~nJ l'!ln~t~lllXO [)ool..oc:r IC!I!. p I JS 


r tbO , p liS 
• K. Godot, "Oo f'ona>lly l.lndoa<bl!lo ~-oi'Pmapoa~bl.._oa>d RlboodSysamu", ~a 
llotf ..... ,,.ll.odM o.n,..~~awn p,..._J'Ib.S. p 5 
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reJe~tcd them .~ Also auempls m mtUttomst mathematics had the d'fea 


the antmom1es are elurunated, since they ongmate m non-eonsttuttn« 


concepts. and at a htgh pocc, for man) f und3mental theorems of t13S5Kal 


mathemaucs are no longer valid for imuitiomst rnnthemaucians- We QD 


sa~ paradoxically that it IS b) havmg a parndox1cal jmeanm[lle5Sne\ 


mathrmnt1cs that mothemaucs is meaningful , if we get nd of the parado~e 


mothemnucs then becomes menmngfullcs~ 
• 


Wick noted that other disciplmes Y.ould not accept paradox and 


controdtcllon and he belteves that mathematics IS a sure path to truth as he 


state~ " \'on Neumann submitted to the diSCiplme of the ax1omat1C methN!. 


and 11 IS the surest route to truth the human race has yet dev1scd "'"1 But 11 


turns out that this paragon of rationality und surety of tnuh is it self full of 


pnrndoxes and contradictions. Thus it could be sntd that mmhemat1cs is built 


on sand In which case science-whJeh uses mathematiCS • 1s 1tself built on 


sand - o SCience full of mentoble paradoxes bu1lt on a disc1phne full of 


mevttable p;lmdoxes 


''B. Bunth . ~fathmtnllo'lll Fall11tl~ ond Pllroda.rn Do\<tr. t9S~ pp 111· 116 
.. e C'ArruCtlO, \/dtiwmnnc ,. unJ Urgk m lii.\111/M unJ i" ( ·,,,,,M,Nir(IM' 1'hmf1hl, F!tbrr &. Faber. 1964. 


ellO 
' A Wld: fh~ /1J((Ittt1JU:t /~wndm')'. Butrh.;u.~ser. '&f(Jn. 199,, p 60 







In r~g:Jrd to the axtom method ~on Neumann used a> u sure path to truth 


Nagel & Newmann notes·· v.e repeat that the sole question confrontmg the 


pure mathemattctan ( as dtsllnct from the scientist "ho employs 


mmhcmatics m mvest1gaun& a specml subJeCt) IS not whether lhe postulates 


he assumes or the conclu.tons he dtduces from them arc true. but "helhct 


lh~ ~ lleged conclusions arc 111 fact the nccess;ary log~cal conscqucnc~s of the 


-•' tnl113l assumplltlllS • 


Ru,_~u satd pure mathematiCS IS the subJeCt m wlu~h v.e do not kno" 


v.hm we are taJkmg about, or whethe1 what we arc taJkmg about1s true "03 


The abstractness of mathematics ratscd the question- \~hcther a gt,cn set of 


postulates servmg as the foundatiOn uf a S}'tcm IS mtemally conS1ste111. so 


that no mutuall) wntradtctory theorems can be deduced .... 


Or could contr:WictOl') theorems be deduced from the ax1oms 


Some ouempts to prove the ax1oms of Retmann geometry "here based upon 


~ preOllses that Euclidean geometry '~as consistent 6~ 


e E ""'&<Itt J l'l<m1n:Uo, Wd•l. Rout led~ & Kw>n Puut, I 911. p tl 
. "-! p IJ 







• 


l:illben tncd to show the consistency of Euclidean a~1oms b) usmg 


algebra1c truths66 
•• Hilbert's arguments for the consistency of Ius geomemc 


postulates shows that if aJgebra 1S con.~IStem. so 1s his geometric system. The 


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


not an ~absolute~ proof."67 


Hilbert " sought to construct ~absolute~ proofs. by which th~ cons1stenc) or 


systems could be established Without assuming the consistency of some 


other system.''0' 


~what RIL~sell (and before him the German mathematician Goltlob Frege ) 


sought to show was that all arithmetical notions can be defined in purel) 


logicaJ ideas and tiKll all that the axioms of anthmet1c can be deduced from 


a small number of basic propos1ttons certifiable as purely log1cal truths." .. 


This thus reduces the consistency of 3Xioms to the consistency of f orrnal 


log1c itself "The question whetl1er the axioms are conststent is equtvalem to 


.. ,md pi~ 
io.!ibtd... pl8 
" ibtcl. p.20. 
to• • • 


tbtd .. p ~· 







lhe question \\hether the fundamenllll axtoms of logic are conststent."'70 


(SEE appendt\ for an argument that lhe a\tom~ of logtc are not conststent as 


logtc undenmncs us o" n '>ahdn' such that logtc cannot be an ept~temtc 


condmon oltruth because 11 collapse mto p:lraJo~) 


·• the Frege-Russellthcsts that ruathemancs t> only a chllptcr of logic has for 


variuu.~ reasons of de13JI not won uruversal acceptance from mathematictans. 


