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*INCHAPTERTIEN

I'he Good of Metaphysics

The definition of metaphysics, despite what booksellers may offer in
the way of do-it-yourself witchcraft manuals and stories of UFOs,
is much different than any popular misconception of its meaning,
For Aristotle, fourth-century BCE Greek philosopher, the starting
point of wisdom, or philosophy, was metaphysics. Modernity, in its
quest for self-destruction, has more or less rejected metaphvsics. But
metaphysics will never go away because metaphysics is realirv itself—
the study of the totality of what is. Metaphysics is the starting point
in terms of actual foundations of knowledge and presupposition, ver
it comes at the end of the process of pedagogy, as it is the highest
science. Nowadays, aside from certain continental philosophers who
follow in the train of genius writers like nineteenth/twentieth-cencury
German philosopher mathemarician Edmund Hussetl, zheoria and
metaphysics have been jettisoned for pragmatism, postmodcrnism:
and other forms of self-destructive pracile. And over the length ‘?f
centuries in the West, there’s been no lack of contributors to this
gradual decline.’ . ’ o Led
Unfortunately, certain basic flaws in Aristotle s.own P‘?’"“‘;“ ‘e
to that decline, particularly his adoption of empiricism. Arlstot. e cut
the world off from the possibility of any other world .or rethty (l)r
dimension, and while it took a millennium or two, this Lflumafttl:l)l'
- o lie itivism, and finally the negation of 2
resulted in materialism, positivism,
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time, we shall end up with Hume’s radical skepticism. And radical
skepticism led moderns to adopt bizarre, destructive philosophies
like nihilism, postmodernism, and other emanations of the humanist
faith. Immanuel Kant, eighteenth-century German philosopher, was
thus right to seck an answer to Hume in transcendental categories
because that signified a return to the crucial area of 4 priori notions,

about which Plato was right and Aristotle was wrong (though
Aristotle was right about quite a lot).

For Kant, the solution was to reconcile how there could be
a synthetic a priori claim that was true: how can we make an a
priori claim about all experience? Kant, following the Aristotelian
notion of transcendental arguments, correctly listed preconditional
necessary categories that were presupposed in any human experience
of cognition. However, Kant traveled the road of folly by still
ascribing to empiricism, and in so doing, his categories never
touched the objective, external world. Kant could never know if
any of his claims and arguments were actually true of the noumenal
world, and so he stated they were true only of the phenomena of
experience as they appeared. And from there, as a rationalist, he
tacked on all kinds of other ideas that would only further the cause
of destroying what was one of the greatest insights in the history
of philosophy—preconditional categories of experience proven by
indirect transcendental argumentation.

The solution to this imagined dilemma is rather simple: toss out
the illusory divide between the phenomenal and noumenal and hold
to a direct experience of the world—to which the transcendental
categories do indeed apply—and explain the objective world to which
all people are party. This approach not only works; it makes sense,
and it explains how we do things like see, interpret, walk, analyze,
build rockets, form sentences, and so forch. Brilliant philosophers like
twentieth-century philosopher P. F. Strawson have carried on this
monumental work of real philosophy in transcendental arguments,
venturing into the realm that most obviously demonstrates this—
linguistics. For a person to make a single sentence presupposes an

3
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lengthy book, this book will examine the beginning of Hephaestus’s
work, highlighting the numerology, shape, and imagery from lines
560-600. In this section, it is apparent that the shield functions
not merely as a defensive piece, but as a symbolic construct for the
Greek wortldview itself,

At the imploring of Thetis, mother of Achilles, Hephaestus
began crafting a shield that “... any man in the world of men will
marvel at through all the years to come—whoever sees its splendor”
(IL. 545~6), cluing the hearer into the special, surreal nature of this
armor.” In other words, this is not common armor, but in fact will
become a microcosm display of the totality of the Greek worldview
itself. It is significant to note that the image chosen for the Greek
world is a circular shield (about which shape more will be said later)
and that what first appears is the defensive nature of the symbol.
Homer could have chosen a sword with engravings or a spear, but
instead chose a defensive article, intending the reader to see the
proper place of warfare as a necessary evil in this life. Indeed, the
Iliad itself famously portrays the strife and misery caused by warfare.
Thus, Homer would have hearers of his epic understand that true
wisdom sees that warfare should have a defensive, balancing role in
the protection and maintenance of civilized order.

Homer continued:

And first Hephaestus makes a great and massive

shield,

blazoning well-wrought emblems across its surface,
raising a rim around it, glittering, triple-ply,

with a silver shield-strap run from edge to edge

and five layers of metal to build the shield itself,
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Translator Fagles chose to use the word world, indicag;
the shield’s purpose is not merely as a weapon for Achillesmlg thyy
2 microcosm image of the entire Greek worldview. It has, in’ ;Ut as
the function of a Creation account. The shield itself is poe {ect,
even 2 mnemonic device through which the oral tradition O?Ibly
Greek account of Creation might possibly be recalled; it may a5 the

function as a memory device for the Greek orator reciting the sr:;jfl

Critic James M. Redfield explains of this totality world notjon;

The wider world appears in the minds of the
characters, who often speak of a time of peace or
c;f a place at p.eacc. It appears also in the mind of
the pot, particularly in the similes. Each simile
is a kind of window through which we glimpse a
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. orld is included in
its Jeo:;::v;'le.r.hjfhfugh the similes the battlefield
‘ ithin the wider world
: and, at th
v:;r:é r:zezﬁblcsh all the various aspects of theevi?;;e
, 50 that i :
the parts recapitulate the whole, 4

concept of t Wi n
e he. ider macrocosm bejn
DO g g encapsulated i
m m' p € in the Greek tradition, A |
mdeys inc| i 'v e
udes the idea of the universe as
ke a m 0,
Eesdreac s s : an‘, or the macroprosopus.
et reg ng th universe a. p '
o s a sphere, like
n governs the motions of th I;OIdV
of the
ason wh' ,
ich governs the spherical

This
the smal]

[

Moeta-Narratives: Essays o Philosophy and Symbolism

evant inasmuch as numbers,
have a semidivine status. [t is from Pythagoras,
e tradition of the divinity and esoteric
|so comes forthin Homer,
f the three-ply shield corresponds to the

familiar three-tiered world with the perfect spherical heavens at the
top, the carth beneath the heavens, and then the u nderworld beneath
The shield itself does not present this as the meaning,
but as a Greek, he would have seen the world as stacked in this way.
owever, also occurs in Plato’s Creation account
d creates the world through the demiurge,
must then reciprocate itself to
divine sophia, which governs

The triplicity mentioned is also rel

in Greek culture,

of coutse, that we have th
character of numbers, but this symbolism a

for whom the construction o

the earth.

The use of three, h
in which the eternal go
and since a dyad cannot stand alone,
the god, producing a third principle,
le of sophia, or divine

the world.
ly nature of the

Strikingly, while Plato linked this princip
wisdom, with Athena, after mentioning the three-p
shield, Homer proceeded to mention the two gods whose images
adorn the shield: Ares and Pallas.” Dialectical process was a central

e was itself based around oral

notion to the Greeks, whose cultur
rhetorical dialectics. Thus, the dialectical balance of war and wisdom
Athena fought for the Greeks and

constantly displayed in the lliad as
Ares for the Trojans displayed the dialectical balance of forces in
Homer’s description moved on,

the Greek tradition itself. In fact, as
and one at war—again, showing

he told of two cites, one at peace
the dialectical balance. For the Greek mind, the number two was a
overcome only by the dialectical

signifier of opposition and duality,
synthesis of the triad. As Plato explained: “But two things cannot

be put together without a third.”

It is also worth noting that Hephaestus, Greek god of artisans,
took the raw metallic ore and crafted a balanced, ordered shield from
the chaos of the fire and smelting process, imposing order out of
chaos, just as Plato’s 7imaeus presented the eternal god shaping order
out of chaos. The shield went on to demonstrate the ordered, cyclical
progression of the seasons, a circular dance, as well as the shield
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(o his armor. The Greek warrior sought glory first and foremost, or
1imé, and the path to glory was one of successful warfare. Literary
critic Kenneth John Atchity explained, “Achilles is the epitome
of lliadic man. The two attifacts which belong uniquely to him.
Peleus’ spear define not only the identity of
ce of human nature as Homer conceives
the individualistic focus of the
Michael Grant

Hc-plmcs(ns' shield and
Achilles, but also the essen
of it.”" As is evident in Homer,
Greeks upon the singular hero is unique. Historian

commened:

With lively, yet disengaged comprehension, each
personage is depicted as a distinct individual [in the
Jliad). The most arresting is Achilles, who possesses
in extreme degree all the virtues and faults of the
Homeric hero, and almost completely embodies
the heroic code of honor ... [Homer] dedicated his
entire existence, with all the aid thar his birth and
wealth and physical prowess could afford him, to an
unceasing, violently competitive, vengeful struggle

to win applause ..."
Undoubtedly, in such a society, the warrior’s armor and
very existence and survival.

weaponry would be bound up with his
then, that the shield was the instrument chosen by

It is fitting,

Homer to embody the microcosm of the Greek worldview. In fact,

much more than just the shield icselfis relevant: the deities involved
Iso significant as well as Achilles

in which actions and artifacts are a
himself being an incarnation of the ancient Grecian culture as will

be shown. The Creation of the shield arises from Achilles’s divine
mother, Thetis, who interceded on his behalf with the Olympian
artificer and god of the underworld, Hephaestos. Thetis was a sea
goddess who gave birth to Achilles through union with a mortal.
Achilles occupied the demigod status as a middle ground between
the world of the mortals and that of the immortal gods. He was

e e e s S e
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flaring—

and crowning his head the goddess swept a golden
coud and from it she lit a fire to blaze across the

field ...

so now from Achilles’ head the blaze shot up the
skv ...

and charioteers were struck dumb when they saw

that fire,

relentless, terribl
Achilles head, ¢ burst from proud-hearted

blazi
azing as fiery-eyed Athena fueled the flames.?
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e of Zeus and Athena resulted in

f the battlefield. This will
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Achilles’s head, the seat of
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hich is a cosmology of the universe
etic tradition from the
Plato wrote
d as Nieth,

pter progresses. Relevant

his hands or
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head, would natura
humanly wisdom and inte

In Plato's Timaeus, w
purporredly descending through a herm
priests of Egypt, there is an interesting parallel.' First,
that Athena was the same deity the Egyptians identifie
Athena granted to the people of Greece her patronage and
e they were to be the wisest."” The republic was
er Atlantis, which was parterned like the ideal
18 The reason this is crucial is that Plato saw
the entire visible sphere as 2 vastly organized hierarchy brought
into visible form out of chaos. In other words, order out of chaos.”
Indeed, for Plato, the entire universe had a built-in hierarchical

structure that was to be followed rigorously in all areas of life.
after the image of a man who was

The polis was to be organized
governed by reason, which mirrors the celestial hierarchy, which in
curn reflects the chain of being. as is the entire argument of Plato’s

Socratic dialogue, 7%¢ Republic.
Achilles thus embodied the Achenian warrior ruled and

governed by wisdom, ideallys though Achilles was still mortal and
fatally flawed, giving in tO rage: His duty was to bring order out
of chaos and incarnate the Greek ideals, and it was his shield that

demonstrated precisely this. Homer wrote:

and
special blessing sinc
a polis modeled aft
realm of the forms.

And first Hephaestus makes a great and massive

shield,

blazoning well-wrought emblems across its surface,
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raising a rim around it, glittering, triple-ply,

with a silver sh ield-strap run from edge to edge

and five lavers of metal to build the shield itself

and across a vast expanse with all his craft ap
cunning

the god creates a world of gorgeous immortal worl, 20

The shield was massive, firstly, which is a clue to the surreq|
fantastical nature of the object. It was not an actual shield for ba:?d
rather, it was a special, magical device.”! There were many imag cst .
its surface, and was circular with a triple-ply construct. The sh; <l>n
ﬁnctioned as a cosmology, or Creation account, much like P]a:)»d
Timaeus. Fagles uses the word world to describe the work. Crir:'s
James M. Redfield explains of this totality world notion: ;

The wider world appears in the minds of the
cl;aracters, who often speak of a time of peace or
:hea Plj:e at peace. It appears also in the mind of
e kmd, O;;art}cularly in the similes. Each simile
iy ‘;mzdow through which we glimpse a
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Timaens includes the idea of the universe as a whole being in a kind

of shape like a man, or the macroprasopus. Plato wrote:

First, then, the gods, imitating the spherical shape

of the universe, enclosed the two divine courses in

a spherical body, that, namely, which we now term

the head, being the most divine part of us and the
lord of all that is in us: to this the gods, when they
put together the body, gave all che other members to
be servants, considering that it partook of every sort
of motion. In order then that it might not tumble
about among the high and deep places of the earth,
but might be able to get over the one and out of
the other, they provided the body to be its vehicle
and means of locomotion; which consequently had
length and was furnished with four limbs extended
and flexible; these God contrived to be instruments

of locomotion with which it might take hold and
and so be able to pass through all

find support,
place of the

places, carrying on high the dwelling-
most sacred and divine part of us.”

ating the universe as a sphere, like

Plato described the gods as cre
d the motions of the body

a human head, wherein reason governe
corresponding to the universal reason that governs the spherical

universe itself. Reason was to govern the passions as in a chariort,
emblematic of the divine light or Athena’s wisdom that enlightened

Achilles.

However, most
imagery. The shield’s circularity provided an exce
explicating the importance of the circle to the Greek. For Plato, the
circle was by nature the most perfect of mathematical symbols. In
fact, the entire universe, created ideally perfect but the highest deity,

was a spherical living being. It was one of the earliest usages of the

and/or spherical

prominent was the circular
llent conduit for
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from him, and he was made not to partake of their
deviations. And as this circular movement required
s and

1o feet, the universe was created without leg

without feet.”*
just as the

The creator created a perfectly circular Creation,
a cyclical view of

shield embodied. The circularity demonstrated

history common to the Greeks as opposed to a linear conception of
time. Plato saw the universe as eterna
beginning or end. The snake imagery was useful inasmuch as the
snake had no need for hands or feet, and had no need for spatial
alteration. However, we are also told that the s

of triplicity. This corresponds to the cross section view of the cosmos
viewed from one perspective in w

like this:

lly providing for itself with no

hield had an element

hich the scheme looks something

Olympian heavenly gods

Mortals

———

Underworld

e

The clear meaning was not presented by the shield, but to the
Greek, it would have been viewed as structured in this manner. The
Timaeus in which the eternal

use of three also ocurred in Plato’s
god created the living universe through a secondary demiurge,

and since a dyad cannot stand alone according to his Pythagorean
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Now that which is created is of necessity corporea,
and also visible and tangible. And nothing g
visible where there is no fire, or tangible which
has no solidity, and nothing is solid without earth,
Wherefore also God in the beginning of Creation
made the body of the universe to consist of fire and
carth. But two things cannot be rightly put together
without a third; there must be some bond of union
between them. And the fairest bond is that which
makes the most complete fusion of itself and the
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adapted to effect such a union. For whenever in any
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the planets made their courses through the various zodiacal houses.

Plato, too, included this astrological element in his system after
discussing the planets:

Thus he spake, and once more into the cup in which
he had previously mingled the soul of the universe
he pouted the remains of the elements, and mingled
them in much the same manner; they were not,
however, pure as before, but diluted to the second
and third degree. And having made it he divided
the whole mixture into souls equal in number to the
stars, and assigned each soul to a star; and having
there placed them as in a chariot, he showed them
the nature of the universe, and declared to them the
laws of destiny, according to which their first birth

would be one and the same for all o

This is the source of his famous transmigration of souls, or
he primitive Grecian of Homer’s day

reincarnation, doctrine. T

would also have been at home with astrology, which is why it
was given a prominent place on the shield. That one’s fate‘was a
determining factor in one’s destiny was a common belief in the
ancient world. The feeling of existence being determined by forces
outside the individual’s control gave rise t the religious fetish of
d with different constellations who controlled these
events according to the “law of destiny” I have mentioned.

Next, the shield showed two cites. One was at war, and the ther
was at peace. And there were young men dancu.lg whll? people in a
law court decided a case in a ssacred circle.”?® Circular imagery was
Literary critic Laura Jepsen accurately explained
discussing the anthropocentric focus of the

deities associate

again prominent.
the meaning here while

Greeks:
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very difference makes the shield a kind of master
simile; the pattern of the shield can instruct us
in our reading of the similes—remembering that
our fundamental purpose is to grasp the Homeric
understanding of the place of man in nature ... [N]

ure is presented as stormy, violent, and dangerous;

at
ocean

the weather similes are thus linked to the
similes ... Nature is hostile to man. The similes
are linked to the shield—the ocean and shore
similes being linked, obviously, to the outer rim,
the weather similes to the center, through the link
between stars and weather through the double
role of Zeus as sender of meteorological signs and

contriver of the weather.”!

g set into a partern of coherence that was
hat all reality was a vastly

ized according

The world was bein
he Platonic doctrine t
all measured and organ
le of mathematics and having a divine

For Plato, numbers and geometrical forms were the principal
of the gods. When describing the

d visible universe, Plato said:

ctured grid of forms,

f them can be thus resolved and

compounded, for they all spring from one, and

when the greater bodies are broken up, many small
£ them and take their own

bodies will spring up outo
proper figures; ob again, when many small bodies
are dissolved into their triangles, if they become
one, they will form one large mass of another kind.

So much for their passage into one another. I have
¢ several kinds, and show out

£ numbers each of them was

But three o

now to speak of thei
of what combinations 0

formed.*
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Twentieth-century Plato scholar G. M. Grube wrote:

For the Platonic [thinker] number is the Idea of
Good, or at any rate one aspect of the supreme Idea
resented. Objectively considered the

mythically rep
Jaws of the universe and the Ideas are mathematical,

The conglomerat
just as the movements of the stars, can be expressed

as mathematical formulae. Time, space, sound are
2l mathematical from one point of view, and the
purpose or supreme law of the universe can (or so
Plato thought) be expressed in terms of numbers.*
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3]
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each of which corresponds to an Idea in nature, a
process which is compared to dissection along the

lines of joints. This logical method, here explained

for the first time [in the Phaedo], consists then in
dividing things into natural classes according to

their common characteristics which correspond

to the universal Forms. Men who can do this are
dialecticians: they unite scattered things under one

idea by means of division and synthesis.”*

Nature thus presented apparent patterns and forms in the
midst of its chaos. The gods appeared to act haphazardly, yet also
in an ordered fashion. The Greeks' attempt to systematize their
worldview thus conformed to the pattern they presupposed in their
classification scheme itself. Thus, whether it is the gods ruling and
embodying brute nature, or the flux of this lesser Creation that
had slipped away from the realm of the ideal forms somehow, both
presentations see an underlying ordering of the totality of reality

according to mathematical and raxonomic actualities.
Twentieth-century Greek critic André Michalopoulos is correct

when he refers to thisasa “typical piece of unconscious background”

(citing another commentator):
It gives us 2 picture of Greek life which must
be natural since neither dramatic nor religious
motives interfere to distort it. The writer is clearly
describing a round shield with concentric zones of
ornament such as are found on Phoenician bowls of
Jater date ... To this day you may see the peasants
of Greece dancing in rings and lines, with agile

Jead them, just as they danced on the
s on its pompous

acrobats to
d and country life

shield of Achilles. History go¢

way, leaving the peasant unaltere

unchanged.
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Plato’s Phaedo: Dialectics and Logy,
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journeys of the dead undertaken in the afterlife. Pleasure, he argued,
is dialectically tied to pain, and both tend to ever bring their opposite.
In this life, out attachment to bodily pleasure and passion thus
becomes a hindrance that wears down the lofty, immortal nature
of the soul. The allegorical meaning of the rites of the mysteries is
therefore the philosophical understanding of how to live well so
that, in the next life, we can pass on to blissful Valhalla. However,
Soctates did not entirely spiritualize or allegorize the rites of the
gods—he followed them in both senses.