More 0\ er as we have noted lhe anunomtcs of the Cnmonnn theory of 


rranstmnc numbers can be duplicated \\tthm logtc thclf, unless spec131 


prtcauuons are taken to pre,em tl:us out come llut ar~ the mca:.ures 


de~-eloped in the Prmctpla Mathemanca to outllank the anunomtcs adequate 


to exclude nil 1\mns of self.·contrndictory constntcllot1S~ Thts cannot be 


asserted as u moller of course Therefore the Frcge-Russcll reduction of 


:unhmcuc co logtc docs not provide a final answer to the conststency 


problem ''1' 


.. Del. p. 20, 


•w.p.a' 
'"w. p~J . 
.. j1o6 ' PI' 4 l·« 
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Usmg Russell and Whithead's system in the Pm1cip1a Marhemtuic(l and t~ 


,, 
7mnelo-Frnenkel a"Uom system • Godel showed that h 1t IS tmpossible to 


gl •e a meta-mathcmatcal proof of the conststency of a system 


cc.unprehens1ve enough 10 conta•n the whole of mithmcuc - 4lnlcss the pmol 


uself employs rules of inference 10 certun essent1al respects dtfferent from 


the Translormatwn Rules used tn denving theorems wtthin the system 


(,odel 's arguments makes u unl tkcly that a limusuc proof of the 


cons1stenc) arithmetic can be g1ven "73 Godel' s proof does not eliminate the 


posstbthty of strictly firutiStic proof's that cormot be represented w1thm 


aruhmeuc But no one today nppears to have a clear 1tlea v.hat a finrt1S!IC 


prnof "ould be lrke that rs not capable of lormulat1on '"dun anthmet" ,,, 


But here 1~ a contradiction Godel must prove that u system cnnnot be 


pro, en to be consistent based upon the premise that the log~c he uses must 


be consistent If the logic he uses 1s not conststcnt then he cannot make a 


proof that 1~ consistent. So be must ns~ume thnt Ius log1c IS consistent so he 


can make n proof of the 1mposs1b1ht~ of provmg a ~ystem to be 


consistent But 11' hts proof ts true then he has proved thnt the log1c he u~e~ 


· !;., Godd, "'Oil Formally t;nd<oclobla Prapas>uoos o( Pmnpoa Ml•h•mauco ond R<ta<<d SYSt= '· .n 
1h•• l mknuhlttfd F\·1 Oaylt,lbveJI PrtfJ. 1%5, p S, 
., e Nljy!l & J N<wmmd;,•M. R101tl<dp& Kl!)ln P:lul 1q11. p ~~ 
., illod p'IS 
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to m3ke the proof must be cons1st~n1, hut his proof pr01 es thai th1s connot be 


!lone 


Also the proof of the imposstbthty to gtve a meta-mothematcal proof of tl1e 


cons1stenc:v of a S)St~m is only an mtcrpretation of ''hat GO<Iel pro,ed m 


order to avotu the real1h111g Godel proved and thot \\US that buseu upon the 


ax1oms and pnnciples he usttl then these axioms and pnnc1plc end up m 


pamdox What Godel really proved-wluch philosophers and mothcrnaucum 


ha'e med to avoid by creatmg the nnposstb1lity proof- "as the lau 


paradox. whtch meant the system he used wus self contrndtctory 1\s Bunch 


pomts out \\hat Godelrcally pro\'ed wns 


-pt, \) & Q(g.y) 


• mother \\Ords -P(x.y) & Q(g,y) IS a mathemaucal vers1on of the L1ar It 


, a statem~nt X that says ~x ts not provable'" Therefore. tf X ts 


P"o•-able. 11 IS not provable. a contradtcllon If on the other hand X IS not 


~· ''':Jble, then tts situation IS more complicated If X says 11 ts not provable 


td it reallv is not provable then X ts true but not provable RATIIER 


Ill\..'\ ACCEPT A SELF-CONTR\OICTOR) ST.-\TEME:\T {m\ 


• >lllbiZC), m3themnt tctnns settle for the second chotec That 1S, there are 
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true smemcms c g -P(x.)) & Q(g_ y) 10 thts axuJmauc s)stcm th31 cannot 


L- d "" ""' prove 


Stmmtlarly Nflgel nnd Newman note ·· Godel also sho"ed lhnl G 1S 


demonstrable if, and only tf lis formal negation - G ts demonstrable 


IIO\\Cvcr rf a formula and tiS o"'n negation are both formally demonstrable 


the mathematical calculus 1s not consistent [her~ IS the cop oulj according!) 


1f the calculus ts conststcnl, ne ll her G nor -0 IS formally denvable from the 


axtoms of mal hematics I we sa" lhnt Godel chose out of all the axJom of 


mathema11cs Zermelo-Fraenkel ax1om system _,,e wonder what Godel's 


proof would look. hke 10 n non-Zermeloian mathema11cs J There for [cop 


out) 1f anlhmenc IS consistent, G 1s a formally undecidable formula Godel 


then proved ( 11 1) thnt. though G IS not formnlly demonstrable, 11 


nevertheless IS a true nuuhcmatlca) formula " 76 


Also the strength of Godels arguments are onl} as good as the axioms :~nd 


pnnc1ples he uses or nssurncs m Ius proof 1 e those of the Pnnctpt(l 


MatheiiJ(Itrca. Stnce 11 IS well known there are a number of axiomn11c 


systems 3Dd principles here IS Ph.D. (slate]for some bnght spark to 


'8. a..dl .lf""-atJ<vlFoito><,,. -~~·~ Do>ot. l!ltl.p lSI 
.. E ~I & J ~'~<\\......,. fi"<l.t. Rou!1qe It Kpn P:lul, 1978. PI' IH6 
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mvesugatc the validity, or mvuhdit) of Godcl's ox1oms and pnnc1plc) -