The references to the mysteries and the rites of religion is
curious, given the standard, secular version of this topic in academic
settings, which generally focuses on a cursory overview and discards
any esoteric ideas in the dialogues. Marxist, feminist, and statist
education in our day is universally programmed to read all great
works as externally imposed class and gender warfare diatribes that
subvert everything wholesome and wondrous that might exist within
them. And should you happen upon a male professor who isn't a
feminist/Marxist, you likely found he was an atheist marerialist who
scoffed at anything in the work beyond his feeble grasp. Contrary to
these sophistical losers, Phaedo is a religious treatise abour initiatic
knowledge through revelation. While all of these theses and ideas
are not what I would recommend, Phaedo is a perennialist document
and not a secular one.

For Plato and Socrates, the philosopher is one who lives
according to virtue and reason, cultivating the pleasures of the soul
and intellect and not the pleasures and passions of the baser desires
of the body. The key to this path is grasping first that there are
absolutes—absolute truth, goodness, beauty, and other aspects of

life. These are universal forms that are recollected from our past lives
and ultimately harken back to the One, or the monad, from which all
things mysteriously emanated. We, as humans, “see” truly through
the soul, and seeing with this higher, awakened eyesight allows us
to peer into the higher realm of existence where truth is eternal,
not subject to the chaotic flux and temporal finitude and change
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that, if life is illusory, then the realization of life is illusory, as well.
In other words, a presuppositional critique of the faulty metaphysical
assumptions of Platonism can actually free us from the dialectical
tensions and enable us to plumb its depths for good points and
insights. Nevertheless, the central problem here is the dualistic
tension of binaty opposition in which all binaries require their
opposites. So, pleasute requires and brings pain, death requires and
brings life, and so forth. By this reasoniné. time necessitates eternity,
and the good requires and necessirares either evil or negation of the
good. If that is true, then the eternality of the good is based on the
simultaneous eternality of evil. If the two require and necessitate
the others, then the value judgment of adjudicating something as
hing as “bad” must also be illusory and relative.
Jlation is chosen can logically be interchanged
relative terms based on
then good is evil and

er ways of

“good” and somet
And whichever appe
with the other. If both good and evil are

the eternality of both in dualistic tension.
nd we are back at monism. Numerous oth
presupposition as contradictory nonsense could be
fficient to show that it is nonsensical on

evil is good, a
modelling this
given, but this should be su

its own grounds.
dge of the forms is placed

In like manner, the location of knowle
by Plato in past lives. Transmigration of the soul and reincarnation
) is nonsensical on

(clearly borrowed from older pagan religions
S o )
numerous grounds, but the most obvious is the impossible bridge

or link between the realm of the forms and this life of flux. How can
the good, eternal, i and universal actually be. in our realm
of the opposite? It cannot and for Plato the only bridge t?etween
these two realms was the human intellect. Since the human incellect
clearly makes connections and associations that extend bc:vond. [l’fe
em pirica], how is this possible? [f human aufonon‘ly and rational 1su.c
primacy of inellect are the starting point for eplstemology.‘ then it
stands to reason that the knowledge of universals we obrain must
originate in past lives. However this does not solve the pr‘obljm olf
finitude, as the ability to link what Kant called a transcendent

nvariant,
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However, these criticisms aside, Plato’s argument against naive
empiricism is excellent and crucial. In their minds, people do connect
similar concepts in objects of experience, and these connecting
concepts themselves are not empirically experienced. They are also
not mere token terms invented by social structures, but real ideas,
real connecting universals, that objects share through participation
in the universal. This doctrine of participation of many things in
one while retaining their identities was chosen in the patristic era
because of this balance, over and against Aristotelian hylomorphism.
Hylomorphism in Aristotelian thought excludes the possibility of
more than one unity in an object—any singular substance must
be an absolutely simple substance. However, for Plato, there was at
least the notion of the balance of the one and the many in an object,
which is able to share the universal characeristics of roundness,
whiteness, and other characteristics without those characteristics
and particularity losing their real identity, as twentieth-century
British philosopher Sherrard has elucidaed. Plaro’s arguments about
forms from the problem of the one and the many are the ultimare
antidote to the naive empiricism and scientism that have so drugged
the masses in our day. Socrates even jokes that, in his young days, he
was taken up by the naive empirical natural science of pre-Socratic

Greek philosopher Anaxagoras (fifth century BCE) as if it was the
answer to everything, only later in life coming o the realization that
it was a fundamentally flawed and presuppositionally nonsensical
view that attempted to explain causality by reference to other
causes or descriptions. This circular, contradictory, nonsensical
view was highlighted a few millennia later by eighteenth-century

Scottish philosopher David Hume, who would take the skepticism
of empiricism to its logical conclusions—total insanity and the
destruction of all possibility of knowledge.
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fern quantum thinkers generally tend to be open about

f metaphysics matching up to their discoveries,

hent. Moc
providing any

Platonic theories o
ile materialistic science is utterly bankrupt at

wh

coherent accoutit of reality.
One of the founding fathers of quantum physics, twentieth-

century German theoretical physicist Werner Heisenberg, stated:

In the philosophy of Democritus the atoms are
eternal and indestructible units of matter, they can
never be transformed into each other. With regard
to this question modern physics takes a definite
stand against the materialism of Democritus and
for Plato and the Pythagoreans. The elementary
particles are certainly not eternal and indestructible
units of matter, they can actually be transformed
into each other. As a matter of fact, if two such
particles, moving through space with a very high
kinetic energy, collide, then many new elementary
particles may be created from the available energy
and the old particles may have disappeared in the
collision. Such events have been frequently observed
and offer the best proof that all particles are made of
the same substance: energy. But the resemblance of the
modern views to those of Plato and the Pythagoreans
can be carried somewhat further. The elementary
particles in Plato’s Timaeus are finally not substance
but mathematical forms.! (Author’s italic emphasis)

“All things are numbers” is an idea attributed to Pythagoras. The
only mathematical forms available at that time were such geometric
forms as the regular solids or the triangles that form their surface. In
modern quantum theory, there can be no doubt that the elementary
particles will finally also be mathematical forms but of a much more
complicated nature. The Greek philosophers thought of static forms
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Ours is a day of cowardice, ignorance, and lack of real
knowledge and wisdom despite the avalanche of information
available at everyone's fingertips. Without a framework into which
we can place information, the never-ending data stream is useless
and destructive. Those who have the desire to find truth must
not be afraid to go against the grain and consider options outside
the so-called mainstream, not because going against the grain is
somechow i herently laudatory, but because it is a time of tremendous
deception. In a land of supposed free inquiry and free thought,
the only thing considered untenable and anathema is Creation by
a single personal god. In fact, Carl Sagan and Richard Dawkins
even say we can posit alien origins, yet belief in God is somehow
irrational. On the contrary, those on our side have a far superior
explanation of reality that is actually coherent. A biblical worldview
may not answer every single question posed, but no worldview can
provide that, much less one that is fundamentally contradictory like
materialism or #nobserved eonian Darwinian evolutionary theory.

Werner Heisenberg said this about atomic orbit: “The smallest
units of matter are not physical objects in the ordinary sense; they
are forms, ideas which can be expressed unambiguously only in
mathematical language.”

In response, I would like to suggest the metaphysics and
philosophy of science posited by one of my favorite thinkers,
Orthodox theologian and traditionalist, Dr. Philip Sherrard. Dr.

Sherrard is not well known to Western academics. His concise yet
brilliant approach to this question solidifies a new way to look at
science based on the Eastern and biblical traditions, and it provides
a unique metaphysic, the one expounded by thinkers like Saint
Maximus the Confessor in the seventh century CE. I believe these
ideas form a part of the hidden metaphysics I mentioned earlier.
Sherrard wrote a brief but brilliant article entitled “A Single Unified
Science,” I have included this article here, interspersed with my

comments and analysis.
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or material appearance.
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in this world, and exclusively in this world, accords

with our real nature as human beings. In fact, we

have reached the point not only of thinking that the
world which we perceive with our ego-consciousness
is the natural world, but also of thinking that our
fallen, subhuman state is the natural human state,
the state that accords with our nature as human
beings. And we talk of acquiring knowledge of the
natural world when we do not even know what goes

on in the mind of an acorn.

If the immediate perception we have is not the totality of reality,
then entire worlds of possibility are opened up to us. This does
not mean adopting any and every fantasy, but rather using reason,
which we have from God, as a tool of revelation itself. Knowledge

is very different from what modern humanity conceives it to be:
It is traditional and initiatory. Contrary to common assumptions,
modern humanity suffers from a fetish of the new in which the
only real or true knowledge can only be ever-evolving and changing
theories that are wholly overturned a year later. The futile search for
a single unifying elementary particle reflects this idolatrous desire
of humans to find their deity through science and not through
revelation. But if knowledge is initiatic and revelatory. this questis a
dead end. Humankind’s knowledge of this world is always temporal,
finite, and partial, and a presuppositional commitment to a world of
constant flux can give rise only to a science that is ever and always
in flux with no objective certainty or purpose.

This does not mean a traditionalist approach to knowledge is
never added to or refined, but rather that there is no oppositional
dialectic—no old versus new, revolutionary versus archaic. There
is a harmony of advance within stasis. The new can expand only
on some tradition, which is why the scientific community itself is a
hierarchical culeus wichin which knowledge is transmitted through
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them but are completely out of harmony with the
essential rhythms of being: Divine, human, and
natural. We should never forget that an authentic
spiritual life can be lived only on condition, first,
that the way in which we represent to ourselves the
physical universe, as well as our own place in it,
accords with the harmony instilled into its whole
structure through the Divine which brings it into,
and sustains it in, existence; and second, that insofar
as is humanly possible, we conform every aspect of
our life—mental, emotional, and physical—to this
harmony, disengaging therefore from all activity
and practice which patently clash with it. If we
offend against the essential thythms of being, then
our aspirations to tap the wellspring of our spiritual
life are condemned to fruitlessness, or in some cases
may even lead to a state of psychic disequilibrium
that can, in truth, be described as demonic.

This is a hard pill for modern thinkers to swallow or even
consider. If modern physicalism and naturalistic explanations are
not correct, people may have erred in their ideological trek out of
“self-imposed slavery” into Enlightenment scientism. The stages
of nineteenth-century philosopher Auguste Comte’s advancement
may actually be backwards. Comte’s positivistic and rationalistic
theory of history posited that humans progressed from religion to
metaphysics and philosophy and then to science. In fact, the inverse
may be the case—people find that their science needs a unifying
principle and foundation that is not provided by impersonalistic
philosophies and rationalist speculations. Instead, true knowledge
of the world may be had more readily in a tradition that provides
a framework for things science uses like math and logic. In fact,
modern atheism and materialism are more like something demonic
than mere ideology, which explains why more people have died in
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Sherrard concludes:
It is the same as with the Holy Book: the integrality
of the revelation cannot be understood simply from
its letter, from its outward literal sense; it can be
understood only when interpreted by the spiritual
science of its inner meaning. At the same time

this inner meaning cannot be perceived except by
means of the letter, of the outward liceral sense.
There is an unbreakable union between the esoteric

the feminine and the masculine,

and the exoteric,
external

between the inner reality of a thing and its
earance. And any genuine knowledge of either

app
ds upon both being regarded as integers ofa

depen
single unified science.
Just as a tradition and contextual worldview of nature is required
cluding the Bible.

before it can be “interpreted,” so does any book, in¢
rely neutral footing on which a person, as a blank

slate, can create a fresh, new meaning for the world or a book; people
are always bound by the inherited lexicon from which they have
emerged, This is not to say all beliefs are culcurally relative; rather,
a cultural and semantic lexicon of some kind is something passed
on to all, and chis fact is inescapable. People all learn the particular

There is no pu
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The Philosophy of Creation

One of the most difficult things for moderns to apprehend is the
seemingly counter-intuitive worldview of modified Platonism. This
reorientation shifts our entire perspective on the outer, external
world, rendering it again a sacred space infused with the divine, as
opposed to a brute “material” realm dominated by chaos, entropy,
and death. Our contemporaries nonetheless prefer the latter grand
narrative (and a depressing narrative it is) that proclaims that we in
the other camp are “weak” for choosing older “fictions” like souls,
angels, and God. To be sure, the materialists and servants of delusion
of brute matter have their own deiry—the impersonal forces of

nature—but we’ll set that aside for the moment.
vche must undergo this repentance—
nting. as the modern atticude is that

world as devoid of supernatural

It is crucial that the ps
metanoia in Greek—and reorie

of fallen humanicy, who view theit
under the guise of “science.” While the scientific method is certainly

a useful tool, the lack of phi[osophical education on the part of that
community is appalling. Precisely the hubris of fallen humanf impels
the hierophants of the naturalist cult to stamp out all such 1dea§——
even the slightest tendency toward the idea that the psyche or ‘mmd
may not be reduced to chem ical reactions must be swift‘ly puIllShﬁ'(L
This is why the discoveries and theses proposed. . qu.antun;
physics are so disturbing to advocates of scientism despite their goo

41



—=

Jay Dyer ; i i .
cience to resolve all questions of being with Strict
ture §

faihin Never mind the fact that “reason” itself is nonsensjc,|
rationalism. INe m of Darwinian naturalism, the

s ot aradig

: eterministic P ;

in the d f modern empiricism are committed adherents of the holy
ofm

o scientism, and no manner of logical argumentatiop,
mqmsmond‘: r; em otherwise. Those aware of an alternate version
Z?if;r:ﬁnsm the biblical narrative, in which humans are f.allen
creatures in rebellion against their Creator, have a perfectly rationg|
(indeed, the only rational) explanation of these eventsj and can evep
explain why people prefer their own self-imposed servitude, quoting
Kant, rather than submission to the doctrine of Creation.

Creation is essential because of the implications it conveys for
the entirety of how people perceive the world and operate in it.
Our worldview determines the way we act, showing the old adage
of lex orands, lex credends to be correct. If the universe is a created
reality, then the implications for how things like electrons, matter,
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2 self-subsisting eternal principle of its own, and the fundamenta]
framework of the “stuff” of reality was designed and had begun
at a point in time, the implications would be vastly different, The
Creation account in Genesis, for example, presents a very different
narrative of history and its beginnings than these other accounts,
Although it has been fashionable for the last few hundred years to
dismiss the Genesis narrative as a fictional mythology of numerous
blended ancient Near Eastern cosmologies, the fact remains that
the Creation account in Genesis presents a vastly different theology
than is presented in any other religious Creation story aside from
the Egyptian.

This difference cannot be overstated: the biblical account
posits that time and “matter” are not evils, traps, or the source of
any fundamentally oppositional principle, but are rather good—
inherently good, due to being created in time by a good God. God,
being good, does not “create” evil as if it had any substantial or
ontological being. All being, in the metaphysical sense and the h.ere
and now, is created being, and created with the potential to receive
the higher divine energies or powers of God. Creation was placed
in a state in which it might be raised to even higher good., t}-IO.Ué!.h
I'm not implying that Creation was therefore bad b.ecaus.e ics inicial
State was a lesser good. There is no opposition or dialectic be.twee.‘n
the good being many, as later Western philosophy, Platonism '13
Particular, would posit. This opposition of the gOOd'ne‘ZessatEalt
being absolutely one (the simple monad), was a Platonic idea
Would have its precedent in ancient Far Eastern thought.
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The high priests of Darwinism, servants of chaos and the abyss,
resemble the proverbial cartoon character who saws off the limb he
sits upon o spite his opponent. If ultimate reality is impersonal, then
the teleologica! thread that links all facts, ideas, objects, patterns, and
so forth is not real. It is a fiction of humanity’s chaotic, impersonal
mental chemical reactions. There is no order or pattern actually out
thcte in external realiry. and the so-called regularity of nature upon
»\'htch science is built—induction—is merely a mental projection
or mtcrpretatton. Such devastating eventualities, of course, are the
zz;rsea;:n science (or scientism) has chosen to discard philosophy as
L e e e
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¢ keys of reason, they have dug a pit they themsely
1o cite Psalm 7:15. Reason, coherence,
and logic are not mental constr
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into pattern fecognition,

hematicss ; : ucts, byt undeniab|
ative princlples in the objective, external world. This is h ,
« Ihis is how

¢ are built, h()w. words facilitate communication, and how
the prin('iple of induction makes science possible, This is also how

ometty is math in space and how music is math in time. Precisel
because these ptinciples work in the world to build amazing légi}c,
machines, like computers, we can see how the basic presuppositions
of the reductionist-naturalist are false,

Here we continually return to the question of objective
metaphysical principles as the means by which to engage the
opponent and modernity as a whole. Our disagreement begins with
Creation and what the world is. It is guided by an omniscient,
omnipotent, omnipresent God, and all the stuff of reality has
its ground in a single Divine Mind. Reality is, at base, rational,
although that rationality is infinite, and so it transcends our finice
reason. Regardless, it does not make God irrational; it makes Him
supra-rational, which means there are plenty of things we must learn
analogically. In contrast, for the opponents, reality is ultimately
irrational with no meaning, telos, or guiding principle. It just s,
and that brute nihilism is something opponents must continually
confront as they seek to make reason, science, and math function as
asupposed mental fiction in the external world. .

For the unhappy materialist, the world is not something (0 _be
ruled as a steward under a good God: rather, it is 2 ctark, ch:onc;
nihilistic, empty place upon which meaning must be imposec: ::d
discovered, This is precisely why scientism has so often s;ccurtlldim
© brutality and the rape of nature despite its ne\l'er-en. ing :us ”
‘o worship nature and exalt environmentalism. It i thefxntpf -
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th
mat

OPC' I
bridge
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Jay Dyer this grand plan is doomed 1 fa‘il becayge
in theology are corff“i;o determine meaning and ob;ectw‘e .reality_
people are not gods ;‘God made with the plan to _be ‘made d}vme and
People are stcwarc!s 0 nd not in fallen humanity’s rebellioys way,
immortal in GOdS"fay’_a ntum physics validate the traditiong]
Recent discoveries in qu consider the fundamental substrae
worldview, moreover, as l(‘S.(hCSC\; g s, IONA, ‘sl g
of reality to be infor.marxo;\. B wealif Divcoveiies Pk
S e perspccntl"fs. o erely confirmations of the platonic
holographic model of nfamy are;n fundamental substrate of reality.
models of psyche and idea as. the s eompleclycontezrs i
We are witnessing a revolution that run‘ : o long bees
the empirical British Roval Society narratx\.'e we have 8 e
fed, tn;l}' heralding the fall of the old En'lxghtenment eI:qp " ers.
To poison the well and control the narrative, however, New }slgve
and the think tanks have jumped on board, and already we 2
brigades of baloney salesmen artempting to hijack quantum physics
for~whatc’\'er scam the establishment rolls out. .
We remind readers that critiques made of absolute impersonalism
equally apply to the New Age syncretists’ hijacking of quantum
physics. The fact that the fundamental substrate of humans fmd
“marter” is information, and more specifically energetic informatlf)n,
speaks 10 2 worldview Decessitating an infinite, omniscient mind
to order all of geq] Without an infinjee mind linking all thc
particu tions we make are illusory. For metaphysics
cience to work, we need a rational, linking
need something to hold all this substrate, all these

: U these Principles together—and the finite human mind
is never enough,

Ancient tradition jp Genesis,
reality a5 the Crear

it ion of aloving G
Principles 44 archetypes i His
onf in Hjs logos, o Word, p,
Universe i spoke

N into existen,
. «
A%
ithin j¢ 5 fundamemal Meaning

ity.
lars, the connec
and philosophy and
principle, W
Patterns, 5

a Creation narrative, exPlainsl
od, and as a reflection ofe[cf“al
mind—ca|led logoi—that ar¢ ]36
the first chapter of Genesis, t.ls
through divine fiat and contal?
Thar fundamental information?
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ing, exemplified in something |ike DNA,
meaning: hence its purpose derives, Humaniy,
eternil wmake advances and learn aboy the
can 'husmanit)’ and the world are fallen—,
batf .Suunion with God and the eventual re
E(-):,il Only in this paradigm with thes'e presu
r:ason' meaning, logic, and n?athemancs even
Our own minds are little mirrors of the one
microcosmos to contemplate the many,

is grounded in the
as creatures of God,
world—even though
s they progress back
newal of 4| things in
ppositions are science,
possible and coherent.