~imilarly to Emil) NoethN's and Grete llerman ·s Jnal~>i> of,on Neumanns 


proofs Perhap~ thi~ Ph 0 srudcnl m1ght achic\e fame b} tlomg \\hat th<.-se 


scholars d1d runnel) break the onhodo\ hero wor.;htp or authonl) of a 


mnlhemaucal idol '~hich has mflucncc!l m:sthematiCS. like Neumann's 1deas 


tnfluencec.l <;c!Cncc, unclwllenged for 73 years 


(Jodcl used the ax1om of cho1ce m h1s lmposslbilit) proof 71 But e\er sma 


liS use b> b:m1elo there ba\ e been problems w1th th1s 3..'-lom Coh<n 


pro\ed that he t1X10m of chmce 1S mdependent ol the other 3\IOms of set 


th.!o~ As a result )OU can ha\'c Zermelman mathcmaucs lhat nccept the 


ax1om of .:ho1cc or var1ous non-/' ermeloian muthcmaucs that reJCi:t 11 m one 


way or another Cohen also proved that there 1S 11 Cantonan mathematics 


m wh1ch the contmuum hypotheSI> is true and a rl()n-Canmraao mQthemaltc> 


m \\hlch 111s denaed n If the 3.'\iOm of chmce IS kept then \\C get the Bmn.:h-


Tar.;k• and llausdorff paradoxe) No\\ ~malhemallc1ans \\hO ha\e thought 


about u ha\e dec1ded Lhal Lhc Oranch-Tmsi.J IS one of the pamdo~es that 


~)OU JU>1 lhc ";'h 1t'"'"' As Bunch notes ~rCJCCtton of the axiom of cho1ce 


- ~._ Godtl. "01> f«moll) Uodoad.1ble ~,..,.. ol I'I'IRapa ~ aad ~-S)-·."' 
IJw l lr.ltri.uh/4' ed M O:ms. B.a\•en Prm, 1%3, p,5 
.. 8 . B.ud \l;li~O• oJ 1-0U04i<J.t. wJ J"aru.lt~<r Do\-er, 1~12. p I~ 
• ollod p 110 
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means reJection of m1ponnnt pans of ~class1eal~ mat~maucs 1111d set lheol) 


Accept;mce of the axiom of ehmce however h:1s some pecuhnr 11nplicat1ons 


of us o"'n (1 e Branch· Tarsk1 and Hausdorff parado~es) 40 


Bunch surnmnncs the fmdmg~ when he swtes 


None of t~m (paradoxes) has been resol\ed by lhmkmg !he 


1wy mathemaucums thought until !he end of the mneteenth 


century To get around them reqUJres some reformulnt1on of 


mntheiMliCS Most reformulauon e~cept for axmmat1c set 


theory. results in the loss of mathemaucnl 1deas and results that 


have proven to be cxlremelv u<cful A.xJOmallc set thCOJ) 


c'phculy elinunatcs the known parado\es, but cannot be shown 


to be conSIStent Therefore, other puradoxes can occur at any 


ume (the Skolem paradox) ""1 


Now hem did IL\IOrnntlc set theory resolve the paradoxes'/ What 11 d1d was 


m fact defme them away and ~reconstruct set theory on nn ax1omatic bas1~ 


sufflc•entl} resrricti\e to exclude the know11 antmom1es.''11 But as Eves and 


'" at.d .• PI' I 0\)..170 
" B. 8Uft('h . t/atlwrnatK&JI l'olfoA1c..'f .r1td I'JI'U.luxrs OcJ\-t:r l91l. p I 19 
II! tt E\U. C. Nf'ltsorn 'Tht-!,tnJko(t,,. /1, 1M Fu.llff(f.m•rn.' lfllll Fllllfl.t¥~wttill ( •'"'-Tpt\ 1{\llll~,. ., 
Hoh. J<.-11111 Wibon. 106~. p11le 







Newson nulc " >Uch a pr~dW"c has been COIIC17~ as merely avouimg the 


patadoxe~ 1\!oreo•er thts procedure cames no guaraniL'C that other lunds 


of paralloxes wtll not crop up m the future .. aJ But the :L'tom system of 


axromnuc set theory contams an aloom such thai a pJrmlox call the Skolem 


paradox occur~ , "II appears to be such a thrccl contrnu tcuon that Skolem 


once even suggested thalli led him 10 cundutlc 111111 n"•omatJC set theory 


ought to be abandoned ,,., 


One further example of paradox m mathcmaucs w1dcnnmmg the a whole 


mea and of dtrect relevance to quantum mechanrcs Quantum thcof} rs a 


theory of probability i e the probabthty of soluttons to Schrotlmger's 


ettuatton. Out the whole fotmdation of probability is undcm11 ncd b~ the The 


Petersburg paradox, <hscovered by N1colaus Ocmoulh, d' Alcmbcrt sa1d of tt 


thalli" felt thnt somethmg had to be wTong \\ith probabtlity theory for such 


a parado~ to hJ\c occuned •• u The resuh bemg even thougll•t undermmes 


Jlfllbabrhty thcof} ~ probabilists accept the Pcter~burg paradox as an 


~~peered. perhaps unpleasant, real outcome of probabrhty rhcory .. .-


O<l , p 108 
'1. Bunch , ,\/l11h4'moru 111 Fullrwte.\ QnJ JJarUifru.t!r 0o'l.'lf. 191l p 161 
e. 8d1Kh. MUi!wiH.tth '" F.,/lutJ~~ Ulftl Pt:Jr'."Nlm.o Do\'t't. 191~ p 09 