Divine Mind, each a
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«MCHAPTER 4 M ¢

The Problem of Scientism

Ours is the great transition age. For the masses, the glowing
assumption is that the revolutionary period we are undergoing s the
work of a long evolutionary process of natural progress. Wandering
about their bubbles, the hipster proletarians neither challenge nor
examine these presuppositions, rather decorating their cafeteria-plate
lives with long strings of media-generated buzzwords and empty

slogans overheard in establishment schooling, “We are evolving,”
“Welive in an era of change,”

and numerous other advertising blurbs
that underlie modernity’s p|

; astic ideology actually form the basis
. Y . i
or mﬁst of humanity’s worldview, Yet are any of these assumptions
actua 2 in living i
y true? Are we i hvmg in an era of progress and human
ascent?

Illanswer in the negative,
are many, Listening recently
nterview a figure in the scientj
abevy of fallaies, incongryep,

and the reasons for a dark assessment
10 someone of 3 truly skeptical bent
s.m/skeprical crowd, I was irked to hear

Dwill analyze e, e with scq] C;es., and unexamined assumptions that
what precisely s “pellike precision, As I have mentioned:
eant by t'he Ims evolutiop, change, progress and

Vens, terms of bm the ranks. of establishment scientislm’
con rute factuallty and reason, all of which

us i
Narragj the best pogsibje model of the world
tve mythog of science.,

Mystically lesce o give

W grand

under the ne
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What is meant by evolution? Accordin
the obser vati?n of small-scaﬁle c'hanges in aspecies thag appear to ajd
in the extension of the'speqes into 'thc future through reproduction
is the basic understan.dmg of evolutionary adapration, Thus, becayse
certain breeds of animals can be bred with fitter members of the
pecies, We can cxtra’polatc that‘largc-scale eons of time resylteq
in the origins of all life from a single amoeba, Whep it is pointed
out that eons—millions of years—of adaptation and change are
not observed, the reply is that bacteria purportedly adapt under
conditions of pressure. Thus, it follows that all [ife mutated under
conditions of pressure to “evolve” into what we see today.

On the surface, this carries the appearance of being reasonable.
Almost no one denies micro-evolutionary adaptation and change
and that, within the mechanics of various organisms, there resides
the DNA programming to adapt to environmental circumstances.
The bait and switch comes with the dogmatic assertion that, from
this observation, it is certain that all life originated from a single
cell millions of years ago, following billions of years of big bang
expansion. The evidence for such theories nowadays is, of course,
taken as dogmatic fact with any dissension on these matters scorned
and mocked. Why? Because religion is irrational and unsciencific
and cannot be tested. Yet can these assertions be tested as scientiflc?

The standard reply is that they are preven: by Cafk:m d““;lg
and observing various UV rays that appear to “expand from ; ;
Presumed “singularity” point. There are numerous pro'blems T
these claims, but the most glaring will suffice as an 1Ilust1ranor;
First, carbon dating is notoriously unreliable; example.s of test;ntg :r :
fecent artifacts showing outrageous time stamps for 1temls( tha =
Manifestly not ancient. Further, carbon dating itself .wor s onhiCh
ASsumption of millions of years of evolutionar).r chaotlch ﬂ::; r:eady

°BS Questioning, In other words, if your GEng m: O:hc i
oPerate on the assumption that matter is eons in age, then
are obviously predetermined.
Second, the appearance of light expand

& to moderp Scientism,

of the
tests L
cale IS
ing from some lo
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5 eI . A

lay Dyer ; i i
Ja s the assumption that it comes from some Poing

o there I8 Jbsolutely no observable evidence of
of singularity and ¢ inted out to those enmeshed iy, the
this. When rhesf facts 3:: ri‘;pond that these practices and beliefy
religion of sc‘i’ennsm}‘:vélal:c “the best models we have.” Says i,
i “thfo \{l;s :ﬁi :he‘adherenrs to scientism never admit they 4y,
:;ci:.w Ei:sts and greed (for the \\inni.n.g of grants)? How is it tha,
science lab is magically averse to the failings of the reit o‘f human
endeavors? “Ah, well, yes,” the general response comes: It is subject
to those things. but that is the beauty of science. We are always
changing and adapting our theories to fit the evidence.”

% atdcgrtc. this is true. Science does posit new theories and does
refine its previous analyses as new data emerges. Yet, as I've pointed

only as coherent @

out many times, for this methodology to be consistent, scientific
experiments into the question of the empirical scientific method
irself, as well as its governing assumptions, would also have to be
conducted. This is never, ever done aside from one establishment-
funded studv that tried to implicate lab bias into a ridiculous Marxist
framework. On the contrary, there is a motivating impetus to 7ot

nduct this kind of investigation because it would expose much of

scientism' i i
s fraud and deception, It would disclose that the scientific

establishr i

mnomi;nem is the servant of the same master as the banking,
testablishments, all of which operate
la of consensys reality.

entis a hierarchy

government entity

and €ntertainmen,

under the (faliacious) umbre],

tific establish
any other corporagiy or

S apportioned oy, 5 need
example,

that operates just like
in which knowledge
Ple, 10 speak o [h':ot;lknow basis. Biologists are afraid, for
Physicists, whje Mathemay 1ater of physics because they aren’t
of astronomy o illclans are afraid ¢o speak on the matter
Seg@en[ation of k1'low1tedey aerig astronomers, This ridiculous
*Pecializarion) ;¢ - Prcdjfzt (;‘lld there js nothing wrong with
not °C on the Presupposition of scientism
» Cohereny uniferse, but a random

ons . :
€qQuence, “I¢ just is” becomes the
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- stic refrain, and if you don’t accept that
suelorher options, you must be a fool.

an What begins to become clear is that this i aw
hat has nothing to do with discovering what i true,
actual” the “natural world,” but rather, those in the position of
gntekﬁ“’l’ers demand adherence to a predefined set of orthodoxies that
Jetermines who is a “scientist” and who is worthy of “peer review.”
Furthermore, scientism is entirely grounded in an old, outdated
epistem‘?l"gy known as empiricism, which has been dissected,
refuted, and annihilated so many times by cogent philosophers
and logicians that its continued existence is ironically miraculous.
Of all the persons who ought to adhere to their much-touted logic
and reason, these fools are the most irrational, incoherent,

Premise and congjder

cighted game
objective, and

and
nonsensical of all, as they perpetually melt under the hundred-degree

flame of foundational presuppositional inquiry. (And that's a lab rest
I've done many times that appears to always hold true.)
Arrogantly assuming they know, when in fact they do not
(instead they adopt a gadfly’s appearance of knowledge), adherents
of scientism fancy logic only when it suits them, quickly discarding
and dispensing with such rigors when the heat comes. The idea that
all human knowledge comes through sensory experience sets their
assumptions, yet when pressed as to whether this proposition irself
is a fact of sensory data (which it obviously is not), universal claims
suddenly dissipate, and this great commandment is hailed as an
obvious given, It’s a new maxim, a new commandment from t'he
gods of the Enlightenment, and we dare not ask such questions. Yet,
ifscience is so groundbreaking and revolutionary in Ch;fracm, wh.\:
e its high priests so afraid of these basic questions of eP‘S‘emOlOgi:}
The general refrain at this stage is that science cannot sho'u
not.’ and will not answer such absurd metaphysical quesnonsc:dl"@:;'
:V;:t A Minute here—on what basis did this suddenly gt S:I::;hv :ir;al
' Metaphysical category? What standards separate ™ e eeted
t etamre(;? 12 dasa? Oe Bepimdn s‘ee how ma ar[i-:;;:f the fact
Assumptions are for scientism to Operate:
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Jy 2y intis a foundational contradiction, the reg of
rarting po!

. ected to gaze in awe upon a”. the.edmces thit are
the world is expec e fallacis with rational inquiry unwelcomeq,
ructed UP."“;l ersolc of phil osophy: and that’s quite Clearly the
.= s;;illz:o;hical inquiry is hated by the votaries of scientisn,
reason true

(as Tyson recently demonstrated).

Also crucial to note is the structure of scientism and the
s0 Cru

establishment. Their fraudulent bases are continuously exposed
openly, and the public is none the wiser. This year alone papers were
pmdu'ced as a result of peer review that suggest t'hatl black holes flre
both impossible and nonexistent. Other pape§ msxsted.t,hey exist,
“Dark matter” pervades our universe; yet, Wait ... no, its back to
ancient conceptions of ether. Quantum physics is real, yet, wait ..,
it is pseudo-science theory. In other words, science, like all the other

that their §

const

industries, operates under the public’s naive assumption that it is
a unified. governing body of nonbiased, neutral geniuses who are
engaged in the noble endeavor of furthering the progress of human
knowledge. Again we see those amorphous, undefined, inchoate terms.
Simple philosophical questions should come to bear on these
multitudes of theories, and were scientists bette
metaphysics (they are not), we might avoid many of these ridiculous
Pif.ﬁll& FO{ example, if Einstein’s relativity is true, there is no fixed
Z:}:ii:;:;i?i::}:r\ziﬁcl: t determine which stellar bodifes are
expanded from 3 single coLl e tbe s that he ot
» compressed atomic mass, This preposterous

of the irrationality of scientism, as is the
planets formed—that random chunks of
'button lint) got caught in orbits, started
lions of yeay congealed into a sphere from

© spring forth from primal sludge. Truly it is

emj )
mllcs could believe such fairy tales that ar
N relioion e )

religioys Creation narratives,
) ansition N e
1N sciengific " 1s not the transition into th

ro i
Progress, ranshumanism, tcchnologla11

r trained in logic and

Space dust (ljke belly
SPinning, and oyer bil

which Jife happened

the case thq, only acad

ar more laughabe tha
nd so
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cality, and United Nations kumb,

. e it is the age of transitioning away f
imag]lnu're. It is the age of transition into 4
ofcuiz created and manufactured in the
F:;Lstr)’ creates cultures in various societies under its contro| Itisa
;cienfiﬁc dictatorship that is not scientific, by dogmatic,
and hierarchically structured on a need-to-know basis that
hides, obfuscates, and rejects actual data and informatj
human origins and life, only to repl

. Y2 togetherness most
om all tradition| forms
new globa| mythology

same way the culture

fascistic,
blatantly

on about
ace it with the most preposterous
theories of primal sludge, lint ball planets, and imagined eons of

unobserved billions of years meaninglessly exploding forth from the
universe’s (Fantasia-level) singularity point.

This is not progress; such imbecilic theories are 2 regression
into explanatory models with no explanatory power. They need to
be called out for what they are—replacement mythologies that are
rehashed forms of ancient atomism dressed up in scientistic garb.
It is time to reject these phonies, liars, dupes, and establishment
hacks, and recognize how they suppress real science and inquiry for
the purpose of control. Their control is not about human progress,
but the Orwellian opposite—it is a dysgenics program to ‘desuo,v
humanity, We need only think of The Lancet, Oxfjords most
prestigious medical journal, whose editor recently stated in a matter-
offact tone that half the world’s scientific literature is Fraudulem%
Dr. Horton recently published a statement declaring that a l;tJ 0‘
Published research is in fact unreliable at best, if not completely false:

The case against science is straigh‘fo’-'ward: -muclh
of the scientific literature, perhaps bl SImply
be untrue. Afflicred by studies with small salm‘Pse
sizes, tiny effects, invalid exploratory an.f ;v:‘m
and flagrant conflicts of interest, togethet :;ubious
obsession for pursuing fashionable trends of uward
importance, science has taken a turn ©
darkpess,!
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. vard darkness is quite disturbing given the fact |, 3
This turn;? which are industry sponsored) are used to develop
all of these studiés A posedly help people, train medical staff
drugs and vaccine dents, and drive the medical “industry” forward‘

ucate medical stu e
ed s common for many people to dismiss valuable work by expey
s C ; !

and researchers at various institutif)ns arO}lnd the .glob.e which isn
peer reviewed and doesn’t appear m‘ credible medical journals, by,
as we can see, peer reviewed doesnt really mean much anymore,
Medical journals that were once considered credible continue to lose
their tenability in the eyes of experts and employees of the journals
themselves, like Dr. Horton.

The Lancet's editor also went on to call himself out in a sense,
stating that journal editors aid and abet the worst behaviors, that the
amount of bad research is alarming, and that data is sculpted to fit a
preferred theory. He observed that important confirmations are often
rejected and little is done to correct bad practices. What's worse, much
of what goes on could even be considered borderline misconduct.

Df. Marcia Angell, a physician and longtime editor in chief of
the New England Journal of Medicine (NEJM), which is considered
5 be anf)ther one of the most prestigious peer-reviewed medical
journals in the world, makes her view of the subject quite plain:

lth is s:m?ply no longer possible to beljeve much of
zhe f:h(xiucal research that is published, or to rely on
t g

€ judgment of trysted physicians or authoritative

fcno';dcllcal. guid}ellines. I take no pleasize §a. this
uston, which 1 reached gl
wl
OVEr my two decades g5 a1 i y and reluctantly

Journal of Medicine 2 otz England

NO(CS:
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Paradigm Models and Loops

We often hear from those dominated by the notion of science (so
called) that models of reality can never be grand narratives again,
just as the fact that the conceptual framework used to explain
the world cannot be extrapolated onto the external world with
certainty due to the “fact” that the explanatory models themselves
are purely human conceptual frameworks. Explanatory models are
not true, we are told, because they have explanatory power. Thus,
Newtonian physics is no longer accurate because it breaks down at
the subatomic level. From Kant in the eighteenth century onward,
the West has adopted the mistaken notion that no mental framework
<an accurately and with firm certainty be predicated of e.xterml
reality. This perceived wisdom dominates academia, Pamcul:l i
in scientific circles. Epistemology is a no-man's-land because Kant
PUrportedly demonstrated that empirical knowledge can never
Penetrate the noumenal realm. e

But is this true? This is all poppycock and hogwash, anc ethis
“Bument the so-called scientific establishment uses t© :;iltlshic.
uEOZcitn R i e 12“;: eilr); fcl;r‘:l\;rﬁmodels is
itself a)ﬁ:he da.lm Eian il concept.l N ;\ (: eurports ro' position its
Urogan, u“déftlonal conceptual cla‘m}\‘ t 'a~:m'1c orivilege “\We just
don’, kn(l: or:".ﬂcamr ina place of high ep's cepts in our minds

W it spews forth, “whether the con
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Jay Dyer 0 Hsemn i
ctual facts of the external i

A)
i« also follows that we don't know thyy our
1 b
curate. In other words, 1 sy

match up © the 2 .

follow this flawed .t:\am, e
- of knowledsg

claims of a l;d‘ T-twr;rc flawed because they cannot demonsnare

all models of realit)

~ obtain for the objects of perception is equally applicable y,
char they obtain hat all models of reality are flawed and canpg,
the universal a.tlaxfn rha esenalovod i it e O Evvor oo
certainly obraxAn fort “I Iv unaware of basics of linguistic pllilosophy,
bad argument is generally unaw Sl

Linguistic philosophy, in fact, Pomrs'dlr‘ectly back to t‘he
reemergence of metaphysics. But metaphysics is tht modernity
doesn’t want to talk about because of the still-dominane
Enlightenment phantom empiricism. Though Enlightenment
empiricism has been refuted a thousand times over, like bin Laden
ap;;earing out of hiding, it magically scems to emerge from the
philosophical grave to wreak intellectual havoc. And now, a whole
crop of “new atheists” who harp all day abour the outdated classical
arguments for theism furiously slap away at keyboards resurrecting
the outdated arguments for classical empiricism and materialism. So
much for inteliectual honesty. One simple way to refute this fallacy
with ﬁng‘gS{ic philosophy is to show that the very symbols used by
the so-calied si‘itptic of models—and by the use of language itself—
F aurea complex set of metaphysica] preconditions that must obtain

for the very possibiliey
- very possibility of language ar 4] | have written about this
ore, but it funcrion

plain reality.
; “CPENCE is 2 symbo] (hay stands for reality.
CONCEPL. A combines w;}isLo:nZhighcr level stands for 2 more spec'iﬂc
caning Itself becopme afoca) a%ther L to have a definite meaning
any empiricig, must avoqg 1.kPOmt of metaphysical difficulties th'ar
Metaphysicg eCause jt j e Plague. Yet the desire to avoid
truth s oy, e “})lugh for your own faulty model is not how
of a] the three letters are combined, the concept
nall the symbols are combined;

Every letter in oh;
Each groupmg of sym

ined, \y/

1 mOdClS beCO

€ clear, and
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have 2 universal starement' about a given state o
€~ld Even if this statement is to deny that we |,
wo 0% Jffairs in the world, it is still, at a bage level,
stl'tsut states of affairs that have obtained. Op, another level, it 4],
mo‘ " sweeping claim for a universal state of affairs,
ma (It‘purports to say that 2// human mo'dels :‘ire flawed. If ]| human
models are flawed then we can have no linguistic philosophical basjs
for statements about statcme.nts .themselves because a self-referential
satement about statemem‘s is still a statement about 2 given state of
Jffairs. In essence, this claim attempts to have a privileged position
from which to sound humble, claiming that models of reality are
only mental realities that cannot be shown to correlate o reality. Yet
the action of making this statement, even if turned in on itself and
analyzed as self-referential amounts to this thought: All statements
about models of reality are humanly devised construct models about
models.

This is nonsense from the perspective of the enlightenment
rationalist who would be forced to espouse it, bu it does illustrace
that there is a strange loop that occurs in these kinds of phenomena,
as Douglas Hoffstadter wrote about in his book Gidel, Escher, Bach:
an Eternal Golden Braid. Kurt Godel showed, in set theory, t%mt
any statement about a set can be made only within set theories.
We cannot find a set theory basis for set theory. It loops bacl;
upon itself—, strange loop. But strange loops are not only m;e dt:
Mathematics and useful for refuting the Bertrand Russellf 0 i ;
World whe tell us that reality is reductionistic (that we can ﬂ.ujnfhn
Z;;ylhi"“g in mathematics or materialism). On th;:(;i[j:r;t,u died

¢l said aboyg sets is well known to those W PR
presupposi(ional apologetics or who have read about \vo.rld\ 1e isly

0 Under y ology. In fact, it is precisel)
those g, s_tafld. I“]‘us‘serl s”phenomen g) o dogmatic ally cout
O%ic oy erialistic sciency” Russell types w 2

Mathematjcal reasoning.
of 1081 i:(’w you've had yaus s .handc-d - ()il‘e):lOﬂ
4 strange loop. The logic of logic

faffais in (e
OW aboye given
a factug| claim

because the IOS'C
strates that 10
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ot have a privileged position from sl
1

¢ self-referential. The math of math show
that numbers do correspond to reality: They are not purely by, ma[:
ies or constructs. The logic of math that Husser] sough
is precisely the fact that essences will, and must, return ag Paulj
said. Meaning demands telos—purpose. And that purpose demangs
more than a finite mind constructing all its eventualities. Bur ¢ i;
this fact that points everything literally to an Omniscient Mind-—g
God. And that is what people do not want to see, and they will be
stuck in the wheel of the loop of this world until they do.

this dimension, you don

things of this nature are no

mental entit
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Desolation and Redemptioy

In The Sickness unto Death: A Christian Psychological Expositi
Upbuilding and Awakening, Soren Kierkegaard xfinet *Pﬁflttonfar
E‘miSh philosopher and theologian, worked w;thin tflznsi:o‘;:r:: B
e an
diLlleg;sr::l?: (t);lf a;;ltje:le:;’roiluﬂlar?ity, arguing that our existential
underwent his own exi SIZ b lug}J'Stl.rle was relevant since he also
inwhich his world of | en'tla crisis in the famed folle lege incident
realined the finrud 1c§ntlou§ pleasure.s came tumbling down as he
West has been in Cd:.ari efnp tiness of }.ns ?Wn being. Ever since, the
Ot this same o, adia ectical bflrtl'e with itself as philosophy works

Asa person c;i?f{: PfeS;flt within each person. .
ssential self s the traonms ldmself o{r: h;rself, as Klerkegaa{d s;x;d%t;e
*ltis spirit, and je's ; SEeHarnEE UL self as relatfd wiselk | is
though he wa s lm-portant to notice the correction Kierkegaard
Germap, ohil s rendering to Hegel, eighteenth/nineteenth—cemury
the idea] o, osopher. For Hegel, the universal was the real and
o individu;lle was real. Where Kant erected a boundary between
Th‘?’“ that divrizmd and the noumenal realm, Hesel sought to tear
18 rag e by making the ideal and the ideal alone,

N atlona % !
e . project was rej Cerkegaard and curned on
ad, rejected by Kierkeg

real.

y is death, and 0uf

he

act

o ua . .
frong, . Luniversal confronted by humanit
dividuals ouf own

Ntatj
on wi ;
With death demonstrates to us s in
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. Eon )
hnltude. F]nltude a“d tlle n niee ete

. 1. In The Sickness uny
ife is thus @ dialectical struggle for ¢ . 0 D“ﬂr/n
life is +ed the self is spirit. This appears to be moy ]
Kierkegaard described the s . L od
i - ception of the trinitarian analogy,
after the Augustinian concep _ ¢
= ich was based on the relational definigjq,
humanity's being, which was Das o A T n
the divine persons. In that Augustinian an 110~nmm schem,
- lerkeg: was i
person was relation, but for Kierkegaard, the true self was that w hich
cranscended the dialectic of self in relation to itself, which was helg
captive by the determination of despair occasioned by an ourside
force being allowed to determine the self.

This clearly laid the groundwork for twentieth-century French
existentialist Jean-Paul Sartre’s distinction between being 77 itself
and being for itself, in which the individual is condemned to be
free and must not hide behind various collectivist masks and facade
idenities that are exteriorly determined. Despair is the means by
which we reach this conversion, if you will. Part of the difficulty here
is the desire for peopie to escape from a philosophy in which the

peoy pe phy
are determined, and their own beings are conceived of as inherently
evil. This notion derives from third-century Manichaeanism and

characterizes the belief system of the younger Augustine prior to his
conversion to Catholicism.

Manichaeanism posits dualism:
existence as well as an ideal, dis
kingdom of light thar s though
dualism thar i retained in Ma
issues and determinism, bug al

an inherently evil physical
embodied good existence—the
t. Here, there is a marter-spirit
rtin Luther’s own psycholog'lcal
s0 in the rest of Western humanity’s
Saae .The determinism versys free will debate comes into dialectical
Opposition as much g does the spirit versus matter and self versus
Otheim d.m.lmes. The Hegelian approach was to seck a rationalist
e
From a theologic,alw clr: Kle.rkeg.a?rd S¥cterl b asicaion a1} foazle.
many of the same isl:uesi:st::ie’ "y lntcrcstu?g il [hese'tics
to the fore by Eastern Orthodox ¢r}
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fthe Western tradition,
{ . ’
; Dialectic.

History and .
For Luther, as it was for many of thege t
dmrm,med creatures, entirely determine by
' Luther argued at length in .()n the Bondage
o 1525 In response to 'the ides of Desider
hilosopher and Catholic theologian, W hat
in Luther, as it eventually emerged in his mas
imacy of volition over reason. For Augustin
mattered in the long run, and this prepared the way for Luther's
introspective mental act of sola fide (justification by faith). This is
the milieu in which Kierkegaard, a Danish Lutheran, proposed the
idea of self-transcending self-versus-itself duality, and freedom 15 an
action against an Augustinian and Lutheran determinism as well 15
rejecting the spirit-matter dualism.

What is retained, however, is the self-reaching self-consciousness
by the act of willing itself and not by being determined. However,
what this all demonstrates is the absurd frustration that Western
people created for themselves by adopting a bizarre p'm'losgphy in
which dialectics are sought to be overcome by adopring philosophy
of Christianity, in which God becomes man, and man becgmc;
God, and the meaning of happiness and blessedness is de}pu:i :r:h
misery, No wonder Kierkegaard despaired, ar.xd no w;ndermrrx:
Nietzsche would reject this religion in the nineteent jenhﬂo.s-o -

In the course of what is now known as contmcﬁt wpere i
tree figures stand out as preeminent thiokers ™ t:vav previously
Probe the innermost depths of the human Psyc,l'_lc 1;“33{-& Friedrich
urTknOWn since perhaps Shakespeare: Soren l\,lezhiikfrs were more

tzsche, and Fyodor Dostoevsky. These great Ll shar P
°f ess contemporaries in the nineteenth .cent:rzlv‘n the idcolo!’-i‘ul
milay fascinating interest—that of tearmg{ ihc individual POt
idg y of thejr day, and in particular, th? faca;l GleWS obe. W hile

ghtenmen “modern” people concewf'd t~ imi oo

¢ mep certainly had diftering worldviews 4

f.m?kers, humang are
divine predesrinarion.
/)ft/)e Wil puhlisht‘d
ius Erasmys, Dutch
retains the primacy
ter Augustine, is the
e, the heart wag what

|d likely havé
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 grand topics as the precise meaning of God and g,
debated SUCH.g . the universe, they shared a similar distagee
to Him 1n

and falsehoods, and they made it partly |

way such veils.

. fO r |
relation

hypocrisy, inaccuracies,
. ! i ra
authorial iconoclastic goal to tea i

Sixteenth/seventeenth-century  Eng I pher ang

statesman Francis Bacon made it his goal asan ealrly Ef]lig!‘telllilex1t
Juminarv to tear down what he perceived to be idols in his Novi,
Orqanur'n—idols of the tribe, cave, marketplace, a1.1d fhearer. Idols
of the tribe meant the destruction of abstracted so.c.xal ideals foigte d
upon reality: idols of the cave referred to myopic m‘terpretatlons of
reality according to a particular fancy of some individual academ it
idols of the marketplace referred to the misappropriation of word
and thing, assigning an undue identification between the two,

04y

assuming that our talking an opponent has then caused the reality
of the topic under discussion to actually exist as such; and idols of the
theater referred to ideas that were erected on false presuppositions
of theology or metaphysical speculation and become ensconced in
the public discourse.’ This tractate encompasses the impetus of
the Enlightenment and irs obsession with what twentieth-century
French inteliectua] René Guénon called the “reign of quantity.”
Evgydxing is measured and clags; led according to some quantitative
:Zr-lm-uc of l:;:ople’s reason. Scientific knowledge, or more specifically,
e e e
things are jy, potentia c’a bl ’°C°I_1°m1CS, o the markctplacf- :
Pable of ratjon,| formalization and, like 2

" . .
ig ;lgornhmi all of humanity’ ¢ simply await the solutjon of the
academy and jg laboratory calculators,

Kierkegaard, N
merhodology dind] letz‘sc.he, and Dostoevsky would take this same

Enlightenmep, Progeny we 2 tself. I it possible that Bacon and his

destroy? Did ghe bil € guilty of the very things he sought t°

' PPitosophes erecy i) of their own? The influence

€ must first be mentioned. Kierkegaal d

cency and formalism of the Luthera®
resulting j i

sulting i 4 introspective journey tht
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“n S}'mbﬂhg
H m
ysed him 10 question even the natyre of the self. k;
j’ld not, however, analyze the self from some ki + Nerkegaarg
1

sl . _ ind of .. .
pstracted “scientific” view as did others |jke es fPrmleged,
abs . SCarteg .
it rather, he explored the dialectic and hjg
cogitos

al rela[ionsh.
with itself and the other. In 7he Sichpg.. Unto Degy, lli(i ;hle :idj
’ Clude,

hat the self must come to despair (the sickness) and, reveling ;- -
own finitude, find solace in a relationship vi¢hy an infinjte Gfdelts
Kierkegaard, this was the only way t, escape the continyg| dial.ec .
fallen human, trapped by virtue of being a son of Adam, -
Twenty/twenty-first-century professor and critic

Merold
Westphal wrote: 0

For these three secular masters of suspicion [Mar,
Nietzsche and Freud], the illusions thyr must be
unmasked are those of self-interest masquerading as
duty and virtue, and egoism pretending to the world
and to itself that it is altruism. Nierzsche’s example
of the spirit resentment giving rise to a demand
for revenge but posing as love and justice is a kind
of paradigm. But sin is no more than selfishness
vis-a-vis my neighbor. It is also the failure to love
God with all my heart. Human self-deception now
includes the will to autonomy from God alongside
the will to dominance over my neighbor. Inevitably
its introduction into the story adds the whole new
dimension to the art of suspicion.’

! Cierkegaard while
Herejp enters Nietzsche’s departure from Kierkeg

moral
retai 1 . g S Ccumb toa
Sy Mg his “are of suspicion,” Rather than su (the Christian
st : -
M that leads 1o jnevitable failure and misery

i r the
Schepy for others unde
¢), fomentine ; - d hatred for .

, enting in ressentiment an i sickness
gluse o g1n her into SIC

© fing ““IOVC” while plunging further and furt d goo

: Jly create
salvation” from the self that is supposedy

63



Jay Dyer | . N
Gerkegaard's suspicion on Christj,,,

by God, Nietzsche turne g

y God,

o itelf, as well as upon the Enlightenment. N
il he Enlightenment had given rise to critique, o

Kot Nlem.c }.1e. r din <0 doing. had tossed aside God. This is
B ofsuspwl;) . ans “lGod is de;d“ phrase.® Rather than bcing a
Hhciign f)hhe am(;l:“ Nietzsche believed about some ontologica]
facrualdalmi;b‘(’;;: nui;interpreted to mean), it's a descriptive
:ﬁi:zn?:bout the current and future st{te of Western .civilization
and its relation to the Judeo-Christian God. The Enlightenment
had successfully critiqued previous metaphysical afld theological
assumptions inherited from the likes of Plato, Aristotle, Galen,
Prolemy, Augustine, and Aquinas, only to find itself still seeking a
grand x;arrat}ve that amounted to the exaltation of an idealized and
abstracted view of humankind. Immanuel Kant, for example, wrote
that extrapolating a categorical moral imperative should logically
lead to a world government where humanity is guided by reason and
harmony—a veritable scientistic utopia! Yet, as we read Kierkegaard
and then Nietzsche and Dostoevsky, we begin to see the problem
with this abstraction.

Yet Descartes's cogito, ergo sum was not something Kierkegaard,
Nietzsche, or Dostoevsky could completely avoid. The seeds of
individualism had been laid. Descartes, himself somewhat of a
fationalist, could not have foreseen the existential dilemma this
idea would create, but his turning of humanity’s gaze in on the
sef to deconstruct the psyche would result in the existentialists

deconsfructi.ng the mythos of the Enlightenment. Twentieth-century
Catholic philosopher Louis Dupré remarked:

For Descartes, the truth
established in the mind’s rec
mind thereby functions 45
reflection tryeh originaes,
%(now itself, Gassend; wond
Incapable of seeing jrse]f

of nature becomes
onstruction of it, The
the mirror in whose
But if so, how can it
ered. The physical eye,
directly, nevertheless is
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Jble to se€ itself in the mirror, vet for Descartes

there is N0 mitror beyond 'the mind, If we g, no;
know the nature of the mirror, however, hoy o
we evaluate its capacity for reflecting the 1y Nature
of things? In this objection lies the entire problem
of knowledge as representation, Unp|ess the eye
know itself, how could it know how (and, i, the
end, what) it reflects? What allows the mind to
refer the mirrored image to an original if j¢ ignores
how it reflects the original? Descartes fel; that
the objection went to the heart of his theory, and
responded that the mind’s mirror also reflects jtself
Yet the mind possesses no more than an awareness
of its existence. Does that suffice for justifying the
knowledge of things in themselves through an act
of representation? Locke perceived the difficulty
and stated that the mind knows only its own ideas.*

Enlightenment thinking here began to collapse in on itself. It
began to become evident that abstracted quantified measurement of
dlreality in a reductionist fashion—whether making all reality into
matter or idea—ends in the same conundrum: solipsism. Solipsism
10t the kind of position an Enlightenment rationalist would prefer
adopt since it js a fundamentally irrational position. Kierkegaard
““Ognized that the self was dialectically related to itself ar}d OFf.!ff
Selyeg and ultimately to the Other Self (God), and that its mablll‘x(cz
:zrt‘“d_ml‘ace and meaning could be had in, so he thoughts‘ci:rﬁe.

Otjmd“'idualistic justification by faith in the Lutherafl e

. “t2sche bit the bullet and simply rejected a}l c?f fhls'::does?
Why ::;Words, why consider the self as evil as Ch{fljf;rl’:l 1 J fist
tegq iZifp  that God requires a debt that can bf god b
I“"hanit [}g‘our own inherent sinfulness?' D;d;;us e payment
a“ inf‘mi)t,es :inﬁnite sinfulness to begin with? T el becom®

cath by sacrificing Himself to pay
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.+ ieearjonality. Yet Christianity, since the g _
an exercise in irrationality 10laggic

era, and its byproduct, rhi Exixli:qhtenmenf ﬂ‘a“ had b.cen gradnall_\,
arguing itself away from (hrls‘t s r.edemptmn ‘mto rationaligy, ang
then by the same reasoning, rejecting ranox.mhsm by the ArRUMeyy
of reas.on itself. This quandary was not rea‘dxly accepted by the deisyg
and moralists of Nietzsche's time, yet Nietzsche was not afrajg to
call out the deists and scientists for their contradictions on their
own grounds.

If the Enlightenment held the ontological reality that God g,
dead. then there was no coherent reason to hold,onto Christian
moralism, and in fact, these morals were themselves destructiye
and retrogressive to those who were strong, Christianity was slaye
moralir)';:ar excellence as he argued in his two essays on the Genealp
of Morals, as well as in Twilight of the Idols, and The Antichrist. 1n
fact, the entirety of Western civilization itself had started from false
presuppositions that began with ascetics like Socrates and Plato
who sought to flee the reality of the present into flights of fancy
and abstractions. Plato gave the West a dialectical nightmare, and
it would take people a few millennia to recover from it, if it could
even be called a recovery. The modern atheistic scientists were no
better; in fact, they were worse for arguing for something more
contradictory than those in “Christendom.” Nietzsche wrote three
essays under the title “On the Genealogy of Morals: A Polemic
Tract” In the third— “What Do Ascetic Ideals Mean?”—he took
up the absurdity he saw in the so-called ascetics, which included
the Enlightenment luminaries and the mediocre Germans of his
own day.

For Nietzsche, the Enlightenment did cast off Christendom and
its grand narrative thar gave explanatory power to the seemingly
random and harsh facts of life, but this was not an entirely lamentable
fact. This removal of the idols of Bacon would be a tough pill ©

;Wal;ow Indeed, it led 1o a kind of nihilism, as Dostoyevsky noted
. or Nietasche this resulted in a possible rise of an artistic €li

who ;
would create 5 New meaning, Humanity’s salvation would be

66

{finarts and in aesthetics a new Narrative 4 q
foun «ed. There was no determined Necessity 1,
cs:: [t was entirely possible that map, Might deyc
coulf-ltion ary theoty is yet another Enlightenme
Wollaw of progress present in the brute fyy,,,
::istence- For Nie.tz}jc'h e,bthis OVC'fman would bring redempy;
again—2s the A.ntlc r'lst ecause, in his analygjs, Ch"iStianitp'm
ihilism. He believed it was the Christiap, Narrative and i inhyewn
contradictions, resentmen‘t, and gradual degeneration that had'Tn;
Western civilization to nihilism, and it y,q following upon Il:is
system’s dissolution that a new man would i 5 ‘
Twentieth-century American philosopher Rober Solbn
explained:

:faning Might b
t nhappcning, of
lve, for Progressive
Nt myth, There i
lity of impemnal

Aristotle had an ethos: Nietzsche leaves us wich
nothing. But Nietzsche is nevertheless the
culmination of that whole tradition—which we

still refer to as “moral philosophy” or “ethics’—
which is based on a tragic and possibly irreversible

error in both theory and practice. The error is the
rejection of ethos as the foundation of moralicy
with a compensating insistence on the rational
justification of morality. Without a presup?osed
ethos, no justification is possible. \X/ithu.x an
ethos, none is necessary. And so after cencuries of
degeneration, internal inconsistencies ané failures

in the Enlightenment project of transcendlng mjlrle
custom and justifying moral rules once and for -

the structures of morality have collapsed, leaving

only incoherent fragments.®

us figure e
radition, in 1S
liberal view ©

: igio

b Dostoevsk}’, however, remained 2 rel;g :
er . 0X
g *83ard, A member of the Russian Ortho‘ "
jmisti

Nger Years he was possessed by an optimisti©
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ally morph into a more realjg: .
huma.n naturea it::t I‘:’lo‘;ii;:;?;;l toy the flassical liberal \X/e:::n
:;guartri;eti::i;at humanity can be raised up Py ec‘h'lcatio‘n, and evey.
more-complex education at that, Dostoevsky's writings give readers 4
window into the darker side of human natu re.that most v:rould prefer
to ignore and pretend doesn't exist. The Enlightenment’s project, i,
must be recalled, was to tear away idols. Must not Western, hubyris.
filled people tear away this idol of the myth of his inward “goodness™
What of the inner darkness that results in atrocities? Why had the
so-called progress of humanity resulted in ever-increasing warfare,
upheaval, and revolution by Dostoyevsky's time? If people are not
tabula rasa—blank slates upon which the correct imprinting by
environment and education can create a harmonious, well-formed,
mature individual—then what are they?

In Notes from the Underground, Dostoevsky gave a glimpse into
the thoughts of a devious, vengeful, self-absorbed, slightly sadistic
person. This petry person happened to be a typical person—a kind
of everyman or everywoman, yet a highly intelligent one. The
force of the literary presentation lies precisely in the fact that it is
a person we all recognize, since his or her faults are common to all
humans, yet this is a highly intelligent person. But if this kind of
b
rest of the Enlightenment ho efuloC ec{s t;bl'ﬂa' iy nd ha Ofthcei
N — St replacfd GS an -t eir 1dol1.zed, abstracte

od with a new idol. Not only

is there o
e b Iilo abstralitcd sclentist on a pedestal we can all aspire 0
$, most umans ar
e petty, stupid able
of abstract reasonin, pustiibics and moriven adp

selEabsorbed. D g The ones who are generally are selfish and

cducan c(-) losto}’v:vskys thinker mocked the idea that simply

in g P p € and Promoting “Scicnce” a d <« ” ld rcSUlt
a better worlg: nd “reason” wou

Thcy sa
y that Cleopay ,
Roman history) wasp ;o;ad(e"CUSe an instance from

of sticking gold pins into
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het slave-gitls’ breasts and deriveq
from their screams and writhings. You will say th,
that was in the comparatively barbarous timcst-
that these are barbarous times too, because al%,
Comparatively speaking, pins are stuck in C\;er;
now; that though man has now learned to see more
clearly than in barbarous ages, he is stil] f,; from
having learnt to act as reason and science would
dictate. But yet you are fully convinced thac he will
be sure to learn when he gets rid of certain old bad
habits, and when common sense and science have
completely re-educated human nature and turned
it in a normal direction. You are confident that
then man will cease from intentional error and will,
50 to say, be compelled not to want to set his will
against his normal interests. That is not all; then,
you say, science itself will teach man (though to my
mind it’s a superfluous luxury) that he never has
really had any caprice or will of his own, and that
he himselfis something of the nature of a piano-key
or the stop of an organ, and that there are, besides,
things called the laws of nature; so that everything
he does is not done by his willing it but is done of
itself, by the laws of nature. Consequently we ha\‘re
only to discover these laws of nature, and man w%ll
no longer have to answer for his actions and life .wxll
become exceedingly easy for him. All human act;on:
Will then, of course, be rabulated aCCOrdinig e
laws, mathematically, like tables of logaruhn;S[::E;
© 108,000, and entered in an index: ©° fe Ang
still, there sl bs published certain .cdn : 1;1
Works of the nature of encyclopaedic lCXKOZ ;nd
Which everything will be s0 clearly calculate

gl’atiﬂca(i()n
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plained chat there will be no more incidents o
ex

adventures in the world.