- . d p 161 







n 


\\11th all tllese parado>1cS and mcmlslstenc1es Bw1ch notes that 


"disagreements about how to chmmatc contrachcuons where replaced b) 


d1scusswns of how to h'e \\tlh the contradicllons m mathemaucs •. ., h 1s 


mlerestmg to note that the nnthropolog1st Levy-Bruhl arg\led tl111t pnnlltl\c 


peoples \\here pre-logu:lll 1 e had a mentality that " . d~ not bmd itself 


down . to av01dmg contn1dlctton) "" The uormnnnl plulnsophical 


p3r.1d1gm 1~ that there IS onl) orK' proper \\ay to reason and that IS rnuonal 


tl' Artslotelian•• Dav1dson nnd Dennett argue that rauonahll is a 
n,r 


prereqw~1te for thinkmg"" And Freud sa1d that neuroncs a\o1ded mutual 


contTadtctu>n ~• In summary \~e that c:1ch new model. 1111erpretarion slate 


ends up wnh pamdox nnd contradtctton whtch thl!n mduces someone else hl 


~olvc them, but m domg so create another slate wnh absurdtttes then along 


comes some else ad tnrinllum adding to the sptrnl-w1se accumulauon of 


slates \\llh the mevllable nb,urdttles We 'i3\\ 00\\ mathcmaltcs tnes tu ge1 


nd of a contrndiction or pamdox by definin~ 11 awav as m 1hc Pythago1can s 


defirung th~! ITr<~IIOnal numbers as not being number The subsetJuent 


reintroducmg UT8tiOil:ll numbers back to thelf number status by modem 


mathematicians wllh a nest or subsequent problems Also we saw how the 


•. 8. Buadt \I~""J/I(wl /-JI!«fff'S IIAI P'*'w' Oo\<tt 1012. p f40 
"l.ev)'-B•uhl, ~ Nmg O!pl.. Gcor(aAIJ«~Ifl4 Uu"''"- 1910 p 11 
"'S S11<h. ·~hliDfl.ll!.li.@!!L.~UT ...... Ottlooduo. ~""· 1001, p 14 
.., lhld.p 15 
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comradtctions ~eneraled b} tht.> earl\ calculus was soh cd by dcllmng 11 


awa\ m the mncteen cenrur\ In mathemaltcs ''~ S3\\ Ru\sell abandon the . . 


axtom of reductbthly hecnuse tl led to problems on I} 10 ;ce Godel use tl. 


We saw that th~ uxtom of chotec generates such parado\es as the Branch· 


Tursk1 and Hausdorff parodo>.es only agllm to sec Godd use 11 We see 


Russell disallo\~lng ctrcular self referent tal stalements only 10 see Godcl use 


lhem We S3\\ that a.~tomauc on-reformulated end up \\llh pamdo,es \\e 


ul~o saw thataxtomauc sci lhcory as reformululcd [another slatc]n trruduued 


1he J.nown paradoxes ani} 10 end up \\llh a paradox 1 e the Skolcm paradox 


wtnch liS dtscovcr fell meant that axtomauc ~el theory hJd to be abandoned 


We: 53\\ !hal gcutng rid of unpredicau'e defiruuons trratltated lhe ~II0\\11 


pnrddoxes bul onl) to see 111:11 11 end up wtth Grelhng.s p:tmdux We sa"' 


Russell iJnroducc his th.:ory of types (Slate] but because thts created 


prublems he h3d co mtroduce ht~ axrom of reducibhl) l~t;~tel bu1 as 1h1~ I\ US 


no good he nhnndoned it We sn1-1 Godel prove his tmpMstbtlity pi"OOI only 


ru !l<!e thai he used Russdl"s abandoned a \tom oi reducththt) and the a\lom 


•f chotec· lhlll leads 10 the Flranch-Tarskt ami Hausdorll parado~es -we 


.re ldl wonder what Godcl"s proof \\Ould look like m a non·Zermcllllan 


ro.tlhematics We also saw that what Godel really proved was 1ha1 1he 
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syl'tem~ he deals "uh are setf~ntrndrctol) , but because mathemrujcian 


don't hkc contrmhcuon !hey opted for the: \\Utcred do\\n rmpossrbrluy proof 


Also \\e sa\\ that rf the rmposstbthty proof rs true t~n 11 ends rn 


contradrcuon or paradox as well We S3\\ lhnt even though probabrlit) 


theory •~ undermmed by the Petersburg parado\ mathemntrcran accepts rts 


I ruth hul JUSt rgnore rt Now as quantum lheory is rrnbnhr lr slrc thrs par~dox 


would seem to place rt wrU1 a major problem Since probab1hty theory rs 


paradosrcal 11 would seem to say thai any discrpltne that used it would end 


up wrlh paradoxes. or a1 leasl ha\e 11 malhemnlrcal credcntJal~ made 10\'3hd 


and any foii0\\108 so called lrUih claim based on probabrht) Wt: sa\\ ,,,lh 


quantum mechanrcs lhal 11 deprCIS nalure as bemg contrndrctorv 1 e the dual 


ranide·\\lWC nature of the electron We saw thai rts po~tulated wa,·e 


collapse means that u mus1 collapse faster thnn the ~peed of light thus 


conlradicting relmivity Its explanation of the double-slit espenment leads to 


eonlrad1c11ons rn the explanauon We saw lhat another model slate that can 


explarn the expenmental data 1 e. eonscrousness crea1e~ rcaluy also collapses 


mto pamdo\ We S3\\ that a determrmstrc casual theon b) Bohm, though in 


contrndicllon to the non-casual Copenhagen school. c:m cxplam the data 


But thrs model abo ha~ non-local faster than hght nctron - contradtcting 







relatii'I!Y We also saw that though both models arc m wntrndictlon to each 


other they both t'qllam the dau 


Th~ over all \\C can see that math~matics and sctence ~oil apse Into paradox 


or absurd1ues - meamnglessness Tht> m.JI..es these paradigm> 10 elfee1 


meaningless Every alicmpt to destroy the parodo~cs ends m more 


paradoxes Models used to explam cx.pewncntal data are embedded 1~1th 


paradox W 1th the fact of mathemauc. and >'CICIICC collapsmg mto the 


me1 1table ab~urdities and meanmglcssncss then mathcmatiCI31lS and 


sc1enusts don't know what they are talkmg about or whether 1\hat the) talk 


about ts true - thus a lot of men and women have spent a lot of wasted elTon 


and ume 1htnJ..mg, and will conlmue 10 do so, blind 10 fact that the1r efforts 


can only generate more absurd111cs. or meumngl~sness wluch they cannot 


escape from Just becau.e mothematu:tan\ and sc1enu:.ts can send men 10 


the moon or pred1ct the number on a dml, don·t l~t thl> fool you that they 


J..now why or hnw because the} don't All thc1r modds cxplanatiOilS 


mtcrpretallo~ 1 e slates collapse mto mearunglessncss and as such th~) 


don·t kno\~ 11hat they are talklng about Due to humans llle\llable 


generation of, and 1mpnsonmcnt m, nbsurd111es reality Will always remam: a 


lll}>tery completely unknowable conceptuall) by the human lllJild If the 


paragons of rauonahty mathcmaucs and sciCilCC collapst' mto absurdmes 


ho'' absurd then are the sof1 sctenccs and humnruuc; llere 1s a proJeCt for a 


>nglu spark to d1scover the ine\,tJble absurd1Ues m the soft sciences dnu 


humanities \\hlch make them meanmglcss hke mathemaucs and sc1ence 


Th1s essay IS thus one more case study to substanumc the thests that all 


p ..Jucts of human thought collapse mto absurd11) or meanmglessness 
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There is no way the human mind can escape from this prison of p3l1ldox 


generation so long as logic and language are used As Bohr said above "the 


vel')' words physicists use to describe reality constrain the~r knowledge of It 


nnd scientists in every f'ield will one day encounter this barrier to huma11 


undcrstandjng ... 9'~'0ver all '~ con say in conclusion that mathematics and 


science are e:'tamples of humans inevitable curse to always produce myth 


via tis mythical thought 


·• the pur(Xlse of myth [mathematics and science etc] is to provide a logical 


model capable of over-colllinl! 11 contradiction ( an impassible achievcmem 


if, n~ it happen, the contradiction is real) a theoretically lnlinhc number of 


~lutes [interprellltions] will be genemted. each one slightly different from the 


o the"·· Thus myth (mathcmotics and science] grows spiral-wise until the 


intellec!Ual impulse which produced it is exhausted .. ~J "mythjcal 


fmalhematicaf and scientific etc) thought for its pa.n is imprisoned in events 


and experiences which it never tires of ordering and re·ordering in its se.1rch 


to find o meaning."'"' 


I ht! pamdox of reason is that reason invalidates reason 


All vie"' collapse into meaninglessness but for those who rneaninglcssnes!o 


is u view there is no hope 


Bcheving rn meaninglessness is tuming a\'Y'3Y from meaninglessness 


l 'o seek reality all that is needed is Lhc: ending of views 


With rncaningle..<Sness views disappear with views meaninglessness nppears 


"A lloo<l.. I'M t.f-nu lluomolon. Bot\loluM1, 8fttia. 199S p.)9 
., C.l..t\i•Siraus. -rhe SWcnnJ Study orM~1h ... tn Szrw:zwtJ -t,lrr!po-Jnr;,. r~ 1<961. p..119 







APPENDIX 


A11stotle to 71u! Metaphysics, makes a d1stmcnon bel\\een 'Being and 


' being' 'Be1ng' 1s existence and uccording to Anstotlt. metaphySICS stu<hes 


al l the species of ' Bcmg' 9> On the other hand 'bemg' IS a spec1fic spcc1cs of 


'llemg' 06 According 10 Anstot!e 'bemg are substances (csstln~es} and ar.: 


\\hat arc stuc;lteu b)' the pun1cular sc•enccs 97 l'lulowph} and >4:1cnc.: h,l\e 


as many d1v1s1ons ns th~re ml! 'bemg' 1 c substances (essences) .. Thl! 