Then—this is all what you say—new economic
relations will be established, all ready-made and
worked out with mathematical exactitude, so that
every possible question will vanish in the twinkling
of 3;1 eve, simply because every possible answer to
it will be provided. Then the “Palace of Crystal”
will be built. Then ... In fact, those will be halcyon
davs. Of course there is no guaranteeing (this is
mv comment) that it will not be, for instance,
fri'ghtfully dull then (for what will one have
to do when everything will be calculated and
tabulated), but on the other hand everything will
be extraordinarily rational. Of course boredom
may lead you to anything. It is boredom sets one
sticking golden pins into people, but all that would
not matter. What is bad (this is my comment again)
is that I dare say people will be thankful for the gold
pins then. Man is stupid, you know, phenomenally
stupid; or rather he is not at a] stupid, but he is so

ungrateful that you could not find another like him
in all Creation.”

In a brillj .
Enligh erlant guen of logic in literary form, Dostoevsky too.k
Quang:';e nment thinkers to task for their scientism and rationalist
ification a5 j .
dossrty, 11 as if human nacyre operated like an algorithm:
and n' “mans are irrational and stupid more often than AR
0a ; ,
cure ﬂawmoum of education and environmental alcerations ¢
S i v
irrationg| l:s:m.ple s boredom, which often gives rise tO bwarffc;
eradicate ; vior. No amounc of education has been able *
sadistic atrocit; , 5 upo
2 fow hundreg . cfmes committed by people, ﬁ)IIOngf Pa
€ars o p m
the West adopting the new gOSP"1 -
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en by the Enlightenment prophets, Ang in
gi)qurdi‘)” the very thing the Enlightenmen;

the greateqy turn of
€t out to do—maje

a 3
reality rational to produce a better world—p, ended up quapy; f
' 1 a2y nty in
and reducing all reality to some monistic numerical taby|y; gf
on o

irrational, deterministic causation. This has resylreq in the togg
e . a
denial of volition and will, absolutely. If all re,jc

¥ is a strict process
of materialistic cause and effect, then free will

| is an illusion, and
 orals are thus also illusory. There can be no rational basis for

morals on this assumption.

In conclusion, it becomes apparent that all three thinkers—
Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Dostoevsky—contributed unique
critical appraisals of the mythos of the Enlightenment. That mythos
supposedly arose to give a primacy to human reason, the exaltarion
of science, the demythologization of superstition and religion, and
the rise of “rational” and just international political structures. What
actually occurred was the overturning of the previous Christian
mythos that provided Western civilization with a cohesive grand
narrative within which to situate the totality of existence. The.
collapse of this structure led immediately to the introspection. of
Kierkegaard and his dismal assessment of any hope of people f:md%ng
themselves until first coming to the end of themselves and. nnd.u‘lg
solace in the infinite God that transcends temporab fnite dxhalec;;
For Nietzsche, the Enlightenment was yet another dm);[ oss dlv
¢rected new idols in place of the old ones Bacon ;lah:t f{l;‘zcs N
©om down, Rigor in rationality, in fact, deﬂ‘lfﬂde 'ht ould creae
bandoned i favor of a new strong human arisiog ™ Ochristimi(,v
Anewy Meaning, For Dostoevsky. the Enlightenment ate

A reerly
int of CI¢ :

*nd then e itself, exalting reason t© the pT;ﬂ’;he T
Unrea] idaalicr: ity iesell. y
2L idealistic assessments of humanity | of humans ¢ ma

0 . 1y
t Man had resulted in a deterministic deni ible and absure a4
£ ¢ Enlightenment and its optimism impossi ishment humanity
W OStoevsky, as evidenced in Cri7¢ and Pur es, as Ki

O ; nseives
ha: lfd 3gain have to come to the end of (hcn.

0 i ion agal
teseen, before finding redemption 38

aring U
poscd gOSP"I
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oI CHAPTER 7H

Egyptian Mysteries of God
and Energy ... I Will Show
You a Great Mystery

The Cosmos moves within the very life of eternity,
and is contained in that very eternity whence all
life issues. And for this reason it is impossible that
it should at any time come to a standstill or be
destroyed, since it is walled in and bound together,

s0 to speak, by eternal life.!
fﬁezzszsfno; something pondered l.>y most, yet energy is one of
it ml: 2;1me.ntal aspects of reality and ﬁgt.lfes p oAl
S o ap ysncsi and theology. But. what mlg}.u.a >un ai’e[: "
correlationr:etaphysms have to do with geopolllflCS' Ij tl?rical
ey g mctwccn energy and its p'rocess and sogall ;r: e:;oeti(?«
movcmm<:vemcxlt8? I think tlTere is. Movemenr 1tseS [ ;te ofa?fairs
Oanothey. In }rlcprcsents energy in moRon .from onf.es or attributes
W the ultim theology we speak of God's amve‘ener'g‘ the univers®
thing ¢ ate .Causation and ground of being I factors int©
thig b Ca nergy itself is the locus of power. Specd also ;/pdemity
hag tus:.sp eed is a certain rate of energetic n.dvancemt‘f“
Increase of the speed of motion due to R

rominently in

tio

Sge he
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of technology: matter, information, and people are all able ¢, Moy
much faster and in much greater quantity than ever before, ‘

Before considering questions of modern and future eney
expectations, I would like to highlight an argument I've made a ff\i
times now concerning the ancient Egyptian hermetic notiong and
how their archetypal religious symbols encoded basic principles of
quantum physics and the energetic process. As many esotericists apg
traditionalist thinkers have commented, it seems as if ages or erag
of history also partake of cosmic processes or eons. Eastern Writers
speak of kali yuga, in which proper roles of hierarchy and caste are
reversed. Twentieth-century German philosopher Oswald Spengler
spoke of civilizations as having organic lifespans and Western
humanity as “Faustian Man.” My thesis here is that the cyclica]
process of energy itself gives a model of ages too. If movement is
energetic, then history and time also reduce to energetic movement.

I have mentioned in the past that the rites of the gods encode
secrets of nature. One of the best examples of this is the mythology
of Isis, Apophis, and Osiris, whose mythology includes the principles
of life and energy itself. Isis is the feminine principle of nature and
energy extended in space and time, Apophis represents the principle
of destruction and entropy, and Osiris represents the reemergence
of energetic loss toward eternity to a higher state of eternality
and immortality. The ancient Near Eastern symbol of IAO was
representative of this formula, and when considered in comparison
to the Pythagorean monad, dyad, and triad, the same imagery is
found to encode the same formulae. The point or monad extends
to the dyad, with the two points connected forming a line. The line
either has a circumference drawn around it and/or extends to a third
point. It can also form a vesica piscis, or an eye.

The eye is also a circle with a dot in the middle, as well as 2
circle surrounding a point or an extended line. This is the meaning
of the obelisk in the circle, which, when viewed from above (@ ‘%‘c
gods would have seen it) is also a dot in a circle. Quantum physicist
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- cene discussed the fundamenta] energetic p,

il ing the binary computer model as ol
ml

S}' "lbo[ism

ature of tealiry

" .
datum that can TSWeL @ single yes-no qQuestion
is called a bit—a familiar COMPUter-age term ¢hye

is short for binary digit, meaninga 0 or , 1, which
you can think of 'as a numerical representation of
yes Of N0 - Notice that the value of the entropy
and the amount of hidden information are equal.
That's no accident. The number of possible hegds.
rail arrangements is the number of possible answers
to the 1,000 questions—(yes, yes, no, no, yes, ...)
or (yes, no, yes, yes, no, ...) ... With entropy
defined as the logarithm of the number of such
arrangements——l,OOO in this case—entropy is the
number of yes-no questions any one such sequence
answers ... a system'’s entropy is the number of
yes-no questions that its microscopic details have the
capacity to answer, and so the entropy is a measure
of the system’s hidden information component ...
[in note] Stephen Hawking showed mathematically
that the entropy of a black hole equals the number
of Planck-sized cells that it takes to cover its event
horizon, It’s as if each cell covers one bit, one basic
unit of information.?

n being:
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Thus, the entire process of nature and energy js cOntainey .
this one symbolic form. We don’t have to be afraid of P ed n‘]
or paganism in this regard, since all pagan exoteric religio§°dg,
ever done is personalize or hypostatize the divine powers of
into chaotic, multiple powers (polytheism). These “n attica] forc:(j
personified are energies of the One True God, not of COUntleZ
demigods. To the inner priesthood of Egypt, the Knowled :
transmitted was that these gods were symbols for natural forces ;gn
Egypt, symbols were magic, not representations of magic, and e
is because the symbol participated in the “meaning” of the referen.
the prototype participates in the archetype. This is so radically
different a worldview from post-Enlightenment antimetaphysics ang
deconstructionism that it is very difficult for modern people to dives
themselves of this assumption. Modernity assumes that symbos
have no primeval, archetypal significance or meaning. Symbols and
signs for modern people simply evolved at random from randomly

has

evolved consciousness (whatever that is), which was then accepted in
some kind of linguistic social contract when all the villagers decided,
for example, that “cat” would stand for that little animal lying in the
patch of sun on the rug.

Such are our great, learned academicians and professors. But to
sober minds, the fundamental nature of energetic process also hasa
correspondence to civilizations and ages. Writer Mark Hackard has
translated an excellent essay by Russian thinker Natalya Irtenina that
describes the traditionalist assessment of our age, citing Guénon:

Analyzing the worldview of the Middle Ages,
one embodied in the aesthetic conception of
Thomas Aquinas, the author Umberto Eco defines
it as a “philosophy of cosmic order.” In such an
understanding of the world, “God is regarded as
the Prima Causa in relation to Himself and to his
Creation, for which he appears as the Actual, Final
and Creative Reason ... Here everything, beginning
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ending
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None of th
anation and

from the Creation of tbe angels, world 5, dm
determmation of passions and habirs, ,,, d
in the sacraments as instruments of
and death as the gates to eternal |ife__
is accidental, all of this has expl
functions within this integral whole, 3
At the base of w‘hat p ?alled traditional conscioysne
ing lies the principle of hierarchy, strengthened by the ds s or
thmbscnce of randomness, the impossibility of reaq, et of
H For the person located “within tradition,”
?:;g;gt;onal character sin.ce tl?)ey are regarded in
with foundational principles.™
] repeat these sufficiently simple and well-known truths here
only to demonstrate the nucleus of logical relationships in the system
of t}aditional thinking and from this to cross over to the topological
plane of the given analysis. On the topological plane, the integrity of
wditional thinking is structured according to the principle of the
ee: the roots (basic metaphysical principles), the trunk (the One,
the highest level of hierarchy), and the widely branching crown
(the universum of the Cosmos, particularly human culeure). Within
the parameters of modern scientific rationalism (in the projects of
philosophers, linguists, semioticians, structuralists, psychologists,
Pychiatrists, and certain polymaths), the tree principle has alresfd)’
long been legitimized as an epistemological, methodologifal .reallt)':
¥ap archetype, and in general as “one of the strongest umvers:l"
Sructures of man'’s thought and practice in apprehending 'the worl b
The reference o tradition here is crucial, as meaning ¢t e

W only ; ; i aning only
in "y in a cereain context, just as words having m¢ : ain
2 Certain ¢ gs onl)’ in a cert

But nothing can
d nihilists want
ngendered by
is a result ©

nless, acausa|
“all thi

all things have 5
direct connection

Ontext, Mo, dom?n’_ just as'stories have meanine 4
truly cnity is premised on the new as n n
¢ over c}:v ln.the sense that the modemlstsda !

Iibefili N elm'"g sense of boredom and bondag

™ fom the time of the Enlightenment on
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this impossible, erotic desire for the p.ur‘ely new. This desire
the continually new is actually modernity’s slaviry, despite i
assumption that it is its greatest freedo.m. 'ljhc‘ ,‘]ew»

past is supposedly discarded, and atc?mlzed lmiilvldual
“consciousness” creates its own meaning and foists it upon the wolg
as the direct result of liberalism’s inherent nihilism. Russiay, .
strategist Alexander Dugin brilliantly summed up this "ihilisti;
impulse of modern Jiberalism as follows:

By

. fals
1S Where th:

me:minglesS

There is one point in liberal ideology that has
brought about a crisis within it: liberalism is
profoundly nihilistic at its core. The set of values
defended by liberalism is essentially linked to its
main thesis: the primacy of liberty. But liberty in
the liberal vision is an essentially negative category:
it claims to be free from (as per John Stuart Mill),
not to be free for something. It is not secondary; it
is the essence of the problem.

Liberalism fights against all forms of collective
identity, and against all types of values, projects,
strategies, goals, methods and so on that are
collectivist, or at least non-individualist. That is
the reason why one of the most important theorists
of liberalism, Karl Popper (following Friedrich
von Hayek), held in his important book, The
Open Society and Its Enemies, that liberals should
fight against any ideology or political philosophy
(ranging from Plato and Aristotle to Marx and
Hegel) that suggests that human society should

7

o the open society, should be strict
e individual. So the enemies of th
hich s synenymous with Wester
1991, and which has become the p,
of the world, are concrete. Its pri
Communism and fascism, both
emefged from the same Enlighten
and which contained central, n
concepts"'dass in Marxism,

€ open Societ

n Society posti
orm for he rest
nl'lary Nemies 5y
1deologies which
ment philosophy,
on-individualistic

. face in Nation,|
Socialism, and the national State i fascism, S,

the source of liberalism’s conflict with the existin

Jlrernatives of modernity, fascism or CommuniSmg
is quite obvious. Liberals claim to liberate societ{r
from fascism and Communism, or from the two
major permutations of explicitly non-individualistic
modern totalitarianism. Liberalism’s struggle, when
viewed as a part of the process of the liquidation of
non-liberal societies, is quite meaningful: it acquires
its meaning from the fact of the very existence of
ideologies that explicitly deny the individual as
society’s highest value. It is quite clear what the
struggle is attempting to achieve: liberation from its
opposite. But the fact that liberty, as it is conceived
by liberals, is an essentially negative category is not
clearly perceived here. The enemy is present and is
concrete. That very fact gives liberalism its solid
content. Something other than the open society
exists, and the fact of its existence is enough ©
justify the process of liberation.’

have some common goal, common value, or
common meaning, (It should be noted that George
Soros regards this book as his personal bible.) Any
goal, any value, and any meaning in liberal society;

In other words, liberal modernity post Enlightenment haill;i:,f
1 :’n.ception of birth and nature, and resurrection and etcersr;ms i
vaj ¢S only the futile thrust for the ever news which reprmf:she
Br3sping for the “Q” (Osiris) while being P“Pewa“y <
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in the “A” (Apophis and Cntfolf’)’)"The :;lcvceptgnce of Dary,
theory itself by all of modernity is nc;t ing but the aCcep
of the principle of perpetual chaos and entropy. A}though
Darwinian progressives assumed humans wele ?volvmg into
and more progressive states, once it bec.omes evxdeht that pr
(in that worldview) is a subjective valhe ) Udgme.m with no objeqive
reality, the concept is meaningless (as is ever ythfng). The jettison,

of metaphysics by the Enlightenment, e?(altatlon of the atomizeg
individual, and apotheosis of the new is simply tf’ be caught foreve
in the cyclical wheel of natural chaos. It. i‘s the implicit worship of
Apophis, and is, as Dugin said, pure nihilism.

In terms of geopolitics, the Western elite have come to embody
the full incarnation of what Spengler correctly described as Faustiay,
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe’s nineteenth-century fictitious Dr.
Faustus (based on a real character) made a deal with the deyj|
for power, but as a result lost himself and his soul. What better
description for Western humanity than Faustian, given the insane,
nihilistic goals of technological transhumanism in a universe
simultaneously divested of any meaning or significance as a result
of modern liberalism, where this nihilistic tech-utopia version seeks
to attain immortality through a mass Creation of chaos (Apophis).
But the process of IAO, if it does have any historical connection,
is not caused and created by power-mad technocrats who wreck
everything thinking they will remake everything. That is the folly

of communistic metaphysics—order out of chaos. Suicide does not
make for immortality.

i“ian
tanco
Car|

Moy

Oreyg

Irtenina commentted again:

If the model of traditional thought can be signified
by the letter ¥ (everything grows out of and is
nourished by a single trunk), then the neo-pagan
model will look like 2 W inverted (of course both
definitions are quite conditional). In the latter case,
although subordination of the system’s elements
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. inverted Greek psi, an inverted tree, al
d, as does the A of Apophis (which actually empog;
PYrﬂa‘:Pe dip yramid). The triadic pyramid itself is o, evil, bui“-\i ;he
;:Certe dis sy'mbolnc of cvll)l, the negati'on (.)f being, Th en
dhat nothing 12 e }r;ew ;:iau;e nothing is relative. No Meaning

s purel)’ cormhgent that sudden )’.eme.rges.as abrute fact i

4ith 10 historical context. But objects in history are also not purely
pistorical and subject to consta}nt flux. History itself is contained
yithin the infinite, as every point in space and time also manjfests
he infinite, as 1 showed here. And that means truth itself is also
eernal, not temporal and meaningless. In short, the entire universe
is the opposite of what the Faustian degenerate Western so-called
“lie” have proffered. Apophis is not the ultimarte force in the
universe, but merely an aberration that marks temporal reality itself.
Apophis and entropy cannot be universalized and apotheosized
because they are not things—they have no being. They are the
negation of being, being no-thing. The nothingness of nihilism is
the very thing liberalism tends toward as twentieth-century Russian
political philosopher Aleksandr Dugin accurately noted.