pnnciple of the Jaw of non-contradiCtion IS, according ro Anstorle !he 


pnnc1ple of bemg and is !he most c~ruun of pnnc1ples "" The prnlCiplc of 


1dentll} IS a pnnc1ple of 'bemg' by \\luch the Jaw of comradicuon tS 


~n. m The Nature of philosoph)!. sought to undenmne the vahdny nf an) 


mferencc by 3rguing that log.c by 1ts own standards b nor nnd cannot be an 


ep1~temic cond1110n for truth Dean 3rgued that when logtc becomes self· 


c ....,,s.....,7~w . ..,.·•g< .II•Jtd. Tbo l..'nMnnyolCio<a&•"'- 1966, p u 
".V.JlOC1f. , Jn.(tfAI .. llwMo~tOJ~IJ.J,u,l, 1-1.\ , T.ra~ . K T..tnr ._ .........,~rn..,IQ.~7. 


IV I,~ 
--. 1\ 11. 6 


•bod .IVI, l 
.. •bod.. I \I, I . 10 
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reOclm e 1 e. when 11 anal}~s nself tn terms ol tis own standards ends up m 


self contradicnon Logtc ends in p:lrndox a~ it neg;ues the vcrv thmg 11 


require~ to make the negnllon and th;lt 11 ret)ULtcs for 11~ e~mcnce namely 


an essence belongmg to an obJect Dean mamtain<!d that logtc requtres an 


object whtch mu~t ha,re ftxed tmmutuble pmperties, namely un essence It 


1s argued that tf an essence caru1ot be fuund then the ObJCCI cannot be 


1denttficd and thus does not extst Dean argues logic infact denies this 


essence and thu> denies the obJCCt that logtc needs for ns eXJstence. 


Consequently Dean argue~ that .. Logic's neg;nton of the objc.:t of logK m 


fact undem1incs logic 's own value as an eptstcmtc condll ton Tht~ 


undem11nmg rs due to IOSJC vtolatmg tl's 0\~11 law of non·contmdtchon 0) 


the l:m of non-<:ontradtctton sometlung caMot be A .md not A 


stmullaneously tf rt ts then by the law of contradictton 11 cannm be a truth 


cl:um Logtc. requires an essence, sa~ A, for liS apphcauons but !ogre 


ncg.11es thlS essence t.e not A, the very Hung 11 requires to make the 


ncga11on; thus a paradox .. Thus logtc rnakes Itself untenable no; an eptsteml< 


condtllon of truth "101 


1'·,~d-~V. lv 21. 
•• mid.. J V lv 26 
.., c.o..n 1: D S<Mnden n,. .'ull-.•<tl~· Gonu~o.m. Pmo. tm 
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Adorno m hts 'Negative Dialectic' amves nt the c:ntJque of the 1denuty of 


the obJcCt Negatl\'t D13lecncs se.:ks ID unJcrnune the ontology of the 


object hy po1nt:mg out 11S lack ,,r an Ldcnnty llnbermas m lu~ u\emew ol 


Adorno \\Tiles -~d~nttf} thmkmg turned ag;unst Itself becomes pressed 1010 


conltnual sclf-demal and allows the wounds n 10n1cts on nself and 11~ 


obJeCt> to be seen Adorno prncuces detemunme negauon unrcmllungly m 


the categoncal network of llegehan log1c - as u fetishism of dem)suficauon


{Habernm~. 1995. p I 86) But Adorno •s locked withm the tnevnable 


paradoxes generated by conceptual thtnkmg and log~c n~elf As Habermas 


pomts om " the totul1smg s~lf-critique of reason gets ~uught w1thm a 


pcrformame contr:lt.hctoon . - (1bod p I 83) Adamo uses the metaph) SicS of 


presence 1 omologwal1tlentnyj contmncd wnhm language and the prn1Ciflle 


of Jogu.c to negate thiS metaphys•cal presence by demollSI13ung that ItS IS a 


myth Thus Adorno turns logrc upon nself 10 demonstrotmg the myth ol 


1dentny he demonstrntes the mylh of the very tools h~ uses to tleconstnuct the 


myth of •<~entity 
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to be sucked into those bottomless 
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 roses red  

ah she didst at I didst look and sigh 
“oh rubies round the neck of I be the 

crushed hearts of lovers that thee 
wants to be “   

 
in a persiflage of velvety sound she 

didst languidly sigh  

I am she Innana men clamour for me 

I am  she Ishtar men bar up for me 

I am she Astarte men pray for me 
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I am she Aphrodite from the 

beginning of time to eternity men are 

enthralled by me 

I am she whom men look back at death 

door for a last glimpse of me 

I am she who soothes I am bliss I am 

insatiable happiness 

I am men’s dreams in the scent of my 

cunt their honour doth deliquesce 

I am she whose feet are in the hearts 

of men 

I am she who sucks her life force from 

them 
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Come! I am delight Come! I am 

desire! Come I will set thee on fire! 

Spurt thy seed squirt thy sap my 

food I hungrily lap 

I howl I bite I turn men into swine who I 

entice 

Enchain entrap with their balls with 

their lust like vice 

Men to animal form I transform as 

pleasures price 

For their human souls I offer paradise 

Ast the breath of she didst mingle 
with the perfumed air into vortexes 

of scents whirling pirouettes rippling 
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to the tunes of Jean-Philippe 
Rameau   didst sigh I  

   I 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; 
                                            And tendrils falling 
wildly with frangipanni on the air. 

 
With flesh  of she translucent ast 

porcelain she didts sigh oh lover that 
I couldst bind thy lips to I  and 

curl thy hair into the mesh of I  I 
wouldst clasp the mouth of I o’er 

thine and suck thy soul into mine ast 
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baby sucks the milk fromst mother 
pap I would bite thy flesh till the 

veins didst froth blood and suck up 
that foam that the flesh of I 

wouldst fromst pallid death white 
might to pink flush of new born rose 

glow 
Oh those words of she didst 

bringeth desires fires in I  that I 
didst sing to she with glee  

     Oh! Those pouting lips, 
                                                                That honey 
running fount, 
                                                                Bend o'er me 
thy perfumed hips 
                                                                That I may suck 
from that scented mouth 
                                                                That sweet 
nectar that is wine to my lips. 
                                                               Black bearded 
beast, fragrant flower of the night 
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                                                               Spread well 
those  turgid petals to my sight, 
                                                               Entwine me  in 
those musky tendrils tight, but  
                                                              That I may cat-
like lap that soft hooded bud. 
 
Kiss me now this very hour 
Do give me that rose-budded flower 
glistening from dabbing in the lukewarm blood of 
men. 
Oh give me such bliss. 
Give me those red pouting lips, 
That I may languidly kiss 
And suck from that honey-scented mouth 
The sweet vapour that is thy 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 dark 
light beady black like the serpent 
coiled to strike didst at I didst 

glare ‘neath what seemed to be 
serpents-like hair she didst stare 

thenst didst sigh  
Oh thee lover to the bower of bliss 
of I I wouldst taketh thee and lay 

thy head in the lap  of I and lick 
round thy throat with slavering slimy 
tongue of I and pluck upon thy veins 
to fill the flesh of I with semitones 
of pleasures bliss that the eyes fire 

of I wouldst burn thy flesh and 
roast thy limbs in the lusting fires 

of I that I couldst scorch thee with 
the breath of I and sear thy soul for 
the delight of I that I couldst crush 

thy soul in the tight grip of I ast 
flowers be crushed  oh that the 
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stinging lips of I  canst taste the  
sweet wine that be thy blood   

 

that we wouldst spend amorous 
hours of lust fervent with insatiable 
passions fires that burns thy flesh 
up into golden flames high oh that 
with the tremulous lips of I 
wouldst I suck thy fluids fromst 
thee and thy eye-lids to withered 
flesh be ast flower petals lie lifeless  
withered oh that I couldst feel thy 
blood pulsing in thy veins and thy 
flesh wax pallid ast thy blood I do 
drain that to the ears of I  do hear 
I thy cries ast with bite with bite 
with the teeth of I with each dab 
dab of the lips of I thy cries be 
sweet music to the soul of I  
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oh with these desiring words of she 
didst I into the eyes of she gaze  

ast within the  sweet scented 
perfumes ambiance  ‘douceur de 

vivre’ didst reign and into those cold 
snake-like eyes I didst stare didst 

sigh I  
 
Your mouth is as red as the buds of a vine. 
Your arms are as fine as it's tendrils that Climb. 
And the joyful bloom of your tremulous limbs, 
Are like a mass of blossoms blowing in the wind. 
 
Like luscious ivy, falls your succulent hair, Covering your face 
and hiding your eyes. 
Toppling down, curling around it  leaves sweat scent on the 
air. 
A wild vine creeping over thy breasts soft sighs. 
 
Entwine me in those arms so tight, 
My neck, my arms, my thighs my pretty sprite. 
Caress me with thy leaf-like hand, 
With thy shoot-like fingers send me mad. 
As a serpent doth clutch at it's  helpless  prey, 
In thy tendril like arms devour me I pray. 
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Oh dark beauty of the starless night, 
Who's steel grey eyes flash with light, 
Bend o'er me thy heaving chest 
That I may suck from it's copper-tipped fruit 
The henbane that is sweet milk to my breast. 
Let it's poisons burn up my pulsing veins; 
Such that my flesh doth crawl with pain. 
 
Oh! dark flower of the starless night, 
Night bloom who's kiss is a venomous bite, 
Bend o'er me they panting chest  
That I may hear it's dead heart beat, 
It's icy rhythms do my body heat,  
As quivers surg from head to feet.  
 
Oh! dark lady of the starless night, 
Dark bloom fragent to my sight, 
Bend o'er me thy passionless breast 
That I - Intangled in thy   baneful black hair- 
May breeth in it's  sweet noxious  air. 
 
Ah! dark flower of the starless night, 
Alluring black orchid with a musk-scented light, 
Place o'er me thy voracious, black-bearded mouth, 
Thy  sweet dripping, pheromone-scented  fount, 
Enclose  me in  thy  blooted blood  red lips,  
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Crush me in thy libidinous embrace.   
Oh! dark flower of the starless night, 
Dissolve my soul in thy noxious  musk, 
Suck out my essence with all thy might, 
Leave me an emptied, pallid lifeless husk 
Oh! give me such bliss, oh such delight, 
Oh! dark flower of the starless night. 