In terms of geopolitics, the race of modernity centers around
ergy. The fiat dollar is itself a symbolic representation of huma.n
:“:;i};;l;o binfi a'Il the world to a fiat c.urrency of one: ahdtzzo;liz
0 “ihilis[eir grid is to enslave huma'nkm'd toa centl;a,:elf[he o
- dulemc mOnetansm.. Most nations in the v\:)r L,: e
States\lh:e ;:31 e kingmodd] thaiie havc “Zn‘ the Bank of
Nglang mode . thserve model based m. w _ary electronic

el. The binding of masses to a single binary

SO resembles ,

e reality i

n history
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“currency” thus encapsulates the transference of human energy ;.
virtual energy, yet it is a system that is even more Suscep‘il\lc to
centralized fraud and manipulation than the older fiat pape, Mo
It is therefore the liberal, nihilistic negation of currency and “monc:‘:
(for the masses, that is). Our era of reign of quantity and Monery
is perfectly summarized with an Apophis 4 on the “dollar.”
With these deep ruminations in mind, the context of the Anglo.
establishment’s war on Russia for the last hundred years represeng
a race for energy. The Anglo elites, enmeshed in satanism and
their Faustian tech bargain, have adopted wholesale the lie that
the control of natural resources, and in particular energy, wil give
them not merely some classical geopolitical advantage, but rather
immortality. This immortality will (they believe) be achieved by the
utter dominance and cutting off of natural resources. The complete
and total control of energy, in all forms and means, is the essence
of full spectrum dominance. It is not merely the control of natura|
gas, coal, nuclear energy, or emergent energy technologies—it s
the control of all movement. All movement is energy as I have
noted, and the tracking and tracing of all things is merely another
example of full-spectrum energy dominance. Control of currency is
control of energy. Control of food is control of the consumption of
energy. Control of breeding is control of sexual energy. The name
of the entire game is cornering the market on energy—all energy.
This is the meaning of the evil, Apophis version of the eye. The
palantir-style magic crystal ball that is the Internet and Google
the ring of power—or the ring of energy. But the ring of energy does
not end with entropy and Apophis. It ends with resurrection an
immortality, and that is a symbolic reassurance and guarantee that
the forces of destruction, chaos, and Apophis will not, and cannob
win in the long run. A is also Alpha and O is also Omega.
God transcends the dualist metaphysic exemplified in natw™

and the energeric process. Eastern theologian Vladimir Lossky
explains:

l‘ism
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wpccording to St',,{vl?Xi.mus’ God s ‘identicy,
il andatriad.” Capita theologic ¢ Ya
13; PG 90, col. 1125A. He is not 1
hree; he s 1=3 a'“d 3=1. That is to s
ot concerned ‘W.lth number as signi
Jbsolute diversities cannot be made the Subjects of
sums of addition; they have not even Opposition
jn common: If, as we have said, 2 personal God
cannot be a monad — if he must be more thap,
2 single person — neither can he be , dyad. The
dyad is always an opposition of two terms, anq. i,
that sense, it cannot signify an absolyte diversity,
When we say that God is Trinity we are emerging
from the series of countable or calculable numbers,
St. Basil appears to express this idea well: “For we
do not count by way of addition, gradually making
increase from unity to plurality, saying ‘one, two,
three’ or ‘first, second, third.” ‘I am the first and I
am the last,’ says God (Isaiah 44:6). And we have
never, even unto our own days, heard of a second
God. For in worshipping ‘God of God’ we both
confess the distinction of persons and abide by the
Monarchy.” De spiritu sanctol8; P.G. 32, col. 149B.
The procession of the Holy Spirit is an infinite
passage beyond the dyad, which consecrates the
absolute (as opposed to relative) diversity of the
Persons. This passage beyond the dyad is not an
infinite series of persons but the infinity of the
Procession of the Third Person: the Triad suffices
t denote the Living God of revelation. St. Gregory
of Nalianzus, Or. 23 (De pace 3), 10; P.G. 35, col.
élGl' Or. 45 (In sanctum pascba); P-G-' 36, col
.28C‘ If God is a monad equal to 2 triad, 'thefe
10 place in him for a dyad. Thus the seemingly

0€Conom;, 2,
erely one and
2, here we 4.,
fying Quantity,

mOﬂ
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necessary opposition between the Father apg e
Son, which gives rise to a dyad, is purely ar(jf; cial
the result of an illicit abstraction. Where the Ty nit);
is concerned, we are in the presence of the One of

7
of the Three, but never of two.

Notes:

1 (Asclepius IIL, 29¢.)
2 (The Hidden Reality, 289-290)
3 (Eco, “Aesthetics of the Chaosmos”)

(Guénon)
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Numbers Refute Materigligy,

Twentieth-century American philosopher Thomas Nagel recendly
published a book questioning the hallowed dogma of strice
reductionist materialism. I have not read the book, byt 4 philosophe;
friend recommended it to me. It’s nice to see someone daring to
challenge the ridiculous control grid that is modern so-called
academia. In a similar vein this week, a friend set up a Google char
in which I was able to meet an MIT professor and debate certain
questions relating to materialism and Platonism. While I have o
tread lightly here, I want to make it clear that [ am not advocating
everything Plato taught; however, in the course of debating academics
and thinkers, appeals to the hallowed tradition of Platonism and
mathematics seem to have some weight as an inroad. I don't think
'I made much progress in my discussion with the MIT chap. but it
ilustrates for me further confirmation of the correctness of my oW
Positions op metaphysics.
highlllj] :le i)ou.rsc of this. c'onvcrsation, sever.ai .ide Fie
Many ;g)f iht ML rf"»lk e 'Sc;“t'o revisit t
Moderp; o here already, bue o always g9 uestion.
Mty is so committed to this dogma wlfh"_“.t q The scientific
e fist faulty presupposicion is naive empifici™ piricis
Academjc establishments are still dominated by naie ) :/)ant, in
sole €pistemolog; h. Believe anything you
mological approac

s came to mind that
highlighted

hem, sincé
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ndergirding all of it is the ridiculoy, bl
hrough sense experience. This is the N
and Enlightenment empir;

fact, just as long as u
all knowledge c;mes tominalists,
ists, n
errorC C;i :1: :;,pin th; populist ideas ?f their timles,l .these philosOPhers
and chinkers simply assume tha.t the m;ellec;t:la c dlmate {h:n fos
progress Was found only in circles that ah cSr.e to this dOCtrine‘
Nothing could be further from the truth. Since most mempe,
of this school follow some form of what‘thez would term logic, it
is very easy to demonstrate that the clam.l all knowledge Come
through sense experience” is false by appea.lmg to the' sentence jtseg
The claim is an exceptionally strong umvcrsa&l claim aboyt both
knowledge and metaphysics. Given the propen.sxty of these people g
bully theists for unsubstantiated claims, there is no possible way, on
empirical grounds, to prove such a claim. The claim itself Necessarily
entails an entire host of metaphysical preconditions, too, which are

a thllt
nCiQnt
Cistg,

tered

anathema to naive empiricism. Even twentieth-ccmury Americap
philosopher Willard Van Orman Quine, one of their own, showed
that the very dogmatic claim of naive empiricism is an impossible
claim and is still quite impossible. In fact, you can read David Hume
himself, the grandfather of modern atheistic materialism, for an
claborate explanation of how empiricism necessarily entails radical
skepticism and is therefore utterly destructive to all knowledge. For
example, in a piece in the American political magazine The Weekly
Standard on Nagel’s recent workshop with materialists, we read:

At the workshop the philosophers and scientists

each added his own gloss to neo-Darwinian

reductive naturalism o materialistic

Darwinian reductionism or naturalistic materialism
or reductive determinjsm, They were unanimous
in their solid certainty that materialism—as we’ll
call it here, to limij the number of isms—is the all-
Purpose explanation for life as we know it.!

neo-
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. modern academia is not mych, more thy,,
Sl- washing and. propaganda, we Cannot ¢y
of bralﬂst weducated intellectuals,” knowled geof Pl uch,
it Othaﬂ a smattering of The Repypj;, and g5 0 f?erC0nsiSKS
of O here is not to delve into Plato’s theor ; alogues, My
conce'fn the metaphysics. Modern academj ){):inthehpolis, but tq
high;}f:ems know only 1© follow the populg ¢
isl;a": or the other, and almost never hit op the face tha:?l:: this,

; _ e ,

[art of an esoteric tradition extending from Egyptand ol 0 was
at hada specnﬁc cosmogo.ny a.md cosmology thyy closely
Jith anthropology embodied in the classic microcosy.-
analogy:

Since my opponents were not familiar wigh .
were at a bit of a loss because the Timaeus exemplifies this tradiiop
 clearly. 1 am not saying that all the statements aboy polytheism
or Creation by the gods are necessarily metaphysically correct of
liceral; I do believe that there is a great amount of truth in the work
that clearly extends back to an older Creation tradition that is very
similar to the Mosaic in which the logos or word is preeminent in
the Creation act. This means the external world,—whatever “stuff’
we conceive it to be made of—is inherently rational and imbued
with meaning and the manifestation of the divine energeia. The
modern materialists hold the utmost opposite as their working
Presupposition: meaning and logos are merely social conventions
foisted upon reality from finite, meaningless brains that resulted
from equally meaningless materialistic process. On the contrary,
What | further realized in the course of the conversation was how
Yastly differenc were our approaches to the world s a ».vholc. I‘/}il)’
T ol s 7
e it was very difficult to transl’ate them inte -

some kind of sense for the diehard m.atcna .
- Xc)i Dext argument after criticizing cmpil’i;‘sm 2’:3 t difficuley

& 0 numbers, which all materialists Consider
t's take 2 logical emity like the number seven.
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ven objects alone cannot account for (he j,,,
nal conceptual nature of somet hing like
hat a number proper is not like Materia|
In other words, the classic philog,

that collecting s¢
unchanging. and eter
We can begin to se¢ Y
in a very funda mental way. s | . i
ot of denity and predication emerges as something M possily)

for rank materialism. What is a number i.f i.r is t:l\cal‘l)' NOt 4 mey,
collection of these atoms? Even if the mf'arermlilst atfioms that “Seven”
is just the collection of some seven objects, it })cgs the question, iy
that particular collection the number seven? Clearly not, since the
removal of one of the objects does not suddenly erase the Numbe;
seven from existence. I apologize to more thoughtful readers that
such basic philosophy has to still be recounted, since anyone who hys
taken philosophy 101 knows this is one of the first things discussed,
Consider another illustration: which is zhe number seven?

a l'iam
s(‘\'on
thip .

[

Seven

VII

~J

1I30000

The answer is all and none. This js the problem of the one and
the many, a very dastardly problem for rank materialists. Seven—the
conceptual reality—is therefore something that transcends each
of these concrete particular symbolic representations. The pur¢
of necessity, reduce all conceptual reality ©
. of the molecules and atoms and arbitrarily
predicate “sevenness” to those things. But if a]l reality is mere matten

the braj : i
ans engaged in the process of predicati ng seven do not con(ain

the same i
i neu‘ral impulses that are firing to cause the concept seve™
the question can be reframed

, iop O
numbers in ghe I as follows: in the collection
n the lisc I've included here, what is it that causes us ©

materialists must always,
some arbitrary collection
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onne dness? It cannot be simply wha i hapiels<the~naturc of the
cnnnecttl’l pecause we are looking for the P ningin OUr ming,
‘.hemicﬁ t):ehind these events. The chemicals in ;Ctmg Principle or

ean'ln ls in yours, SO what is sevenness? Simpl Adare nog 1,
(hcmlc?e: and these molecules begs the %esz,;:ta_“ngit 35 those
molf“}‘]'e ‘min d can pick out a certain collection (;f‘lncc atlin
that.i'(ic object of predication just assumes Mmater;
;:‘s if to say, “signs and symbols have no rey| on
l; eyond being token'symbols of material reality bec,
actions i the bralr? that equate to being signs 2
(s s logical and philosophical nonsense.

While I do not fully agree with twentieth-century Swedish-
American physicist Max Tegmark that all reality is purely math,
he is definitely on the right track when he talks abour how the
fundamental nature of reality is quite different from what these
people imagine. Rather than adopting the ridiculous and childish
idea that mathematics is an invention of human social construct,
Tegmark explains that mathematics is very much at the heart of

Molecules 5 "
alism again, [t
tological stapys
use the chemic,|
nd symbols.” Bue

reality and very much something that precedes humankind. In
contrast to the materialists and existentialists who hold that existence
precedes essence, the worldview [ espouse s quite the opposice
“sence precedes human existence. Meaning and number are not
tandom Creations of chaotic process; they are the very fabric of
teality itself and are not dependent on the “invention” of some guy.
When we read the Timaeus, we see that, even at that early
ate, Pyrhagoras, Socrates, and Plato had a conception that ti:
v:‘yd:fl}:ntal Str}lCtler of reality was basc‘t.i &foui‘d_ g:::li[li:;;he
triviun: a:i’p al forms of nature. In authentic ed\ikj:l:umbc: in space
While mus;c ('1uadr1v1umj we.know - g;m:;:rfimdm, we can 5¢¢
% caly, Is r.lumber in time. Throug . magical conception
Frhe eallt}us tradition, there was an ._dmos‘ lity is afom“rican'v
gy It t a0, ata very fundamental level rea‘ foli a We can s¢¢
1o forms known now as the Placonic®
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these forms in everything in our world from the molecyly, |

the cosmic level. The Platonic solids follow upon the Parre“,wd to
one, the dyad, and triad, which extend out to make ]| gmm:f the
shaped and forms. These structures emerge everywhere in n[m
and show that all reality is highly structured and ordered, 4 ()ppnn \r(‘
to being the product of random chaotic forces. For exa mple, by :](d
use of cymatics we can see that notes in music have a cerrq " 'fﬂl'[:\
when played on a surface that can demonstrate the geomeryj

icy]

structure they produce. .

Only a fool would think that the platonic solids have chemicy
equivalents by random happenstance. On the contrary, these rhings
demonstrate very clearly that we are right as positing an omniscieng
mind as the source of all these interconnected phenomena,
see this more clearly when we examine the notions of linguistic
philosophy and the problem of predication, which I have outlined
elsewhere. It also shows that reality itself has its own metaphysical
structure that functions as a precondition for even the possibility of
knowledge at all in a transcendental sense. By transcendental here,
I'am referring to transcendental philosophy and not anything else.

From this point in the conversation, I went on to argue that the
very possibility of creating an Al supercomputer or something like
the cloud assumes a world far different from what the materialists
imagine. This sounds a bit odd ar first glance, since, generally
speaking, it’s the Al fanatics and tech geeks who are often the first
to cry that computing so loudly heralds the dawn of the victory
of the rr}aterialist worldview. On the contrary again, the ability to
.encodc lflformation in light, based on the fact that light itself is
e el et e

Y to store information in a sort of realm of forms 1

youwill, in which algorithms and sets stand for reality is an analogy
of what must be the

case on a more cosmic, interdimensional leve.
There are two reaso,

ings
lel ns that we cannot locate the essence of thin8
solely i istori
) ehy in the concrete historical of 5 thing, First, there is the p e
oft i '
€ one and many I outlined above. Second, there is the classi°?
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(hat 50 o0 all questions either. But if our startin
mfost absurd ities, as raw materialism does
;or rl:al progress Eresee ,

| often referencﬂe twentlerh-cenrury Am

hilosopher 0 e hiiel emmasiflie incompletenegs theorem ;
reat example of wh‘y 110 System can be explaineq solely b}'l:ha
+joms that unc’lerglt‘d the system. Godel showed e
pertrand Russell’s challenge, yet many people are unable to make
s connections as to what the implications of this are. Not ol
Joes it show that mathematical sets cannot be justified by reference
o other mathematical sets, as the book Godel, Escher,/ Bach: An
Frernal Golden Braid shows, this pattern emerges in other disciplines
and areas of life. But even twentieth-century American scholar of
cognitive science and physics Douglas Hofstadter cannot seem o
make the connection between this and why materialism is false. As
I'mentioned with regard to Godel, a friend sent me an interesting
piece the other day that appears to be true and confirms something
heand I had been speculating about lately: is there something more
sinister at work in terms of the suppression of Platonism and the
Promotion of rank materialism? Readers of my blog will know
that | certainly think the promotion of communistic dialectical
Materjalism s demonstrably true and conspiratorial, but is there
lipside to this idea in which the truth about the acnfal natuir;
there e e rTlen.uon L S i ;rticular than is
s much more to Leibniz and to Husserl in p T

Com i '
. monly known, and what my friend sent me espect
ears,
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specifically pick as suppressed? He fingered two Platonists—|
and Husserl. The blog reads:

Perhaps the greatest logician of all time, Kurt Gsdg|
uncovered the existence of a world-wide conspiracy
to make men less intelligent. For years Godel had
been very interested in the work of Gottfried Leibnis,
whose characteristica universalis influenced Godel’s
use of symbolism in his famous incompleteness
proofs, and went so far as to request copies of the
voluminous Leibniz manuscripts to be brought to
the United States during the second World Wiar,
Godel initially claimed to have discovered evidence
of a conspiracy suppressing Leibniz’s work—
that Leibniz had in fact completed the famously
unfinished (and unfinishable) universal language of
thought, but had been prevented from publishing it.
In conversation, Godel suggested that the Viennese
Academy of Science, officially inaugurated in the
mid-19* century, had in fact been founded by
Leibniz in secret some centuries before; its record
books, which contained references to the complete

characteristica universalis, had been systematically
destroyed.?

And a commenter wrote:

I came across this in On the Philosophical
Development of Kurt Gidel Author(s): Mark Van
Atten and Juliette Kennedy on page 452-453 in
a footnote: “[After quoting Godel ralking about a
manuscript of Husser] that had been removed from
published record] Gédel has made similar remarks

ab ’ g ,
OUt manuscripts dlsappeanng, e.g, some of
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iz, which have sometimes .
Leibniz’ been dismisseq N

symptoms of a possible mental instability o ¢ sde!

art, But in this case, Godel wag completely o el's
and by way of proof he pointed Sye Toledo [9; Cc()t'
§o we have here another case of Godel’s a”ega;i: ]
of important works being remoye actually bei: s
evidence of his meticulous research abilitjes 3 ’

This is both amazing and important, There i
piversalis because Plato was right. Of course [ canpy verify if this s
Jeolutely correct, but it is something I have spoken to others aboyt
for a few years now. My intuition is almost always righe. These last
futs about Godel do not prove anything about the cage against
the materialist, but they do fit perfectly into why I think we will
wentually win out in the long run against the marerialist enemies
and haters of truth. Because the world is actually so far from whac
they think, their “system” cannot win out in the long run. Anything
atodds with actual reality can only fail in the long march of history.
True, Plato argued with the sophists of his day, and Leibniz did
battle with the materialists of his, but in our day, things are coming
" head. The big discoveries in theoretical physics are starting ©
Vindicate oy view of reality as opposed to the chaos philos.ophers
; nolfs‘ense. They fail to realize that they waf}%ﬁ“ﬁif O‘::z

7 ¥ing and ogoi and are thus doomed to fail- The pil
" dilempmg j the notion of a single unified science, 25 5; -ienAcc‘“
Crrard Accurately explained in his essay “A Single Unified 3¢

a characterissicy
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e MCHAPTER 9

Leibniz Plus John Dee = Golems

I have written before about the importance of sixteenth/seventeenth-
century German polymath and Platonist, Gottfried Leibniz,
especially when it comes to complex metaphysical questions. Some
have wondered in the past why I have seen him as important, and
I'want to explain what I began to notice several years ago. This s
not to say that I think all his ideas are correct. Indeed, several of his
ideas seem a bit strange, but there are definitely crucial insights and
ideas handed down in the Western tradition that Leibniz brought
to light and that ultimately led to the computational machine
we call the computer. Certainly others were involved in this long
process, such as Blaise Pascal in the seventeenth century and other
mathematicians, but Leibniz occupies a central role.

As readers of my website (https://jaysanalysis.oom/ ) may have
noticed, my interview with James Kelley, author of Anatomyzing
Divinity: Studies in Science, Esotericism, and Political Theolog)
highlighted several questions surrounding figures of that erd
speculating on optics and the ability to influence people and nations
for propaganda and psychological operations purposes. Specificz‘zll)’,
Dr. John Dee, seventeenth-century English mathematicia™
astronomer, and alchemist, theorized different notions 31"’”{‘
magical mirrors tha might be erected to influence others. Jﬂme:
Kelley offered the tantalizing idea thar the two zeroes in the “007
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Dee used in his communiques wj},

«vmbollsmcpres ented two mirrors placed 5 the
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' ve cal experiments of his day. And },
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in the © of light reflecting outward, Kelley

point iverse was a va .
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the androgynous i
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Kabba 1ns by which the rays that refracted off objects could thus
\¢ me: [ H . V
llansmi‘ the emblems of information and knowledge ingo our heads,
i i ' :

s needs to be said here. This theory is very close to
istotle’s view that the mind abstracts universals from the
anasm. These enter the mind through sense experience. In similar
Fshion Enlightenment theorists, including the esotericists, were
ashion, . e
fiscinated by these notions as well as the Platonic illuminis; theory
of epistemology that Augustine supported. Ron Nash has wriccen
an interesting book contrasting the Augustinian and Thomistic
wnceptions of knowledge, with Thomas following Aristotle in the
great synchesis more than Plato, though Aquinas did think be h:.ld
snthesized the two by placing the archetypes of forms of things in
the divine essence. In this regard, Augustine’s illuminism 1sl v;ry
. . ge
similar to that of Aquinas, as both sought to base human klnozl :;1 g

, : < mi ad them
onthe reflected analogies that are in people’s minds that le
©acontemplative journey back to the One. v of
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in the essence of the One, the divine essence of God
with the Divine Mind. | |
This is divine exemplarism, but with a unique tyig, |
distinguishes the Western view from th.e Easten}; MaXimus |
Confe;sor placed these archetypes or logc?l as energies of (5
one logos, not as the divine essence. This has crucial implimlinns
for theology, but in terms of my foc}us here, th?re are maggiy,
implications for epistemology. James I\elley.has l:?ld out many o
these implications in his book, but as he mentioned in oyy inerviey,
there appear to be interesting parallels with the track of Wester,
civilization as its top ancient scientists and philosophers Jike Bacon,
Leibniz, Descartes, Dee, and Newton take this alchemical-Platonic
view of “trinities” everywhere and reverse engineer them

s Syn()l]yn]()m

at
ho
d in the

into 5
technological idea of a great god computer, if you will,

For many Renaissance and Enlightenment thinkers, the mind
was a mirror of the world, capable of “imaging” anything in the
world, and following the Platonic and Aristotelian theories of
illumination, in a sense potentially infinite. The form of any single
thing can enter the mind through the eye, be stored in the mind,
and be reproduced via memory. Thus, for many of these thinkers,
not only does it appear they had a mechanistic view of humanity as
their Presupposition for the scientific revolution, but a more esoteric
notion of creating a computing machine, With the assumption of
humans a5 sore of biological machines, it was thus posited that a
mechanica] being might be created.
Readers wil| immediately think of the ancient Kabbalistic legend
he Golem, the mechanical man thas can be created with the
Proper symbols and magic. In the sixteenth century, Rabbi Isaac
of Luria supposedly created one, being a master of the Kabbalistic
L rather than pags away into the bin of history as an
E:ibz(;:v:n’;’}'c‘:: ; }: that, in the .esoteric societies of Dee ande

¢ myth persisted, and when these wer
I theories of Augustino-platonic illuminism
Ic mirror emblemism, and so forth, the stage

of t

I suspec
Mpany,
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In this book, I want to analyye some o
cibniz: We know t}.mt he was the fou
Lartictllarly of theories that would be
(Creationl of the‘ B, = €soteric ideqs beyond
mere mathematics at work? Do the concepts of mjpro, ime;gin
and reflecting, the m.onadology, SPace and extension i, LeiBnE
demonstrate any possible connection ¢, what we see before | i
these complex instruments known as personal computers? What
about the ideas that Dr. John Dee had, as James Kelley has noted,
served to influence later scientists to creare great eyes in the sky
that could peer anywhere and also Project images everywhere,
propagandizing masses?
Leibniz was interested in finding a characteristica universalss,
a universal language of symbols—a universal lexicon that would
represent all the functions of reason. The idea here would eventuaily

fthe ide

3 of Gogefy;
s of ried

. caleulys, and
INStrument,| for the

evolve into the Creation of the computer—a “logic machine” thar
could perform complex algorithms. While machines might be cre:ged
to count (primitive calculators), what about more complex machines
that could encode data? Could that daa be stored? ThOl}gh'l am 10[
schooled in the history of technology. [ am 2 studen; of ggt)joio:;
and the question does pique my interest. We woul.d[erjatlis‘r crial and
modern-day technicians and scientists that P'-‘“ll‘n;e i, b
€rror was the birthplace of these techno 'majve L e hacbehind
“Wspect chis is false. [ am much more inch.n'f ~t0 culacions as well as
these “logic machines” are vast metaphysical $pe

Profound metaphysical truths. generally t
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to this day. Indeed, as I mentioned, most computer Scientige li
posit that computers emerged from a long process of materiali:e.ly
scientistic endeavor. Yet when we look at Leibniz, we i nor\m\
someone enveloped in materialism and mechanistic Views of :l%
world, but rather someone who embraces an elaborate SchOlngt]'(j
worldview that hearkens to Platonism. o
Leibniz’s monadology is his metaphysical theor
composed of infinite, rational, simple monads th
litle spherical mirror. The monads mirror the res

not directly interact with one another. God has
perfect harmony between them,
speaking,

y ofreality being
at functiop like
t of reality by, do
pre-establisheq ,
t to say that, properly
atter. Leibniz rejecteq

and it is correc
the monads are spirit as opposed to m
the idea that fundamenta] reality was made

Leibniz actually Presages m
in quantum physics, including the theories
psychiatrist Cay| Jung regarding the continyj
of th.e Psyche and the oyger archetypes enco
yche—or mind—bridg

any twentieth-century developments

of Wolfgang Pauli and
ty of the inner concepts
untered in the world of
ed that gap, and Leibniz
€, conscious. [ also see
or and his logoi. For all

B o s he mind of God, though
€ a bit in wha, that entajls and how that is.

Perceiving change

e s within
dlStlnCl’ly,

itself mor 1
or adequately than ¢ .

he lower ones, and in
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so doing, “mirrors” more of the objective relations
of the entire universe of monads from it point of
view. The ensemble of these points of view forms
an order of co-existence, and space is nothing but
the simultaneous perception of co-existing qualities,
and time is nothing but the order of successively
perceived qualities. The spaces and times of each
monad will be relative to the point of view of each.

The inherent effort of each essence to realize the
maximum existence is the metaphysical basis for
Leibniz’s defense of a spontaneous freedom O,f
the will ... in the case of each individual men’s
essences ... The ultimate individuals (rfxonads)
of the universe are then active centers of energy
containing all that they have been or will be within
themselves.”!

. i ithin the context
ibniz was still working wit
B dition, which defined God as an
. i ition,
ot the Augustmo«Platomc traf hose attributes and actions are
. who .
absolutely simple monad, all o ich that divine essence. God
W .
conceived of as wholly synonymous This is the classic Western
is the exact same as what He doe;- ime of Augustine on, but t©
doctrine of divine simplicity from the ud ; the Great monad to be
be fair to Leibniz, he does consider Gol o hough still part of that
alicy. thoug
. ; rest of reality. N s all mirror
of a different order than the O b monadsall mi
continuum in the Great Chain of Being, since t
the Greac Simple monad. .
Leibniz wrote in his First P ’”M}[z :~::0nmins t
“The most Perfect Being is the onef ‘l-d as and reflections,
Quality is being, capable of having i C“o - does™ y
ines as A MILr L as Theodicy
Multiplies the variety of things aglished in his litetime “";sslx e\'€<f
. ¢ to be pu Fevl, However,
Leibniz’s only book to roblem 0
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ichhea
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my interest here; I want to focus on his Mety
that is not

Phy“ 5
" Sic
- «dentity in Individuals and True Propositiopg
the section “ldentity

il l Al I]
s Ne Wr()‘(\-

In my opinion each individual substance always
contalins the marks of whate\./er hals happened to
it and the features of that which will ever happen
to it ... Now every individual substance of this
universe expresses in its concept the universe into
which it has entered ... Now what is it to say that
the predicate is in the subject if not tl‘mt the concept
of the predicate is in some manner involved in the
concept of the subject? Since from the very fact
that I began to exist it could be truly be said of me
or that this would happen to me, we must grant
that the predicates were principles involved in the
subject or in the complete concept of me which
constitutes the so-called ego and is the basis of the
interconnection of all my different states. These
have been known to God from all eternity.?

Leibniz did not use the words exemplar or logoi, but the principle
hc‘was discussing is remarkably similar. Since the ground of a things
being is the Divine Mind, it follows that contained in the idea ot

for‘m of that thing is al] evengg that will occur in relation to th
thing. God, bejn

: & omniscient, is able to know all these infinic
relations, bur thjg

wh brings to mind the logoi of Maximus Confesso?
O argued that the logoi are the afChetypes or forms of things that

are also uncreqy, ;
€ tes. Leibniz continued:

d divine energ

ThlS is a .

be wel] g l'mportam Proposition that deserves to

s Etabhshed, for it follows that every soul is
wor .

God; th PG, independent of everything else but
) at s not Onl 5

; Y Immort
ut retajng ini al and

1ts .
substance traces of everything that

impenetrable
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happens to it ... That js ¢, Sy, every gy

expresses the whole sequence of the unl.1 szanse
accordance with its own Viewpoin of rel;:erse in
to the rest, so that al| are ip perfect corpec ologshxp
with one another, 4 SPondence

These are fascinating speculations, For Leibniz, the definition of
a thing should include all the predicages included in the SUbieqlo‘;h?
is, so to speak, the divine vantage point, which has determim;d t}:
time and course of a thing’s existence and

: thus knows a| the infinite
relations of that thing to all other things. But Leibniz 4|
hint at the idea of what would be discovered in DNA

at the genetic history of a living thing’s entire lineage.

Though we needn’t accept Leibniz’s idea of no physical interaction
between the monads, there is an el

SO seems to
as he hinted

ement of the macrocosm
microcosm doctrine here in that every monad contains within it

all the traces of the events of the rest of the universe. In other
words, we may have a correlation here with the modern discovery
that light encodes information. In fact, light can even be used 1o
transfer data, hearkening to the thesis of Dee I have m?mxorfcd:
“The smallest particle should be considered s a wor':g.i full of an
infinity of creatures.” Leibniz again hinted ac future dxscovengsl of
biology and quantum physics, yet because we are noc the Divine
ind, we cannot infer all the infinite relations.

[ judged, however, that we must not be mtim:zg
to the different grades of minds or reasonatie ;&C;
the higher orders being incomparably m:rljki liccle
than those forms buried in mattet bjl::;de ol
gids by eonmmasewith tog . mrav of the light
image of God, having in thfm som'e )

of Divinity. That is why (’:’d e
Prince governs his subjects.

erns minds 35 3
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Leibniz thought that God, being the Grea.t monad, |,
vernance of the minds of his subject m'ona(!s: wh‘lle the m
i:d animal order are governed like machines. 'T hc: light (.)f‘di
however, does penetrate into the minds of the sctfltlenr.bemss Undey
God’s providence, so here we again see the doctrine of l”l\l Mination,
He continued: “Every mind being a world Apf\rf, sufficiene Untg
itself, independent of any other creature, containing the jpf

Inity,
; iverse. i ing, as subsistent, and as absoly,
expressing the universe, is as enduring b

ag
ateria]

vinity‘

as the very universe of creatures.”” Leibniz seems‘toi picture t%lese
simple monads like the Great monad. Th‘ey are mfmature Ver.mons
of God, the Great Simple Mind. But what is of particular note is the
idea that, as the ground of reality, each monad expresses the universe
in itself. The ray of divinity itself penetrates all these “divine sparks,”
giving them an enzelechy, as Leibniz says, using Aristotle’s term, or
a primeval force.
He continued:

Monads are the grounds not only of actions but

also of resistances or passivities, and their passions

reside in their confused perceptions. This also
comprehends matter or the infinite numbers. I
have always been very pleased, ever since my youth,
with the morals of Plago and to some extent his
metaphysics: also these two s

ciences go together as
mathematics and physics.®

This is an unclear section,
or forces of nature are ascribe
to divine monadic guidance,

Explaining further, Leibnis wrote:

but he appears to say that the energies
d by Leibniz, not to blind forces, but

and like 2 mirro

world which i portrays, each one ip jgs own fashion;
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y is Variously Tepresented
Us viewpoints from which
he universe i multiplied i
mes as there are substances,
is multiplied in the same way
ifferent Fepresentations of hjg

be said that every substance
bears in some sort the character of

omnipotence, and imitates him a
to; for it expresses,

by as many wholly d
works. It can indeed

His wisdom and
s much as it is able

although confusedly, all that
happens in the universe, past present and future,

deriving thus a certain resemblance to an infinice
perception or power of knowing. And since all other
substances express their particular substance and
accommodate themselves to it, we can say that it

exerts its power upon all others according to the
omnipotence of God.’

Leibniz saw the monads as mirrors thar eafh reﬂcg God};
showing in a small part the infinite perfcctLOI.'IS of thz; [leu}yl‘ :3:h
being stamped with the characteristic perféctxons of l'10 ei tr u(:[e
the ray of Divine Light that penetrates all th.mgs. But the r;u | ;1[ o
is the most interesting in terms of my theslls 2:1 the'selos;; ;
and Dr. John Dee. Leibniz postulates in The Monadology:

It must be confessed, moreover, t%m pfrg;;;:x;:
and that which depends on it, are meq:i Ki i
mechanical causes, which is by figures an : ;ine ,
And, supposing that there wereh :1 emerccpdon‘
constructed as to think, feel and have p

erving
d and vet preserving
ive of as enlarge \ ‘

e e prper so that we might enter 1nt0
d. we should only
gainst

the same proportions, )

i is gran
it as into a mill. And this grh. o one
find on visiting it, pieces Whic
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Jay Dy ber, but never anything by which to explaip,
another, & n. This must be sought for, therefore,
a P erce?:’o 1; substance and not in the composite
i '(he : r:achinf- Furthermore, nothing but ¢h;q
Z:alr:etly;erception and the%r chan'ges)hc.an lbe found
in the simple substance. It is nlso int bxs alone that
all the internal activities of sxnxple. su stanc‘es can
consist. The name of entelechies might be given o
all simple substances or crcatec.i monadsj for they
have within themselves a certain perfection; there
is a certain sufficiency which makes them sources

Meta-Narratipes: Exsays on Philosophy and Sy
Ymbo

azing amounts of data as well a5 accomplish 3 o, of o
am
tor¢

jties-

5 S s i
actiV d, the amazing advance of artificia)
eed,

Ind
connection t

inc
Golem i;‘r;lat theory would be possible only if cer;
theof)"

tions about the nature of reality and its uni
m . g ; .
assu'] pthe Augustinian identification of the mir,
While

intell

B S

lism

ther

1gence has o direct

o the ideas of Leibniz and the Kabba
e what Leibniz here describes is very clo

listic idea of the
s€ 10 the Golery
ain metaphysicy|

formity were true,

ored archetypes in
Jity should not be identified with the divine essence,
reallty

itis true that

he Renaissance and Enlightenment notion of people’s minds as mini
the ke

. of God was the basis for Leibniz’s idea, yet he expanded it to
. ss all reality—all reality is made up of infinite little rational
e ompaLi ht is ultimately derived from God in the first chapter
¥ o is gand when it is combined with the theory of Dee, we )
3 Ge“c:he’ development of the idea that light encodes information. ¥
CAa:dsc:mazingly, this can be reproduced in the world artificially. I?ce i
wrot,e in his Monas Hieroglyphica of the monad at length, adopting

of internal activities, and so to speak, incorporeal
automata.'’

The monads seem to operate like an anima mundi for Leibnj,
but are created. However, they also seem to be able to conin
information and function in an automated fashion. In the same

section, a large artificial machine is posited as a possibility, yet
Leibniz denies that it would be more than a machine. In other
words, the functioning of a monad, as a self-contained darta-storing

automaton mirror of the rest of reality is directly linked to the idea
of a large humanoid robot, Since reality contains
functionality and consiste
repl

a regular, uniform
ncy, it would be possible to construct 2
icant monad, yet it would not be a sentient being in the sense

that humans angd God are sentient, In other words, could monads
be reverse engineered—coy|q

constructed that functioneq aut
80, since Leibniz js 5 key figu
machine we cal] the personal ¢

omatically? In fact, it would aPF"?I
re in the development of the logic
omputer, .
of inference, though. Because Leibni?
scepred some basic Platonic Presuppositions, he was able to deduc®

this Pythagorean and Platonic tradition with Leibniz:

Theorem XVIII

Fioti ouf Thesrems X11 and ?(III it nr)ca:'aiz
inferred that celestial astronomy 1s thfe :: l:ve raise
guide of the inferior as:rono‘m)"l B‘leminated by
our eyes to heaven, kabbalistically l'les we should
the contemplation of these myste rn o’four monad
perceive very exactly the constrncuohe | [GHT, but
as it is shown to us not onl}.l " Joses explicicly
also in life and nawure, for it disc

steries
secret My

e ent, the most Jate
by its inner movement, contemp

: have )
of this physical analysis: ¥e 1% - celesil
the heavenly and divine
Messenger, and we now ap

i
to the figure of the ¢g& g

107



Jay Dyer

astrologers teach that the form of the orbit traversed
by a planet is circular, and because the wise should
understand by a hint, it is thus that we interpret j

in the hieroglyph shown, which conforms in every
detail with all that has gone before. !

For Dee, the monad is also an all-encom

passing explanatiog of
the mysteries of metaphysics. You'll notice as

well that he includes th,
imagery of the egg, which comes from the ancient Greek mysteries

as the form of the universe itself, Is it possible Leibniz saw an idea
in his version of the monad that was similar to what Dee saw, ang
thatled him to posit the idea of a machine that could operate in this
fashion? Could a “magic mirror” machine be created that would,
inan imitative sense, perceive and record data as well as transfer
it through energy? D

© we have, with the ideas of the ether and
monads, the beginning of the iq,

ea of a logic machine that could

€ rays that emanate from the Deity?
Dee saw his monad as elucidated in life and nature, as did Leibniz.
he computer itself functions in many
ibniz and Dee, Indeed, Leibniz wrote

Though harq to believe, in his 3

De progressione Dyadica, Leibniz ¢
calculating machine

hich works
System: a machine Wwithout wheels
Just using bal|s, holes, sticks and ¢

balls: “This [binary) calculus could

bya Machine, The follow:
would certainly be very eas

(A machipe with]
closed, They ay,

-pages treatise
ven outlines a
via the binary
or cylinders—

e
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correspond to a 1 and remain closed at those that
correspond to a 0. Through the opened gates smal}|
cubes or marbles are to fall into channels, through
the others nothing to fall. It [the gate array) is to be
shifted from column to column as required for the
multiplication. The channels should represent the
columns, and no ball should be able to get from
one channel to another except when the machine is
put into motion. Then all the marbles run into the
next channel, and whenever one falls into an open
hole it is removed. Because it can be arranged that

two always come out together, and otherwise they
!3\2
should not come out.

Notes:

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

ibniz's works
(pg. xli-xlii) Philip Weiner explained in my copy of Leibnizs w

ibni ctions): ;
&if::geri Priniiple:: Foundations of the Sciences (pg. 93)
. (pgs. 96-7)
(pg. 98)
(pg. 99)
(pgs. 108-9
(pg. 116).
(pg. 189)
(pgs. 301-2)

10 The Monadology (pg: 536)

1 Monas Hieroglyphica
12
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Energetic Ether Metaphysics

Twentieth-century scholar of the history of Christianity
Jaroslav Pellikan wrote in Christianity and Classical Culture: The
Metamorphosis of Natural Theology in the Christian Encounter with
Hellenism:

“Everything that is in motion must be moved by
something” [wrote Aristotle]. Gregory of Nazianzus,
responding to Aristotle’s identification of God as
a “fifth element” alongside the traditional four
stoicheia, asked: “What is the force that moves your
fifth element [ether] and what is it that moves all

things, and what moves that, and what is the force
that moves that?”!