The light didst shift and ‘Love’ 
didst seem to shift one foot that in 

some effect of parallax  
 
, 

around the white  neck of she  lay 
like on new born snow lay a daisy 
chain colored petals of many hues 

that   seemed to look like  an nimbus  
round the heads of saints  a heart 

shaped broach lay twists the ample 
breasts of she heart  shaped and 

luculent red like the lips of new born 
babe  o’er which floated the shadow 

of I that seemed to  glow fromst the 
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warmth of that bottomless 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 roses red  

ah she didst at I didst look and sigh 
“oh petals  round the neck of I be 

the hearts of lovers that thee wants 
to be”    

 
in a persiflage of velvety sound she 
didst languidly sigh  

I be the breeze perfumed thru 
the trees the breath of I be the 
breath of life that o’er flows the 
earth I be love I am she who 
soothes I am bliss I am satiable 
happiness 
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I am love in the arms of I is 
peace for the weary heart  in the 
arms of I is  comfort I am love 
the breath of I fecunds the earth  
I am the flame amidst thy 
darkest nights the withered leaf 
to life dost bursts fromst the 
hearts warmth of I  I am the 
comfort to thy unrelenting 
wailings in the night  I am love 
the breath of my heart  brings 
music to the earth brings the 
flowering blooms  brings the 
perfume of spring  joyess 
happiness is scented in my breath  
the kiss of the lips of I taketh 
away death   I am love kiss the 
lips of I and burst into a 
plentitude of delight I am love in 
the lips of I be the wine  that 
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maketh thy flesh immortal I am 
love taketh the hands of I  and to 
thy anguish part and sayeth good 
bye I am love reach out thy 
hands to the hands of I  and in 
the loving touch of I burst into 
joy light up in delight burn up thy 
sorrows and kiss the lips of I  
drown in joy in the flood of my 
love  dance to the melodies of my 
loving heart and burst into song 
into rapturous singing burst thee 
in the love of I  

Ah ah to the singing of she 
that didst perfume the airs and 
bringeth sweet smiles to all those 
there that didst bringeth joy to the 
eyes of all there to the singing of 
she I didst throw back the head 
of I a cry 
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With shining eyes thee did say 
"In faith and innocence I open unto you 
a pink and purple  posie" 
I will pick one and crush it under my shoe. 
Ast My eyes wouldst  shine and my lips 
wouldst  smile 

as thy  tears welled up my heart 
wouldst go  wild. 

Midst the ‘douceur de vivre’ 
‘Love‘ didst at I look didst look 
into the eyes of I with those 
fathomless bottomless pools of 
love and didst she sigh 

Oh taketh the heart of I and 
crush it if thee willst  

 water thy heart with the blood 
of I if thee willst 
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burn the heart of I to dust 
with thy scorn if thee willst 

Oh e’en with all these 
torments still willst I love thee 

Thee canst coil the heart of I 
up tight in the hurtful words of 
thee if thee willst 

Thee canst tear out the heart 
of I  

Thee canst tear the soul of I 
to pieces if thee willst 

Yet 
E’en with these horrors willst 

I still love thee like a flower in 
my heart all thy weeds will 
blossom forth in to perfumed 
bloom I burn for thee 

I am aflame with 
unfathomable inexhaustible love 
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for thee taketh the hand of I I 
reach out for thee 

Blah blah to the words of thee 
that I willst  say 

Come to me sweet sylph 
and whisper sweet nothings this chilly night. 
Give me thy neck that I may bight 
it's pulsing vein  
and spew into it my morbid filth. 
 
Clasp over my rotting mouth thy blood red 
lips 
that I may devour thy hapless soul. 
Give me thy heart that I may suck out it's fire 
and pour through it the dark blackness of my 
viens. 
 
 

 
But she ‘Love’ didst in reply say  
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Let I press the rose flower of my 
lips  to thy indifferent lips and 
breathe in the love of I fromst the 
heart of I to melt thy frozen heart that 
doth beat no more  let I breathe in the 
love of I to maketh thy heart bloom ast 
a crimson flower  let me breathe into 
thy heart thru the dried withered lips of 
thee and turn it into a beating thing full 
of the wine of love let I  take we to 
our bower of bliss and  place thy head 
in the lap of I that I wouldst kiss thy 
eye-lids till they fromst their withered 
state burst into the soft-like petals of a 
pink roses bloom let I smooth thy hairs 
curls run the loving fingers of I o’er 
thy tormented brow breathe the love of 
I upon thy cheeks and sooth thy 
cracked heart  let I into thy eyes with 
the loving eyes of I warm thy soul 
with the hearts  warmth of I  le 
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Stop stop this bleating  of thy bleeding 
heart ast I didst say  
 

 
With shining eyes thee did say 
"In faith and innocence I open unto you 
a pink and purple  posie" 
I will pick one and crush it under my shoe. 
Ast My eyes wouldst  shine and my lips wouldst  
smile 

as thy  tears welled up my heart wouldst 
go  wild. 

But but yet  she didst begin to say 
giveth I thy hands let the warm 
touch of my flesh unfreeze the flesh 
of thee le  
Stop stop naught doth I 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. 

But ‘Love’ coincidentia oppositorum a 
parallax of emotion  one then the other didst 
shimmer  at each blink of I 
 
open  I 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


“iinfinity, 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 like "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/Zermelo%E2%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 naïve 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





4)MATHEMATICS 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 
 