Modern science is very much interested in the question of
quantum mechanics and yet it is stjl] dominated by the reductionist

Ph}’SiC.O-biological model of reality. The spirit of dissection and
quantification hag resulted in

surrounding the subatom
We learn that,
mind and may
the observer

numerous amazing discoverics
ic level of reality, which no one can den
at that an infinitesimal level, the interaction betwee?
ter is highly nuanced and mysterious. The action ©
appears 1o affect the result of the experimeﬂ[a[ion'
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. ancient ;
which fundamental metaphysics was based around P:n::lijlls'lln
ike

eidos, entelechy, trépoi, energeia, telos, and ether,
One of the central areas of research for
the European.Orga'mzation for Nuclear Research in Switzerland,
and a central figure in nuclear research is, of course, Wolfgang Pauli.
But I want to focus on Pauli with regard to philosophy, Platonism,
theism, and metaphysics. In light of recent responses from atheists, it
will be especially pertinent to consider the fact that the endeavor of
quantum studies from the mind of Pauli and his inspirations were,
in fact, based on Pauli’s hermetic and Platonic presuppositions and
speculations. I think that the electromagnetic forces in nature are
unified by the very things that Pauli was looking into that pointed
to older models of reality, especially ether. And when we consider
that perception is an active, energetic presence that subtly interacts
with its intentional objects, we are back at metaphysics, like Pauli.

quantum issues is CERN,

Indeed, a survey of Eastern patristic metaphysics, sharing
much with the Hellenic and Egyptian metaphysics that preceded
it, demonstrates numerous insights into how we might construct
different models that integrate and harmonize these disparate and
seemingly unrelated sciences and topics. In the case of lig}lu,' we have
what appears to be a contradictory amount ‘of e.vxdence: is 1; a w;:e
or a particle? In similar fashion, all reducuon.lst models O, rea 12);
end up placing particularity in the subject m}nds of hun;:r;l::i .
something foisted upon the objective world with n<f> v;l;ly - t;e
that gap. Since reality is monistic (all one type © :r:i;l i
atheist/materialist view, we have with tbese szphxst;e sophis(icated
ancient atomists. (I am aware that atomists hahaPrlnto o
View than mere materialism.) Similarly, bot amonad, g
reduced all reality, at some level, to the One or
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| reality an emanationist iconographic manifestation of
temporal 1

damental reality. For Plato it was the One; B
copies of that = Y materia. Modern scientific endeavor oywe,
Ariswde’- ! 1:” a'stf reﬁ:l:AriStotlc, of course, and in that respect, we
:_;i}lldocf(:;;d?:a fgundamental error in Aristotle that remains today
: i {stic successors.

i alfl\ﬁlstzsgrsltietaphysics is characterized by hylomorphismf the
coming together of matter (hyle) a.ﬂd form (”fo'?’/%") to lC(;nstltute
singular objects. For Aristotlei ‘smg'ula‘r ob);cts p;ec uded the
possibility of singular objects participating in the orrr‘l o an.other. Dr.
Philip Sherrard outlined the problem of hylomorphism “.mh regard
to its attempted use for Christian metaphysics. What will become
evident is that the problem that arises in the Thomistic attempt at
using it is the same problem found in modern, reductionistic physics.

In the position Sherrard lays out from the Platonic metaphysic,
it is possible for a substance to constitute a unity with more than
one substance present in it. The possibility of a real unity with really
different multiplicities of substances involved in participation is
not possible in the Aristotelian scheme, and the Eastern fathers of
the first seven centuries involved the Platonic version of this issue,
not the Aristotelian. This is how God is operant in the world in an
immanent, energetic way, yet not diffused into it pantheistically.
This is how they formulated a Christology of real theosis that did

not dissolve humanity into the divine ousia,

Since humans, for Aristotle and Latin theologians, are composite
crea - - .
catures of body and soul, this duality in reference to hylomorphism
creat ,
o € 2 problem not just between God and the world, Christ and
is assu :
- Ined humamty, but also between any particular object and
versals, .
COnst'ta's If the intellect and soul are separate from the body:
Ituting | ORI
the tngf its form, then it is difficult to see how it is possible for
O Tunction se .
did not exj Parately. But for Aristotle, the form of ma®
Stseparately from the b d on
for this yl ody, or from matter. The reas
S wtimately is thar Ay le . - el
Was transferred fro, he id Istotle’s version of absolute simplicity
m the | . ]
€al realm of Plagg into the here and noW
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For Plato, the One was ideal and

. . perfect in another ideational rea]m
For Aristotle, universals were te .

i . mporal. Both thinkers had obvious
dialectics at work that were Insurmountable

systems. For Aristotle, the simplicity of substances was placed in
the temporal realm resulting in the inability of a unity to retain s
identity while participating in other forms. For Plato, the dualism

was evident in the inability to bridge the gap from the realm of forms
to our realm of flux.

given their respective

In the modern world, the same problems are present in physics
and the reductionist models of the universe. Monism and dualism
are two sides of the same coin that ultimately converge upon one
another. As has been posited many times, dialectics have determined
the entire course of Western thought for millennia from the Greeks
onward in time. In certain ways, the Egyptian metaphysic was better
than its Hellenic progeny, yet even it and ancient Indian thoughe
ultimately ended up in the same monism and/or dualism. Indeed, as
Sherrard observed, the defining common denominator of perennial
philosophies seems to be that ultimate reality is a wholly other,
singular monadic/monistic super-essence of some kind. The existence
and being of that super-essence are coterminous: potentiality ani
actuality synonymous in the absolute simplicity of the “super being.

Western dialectics has thus resulted in a host of insoluble
dilemmas in philosophy, politics, and science, given thc. PTCS‘:[
models of metaphysics. It is here that I want to return to Pauli ax;d 1;
insights from archetypes and Platonism that exercised‘such apro ound
influence on his discoveries. We will see in these various articles 211;
correspondences a connection between the inner and. outzr V;locrhe;»
(psyche and physis), energies and consciousne‘ss (energeia a: Sit};e;y’;
Power and modality (entelechy and trépoi). In Desile explains:
Paper, “Atom and Archetype: The Pauli/Jung Letters,

tive nU.ClCUS 18
rce of energy
indicates that

Pauli suggests that the radioac
ou
an excellent symbol for the sI
i ious. It

of the collective unconscious
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consciousness does not grow out of anty activity

that is inherent to it; rather, it is constantly being
produced by an energy that comes from the depths
of the unconscious and thus has been depicted in

N o
the forms of rays from time immemorial.

Pauli viewed the archetype of the atom as an image of ¢},
individual. The point in the monad, the atom, is therefore direcy,
believed to have a correspondence to the singularity of the humgy
consciousness, the self. The mode and functionality of the atom j,
terms of its energetic resonance shows a remarkably similar energetic
movement that sends forth rays in the same fashion as does the ming
of the individual.

In Alva Noé’s famous book, Action in Perception, Noé picked
up from the phenomenological tradition the idea of intentionality
demonstrating the ever-active, or enactive thesis regarding perception,
The subject is therefore always producing a symbiotic relationship
of energetic interaction in interacting with the outer world. The
data transmission, in other words, happens two ways. That the
psyc%le sends forth rays of light itself also brings to mind ancient and
gzilesxilczx‘e}v\:skc;fo?tti;:talr;dhperception. from ﬁg'ures lil'<e Dr.. John
Blene e ﬂoi ”tbconveys mform‘ano’n, this begins to
outer object is a two-way road Ie tv'vegn " SL'le?C[S K i——
hypostatic subject—the z]elf'—t'h - rsm'thls bl
reality being personal, in refere. Mk i i

nce to God. The embodied human

Subject iS the i
mi i ate lel“e Sub
N ; CI‘OCO.Sm Ofthc incarn ivi j > ‘
I rote n an earller artiClC on light:

Fu
ndameny| ¢, this spiric [

all thines i I+ )

lie D‘;\]gzxs llghf- ]'-Jght itself encodes information

theorftiCai ax;d 't1s not by accident that modern

on th P )'sx.c3 is so entranced by zeroing in
esimally tiny particles that make

ether] or substructure of

¢ infip
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up energy. The actua| nature or make

remains a mystery precisely becayse th
reality and all events s jese]

also not by accident that 5

up of lighe
¢ totality of
fencoded in light. It is

. Il information we take
into our eyes and process in our psyches is all done

by the information encoded in light. This is 4]
how light is now technologically able 1o transr:i(;
and encode data: it is simply mimicking the actual
operation of light in nature. Indeed, much of what
Darpa does is modeled on the natural world itself. ...
(N]umbers do have a feel, because the universe is
light, and is encoded information thar are also
archetypal geometrical forms, which include the
intuitive, emotional “feel” a thing has.?

Slattery continued:

At this point Jung brings in explicitly the world of
spirit, which has to this point in the conversation
hovered along the margins. Now the duality of
psyche-physics engages a third: the relation between
matter—psyche—spirit. I want to quote Jung’s own
realization of psyche and matter asa response to Pauli’s
profound understanding of physics and psyche:

The psyche ... as a medium participates in both

Matter. [am convinced that it (the psyche)

Spiritand ypes, for

is partly of a material nature. The. archet :
example, are Ideas (in the Platonic sense) on t ;
one hand, and yet are directly conncae’d w1tS
physiological processes on the other; an;i u;l csail:l
of synchronicity they are arrangers of p yrded
circumstances, so that they can also be rega

115



Jay Dyer
as a characteristic of M
imbues it with meaning)

atter (as the feature which
4

You begin to see why I bring these seemingly‘ disparate ideq,
together. Reality is very different from what is presented in
mainstream academia, and when our models of reality drop the
reductionist nonsense, amazing patterns and discoveries begin s
emerge. Plato was wrong to disconnect the realm of forms from oy
world. Archetypal forms directly interact with the temporal realp,
through the ether, and the ether is itself a psychic, rational, energetic
manifestation that includes actualities and potentialities that are not
dialectically in tension. Concerning Werner Heisenberg, Wikipedia

notes of Hylomorphism:

The idea of hylomorphism can be said to have been
reintroduced to the world when Werner Heisenberg
invented his duplex world of quantum mechanics:

In the experiments about atomic events we have
to do with things and facts, with phenomena
that are just as real as any phenomena in daily
life. But atoms and the elementary particles
themselves are not as real; they form a world
of potentialities or possibilities rather than
one of things or facts .., The probability
w?ve ... mean(s] tendency for something.
It's a quantitative version of the old concept
of potentia from Aristotle’s hil I

: philosophy. It
introduces something standing in the middle
. . physical reality just
in the middle between possibility and reality.
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Ether is this spirit, this eneroeri
rgetic mediatin
grealm of potential;
fality

and actuality. It bridges the gap b

will see the similarity in Hfisgntf:;e:gt};d;iiwé rid. Readers
and Pauli I have expressed. Quantum studies and :he l.d
of light is therefore intimately bound up in obviouse l
concepts! So much for Hume’s jettisoning of metaph
dustbin.

Readers will also recognize the connection to the mirrored as

of reality—the correspondences (between atom and archety e)PiC;
write about this on my website as well. When the monisss and
adherents of absolute divine simplicity collapse potentiality and
actuality in God, they inevitably do the same for created reality as
well, as I have illustrated with regard to Aristotle. If potentiality and
actuality are synonymous in God, then by extension they become
treated that way in nature, and thus there is no place for either. There

€as of Jung
nvestigation
metaphysical
ysics into the

is only ultimate potentiality (chaos) or ultimate (pure actualiy,
actus purus) static being. Being and becoming are therefore treated
as another dialectical dilemma. Only if both are retained, as well as
the middle term of ether, so to speak, is reality coherent. And that
is precisely the kind of world we see demonstrated in the kind of

energetic ether model 'm presenting.
Slattery continued:

In the process of narrating a long dream sequence,
Pauli concludes his description of a recurring image,
whom he calls “The Dark Woman,” by speculating
that “there seems to be no essential difference
between mirror symmetries in radioactive beta d”ecay
and multiple manifestations of an archetype” (p-
165).” The mirror symmetry of the correspond;ncel
i i individua
between radioactive decay and the indi v
o o 3 .
psyche’s energetic interaction with the outer Wi

i i i i f the same idea
is amazing. It is a mirror model o

in, i jon 1 jon. It is
Noé was interested in, in Action in Perception. ]
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a dualistic relationship that is only made coherent

or rational by the third term, the energetic spirit
that is manifested in the diagrams. The matter-
mind, subject-object dualities are overcome because
thev are not in tension. They are harmonized by a
thir'd principle, the energetic ether, within which are
actualities and potentialies. It is completely sensible
if the universe is a microcosm of the macrocosm,
with all the logoi summed up in the Logos. This
means that atomic activity is also a microcosm
of man himself as a macrocosm, as well as both
being microcosms of the universe as macrocosm.
In this way, the ground of reality is psyche and its
energeia. Like Sherrard stated above, ether allows
for interaction between these principles without
either losing their identities. Matter and psyche are
directly connected without losing what they are or
being absorbed into the other.

objectives are meaningless nonse
ape discussed, metaphysics i bac

Metq-

Unless the self is an actually existing real;
ity,
nse. Once topics |j

k. The authors o

ntinued:

Another example of 15 arch

et ‘
considered to be patticularly ype which Jung

important was th
e , e
principle of quaternity, reflected by structures

}1{ll<:grr(11a9n(i)a$s; squares', and crosses, According to
» quaternity
universal occur(:ence. It );(i:r:: :}:Zhli:y‘pe o al'm -
gical basis for
any whole judgment.” Quaternarian structures—
one could also say: structures based on the number
four—can be interpreted as symbols of all concepts
of unbroken wholeness, whatever they may be, in
both psychology and in physics, in the internal and
in the external world. The historical significance
of quaternity in European culture can be traced
back to the Pythagoreans where the tetrakeys was

the holiest of the numbers. It is implicitly used

Nd} ratives IES!dVS on |/ ;Nl{).m h na m[wh;m
p ya SV

science and js

ke self and ether

in various principles of systematic philosophy (cf.
Kant’s or Schopenhauer’s fourfold classification
schemes), and it is clearly seen in many distinctions

God has imprinted on man’s psyche a similar modality or #rgpoi
as the outer world of “matter.” Writers Atmanspacher and Primas
comment on the Jung-Pauli letters with a particular insight:

The totality of the personality that entails both
the conscious and the unconscious psyche is called
the “self™ an archetype representing the wholeness
of man and, moreover, the goal of the process of
.his psychic development, This process is called
individuation in Jung’s parlance, and in his treatise
‘I"sychology and Alchemy, he unfolded the thesis
that there is in the psyche a process that seeks its
own goal independently of external factorg! @
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of every day life: four points of the compass, four
seasons, four basic colors, four dimensions of space-
time, and so on. Jung's work on psychological
functions suggests the four classes of. t‘hinki.ng,
feeling, sensation, and intuition. Infi1v1c‘iuat1f>r},
i.e., the realization of the wholeness of ones self. is

ant as an integration of these functions.

thus also me :
in which one

Quaternity often has a 3+1 structure, & 7 faned
of the four elements is of Pmicubf 5 lcar;:er
and creates “a totality” together w“-h thec::iher
three. (An example: the dimension of nmti, ;Z:S i
with the three dimensions of space pro
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four-dimensional space-time structure of general
relativity,) Jung’s discussions with Pauli have often

been about the principle of quaternity as compared
to that of trinity related to the number three. 7

Amazingly, we are back at Pythagorean conceptions of g,
geometrical structure of reality that Pauli found appealing, Aq ,
theoretical physicist, Pauli was acutely aware of the importanc,
of numbers and reality. Triadic and quaternion structures and
archetypes are fascinating, mysterious manifestations. Pauli say
this and incorporated it into his postulation of the neutrino. For oyr
purposes here, it is an example of the obvious patterns that bridge
the gap between inner and outer worlds. As I wrote in my article
“Numbers Prove God™

The question of numerical entities was of peculiar
interest to the ancient Greeks who, according
to Plato’s Timaeus, inherited their mystical and
Pythagorean notions from Egyptian esoterism. It
is also in the Timaeus that we are presented with
an almost miraculous knowledge of the structure
f’f miniscule reality (Platonic solids), seemingly
impossible, given the technology of that time! Back to
the argument—it occurred to me that in considering
the tran.scendemal argument for God, an overlooked,

yet crucial component of this approach is the issue of
numbers themselves. For those that are well-read in

Maxim.us Thc Confessor and Philip Sherrard, an even
deeper insight comes to the fore #

Numeric patterns are immedj

' ately present everywl d are
: rywhere an
involved in every act of predicatio ’

n, as [ argued:

Any time we !Cdl(:ate S()lllel][l][ ()1 an ()h CCt, we
UtlllZC Pll C ple a l Vv able
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anC¥ f)ne of the things we assume is mathematical
entmcs.. All cre'ated reality can be categorized
according to unity and difference. Thus, one and
many are asiumed in anything and everything,
When I say, “That table,” [ am assuming a special
unity of a specific object in my experience that is
distinguished in that act by all other objects of
perception. One is therefore assumed in any act of
predication or communication. But “1” itself is not
just a token symbol or sociological development,
it is an actual objective principle, which is made
evident by the fact that predication, communication
and mathematics can be done across cultures and
over time. If it were not invariant and objective, it
would be subject to change like all material things.

“1” is not just L. 1 is also infinitely divisible. Even
Xeno was aware of the possibility that space could
potentially be divided infinitely, and the result
of this is that infinity is actually present at every
point. When I say “point” here, [am referring to the

Pythagorean and Platonic idea of the monad or point
e. The 1 is therefore

divided infinitely, it
potentiality wichin

in geometric space and/or tim
not merely 1, since it can be
also encompasses an infinite _
itself, as well as infinite potential relations o all
other unities or objects. Thisisa pe~cu1iar pro‘.ale.m
for marerialists especially: because for a materialist
with the standard empiricist assumptions, the only
“rational” thing t© aCknowledge. is wha'tever can
be (supposedly) retained from immediate sense

l ] B i) . .
e-‘[)erience Bllt even ac to Clkeley s tume, 1t
' . . . l tic l
was pOSil’Cd that lnf\“lty 18 sure y a I“a[h ma.. a
« 1 <
.
]- ] ]
realit y\ yet no on¢ asa ueCt Sensuous C,’(Pe[le[lce
f‘ . . F -l 9
(6] anythlng infin (c.
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The one and many are reconciled here vx.'ithout any diale Cticy]
tension, but in symphonia. In order. for tlnsd tohma.\ke sense, gp,
principle of telos must return to s.aenc.e and physics. Payl i
correct to critique Darwinism on this pomt:

In his article “Scientificand Epistemological Aspects of Cop, cepts
of the Unconscious,” Pauli wrote:

This model of evolution isan attempt to theoretically
ding, according to the ideas of the second half of
the 19 century, to the total elimination of any
finality [telos]. As a consequence, this has in some
way to be replaced by the introduction of chance. 1

Pauli suggested that the concept of synchronicity might force
science to revive the historically repressed concept of finality [telos] as
a complement to causality. In “Die Vorlesung an die fremden Leute”
(part of the very personal essay, “Die Klavierstunde”)," Pauli speculated
about a “third kind of natural law which consists in correcting the
fluctuations of chance by meaningful or functional coincidences
of causally not connected events.” But he hesitated to publish such
thoughts: “If one really would like to make such ideas public, it would
be imperative to show something which is verifiable.” 2

PaL%h was no fundamentalist dummy; rather, he was a genius
p;ese'ntmg the very thing we theists have argued for a long time:
si i
physics .aml:l metaphysics demonstrate a world Jike we present, not
. ;
immcamng ;ss, nox;sense, chaotic world in which subjective minds
pose random, relativist meanj .
i nings on the external world. Instead, it
Is a vastly different .

cosmos in whi
are joined by ether MIrthe psyche and the outer world

’

X . .

an energetic Jumj nd this ether is not some ridiculous idea, but

£ Cherge minous level of reality thar undergirds and penetrates
se. It is the source of infini

S tes, actualitj ialities
and it brings about telog, . es, and potentialities,

Interesti :
to Oxford too. In a 200 ]\Zue,re“mgly’ ether physics has returned

Séientist a .
i H h . 3 ) apcr Wi d that
points in t (S d1rect10n Of ethcr. It States: 2 » pUblIShC

122

Meta-Narratives: Essays on Philosophy ang Symboli

olism

Nineteenth-century physicists belieyeq t
sound waves move through air, light waves mug
s

move through an all-pervading physical substance
which they called luminiferous (“1; :

ether. However, the Michelson-

hat just a5

ght-bearing”)

' ‘ Morley experiment
failed to find any signs of ether, and 18 years after

that, Einstein’s special relativity argued that light
propagates through a vacuum. The idea of ether was
abandoned—but not discarded altogether, it seems,

Starkman and colleagues Tom Zlosnik and Pedro

Ferreira of the University of Oxford are now

reincarnating the ether in a new form to solve the

puzzle of dark matter, the mysterious substance

that was proposed to explain why galaxies seem to

contain much more mass than can be accounted
for by visible matter. They posit an ether that is a
field, rather than a substance, and which pervades
space-time. “If you removed everything else in
the universe, the ether would still be there,” says
Zlosnik. This ether field isn’t to do with light, but
rather is something that boosts the gravitational pull
of stars and galaxies, making them seem heavier, says
Starkman. It does this by increasing the flexibilicy
of space-time itself. “We usually imagine space—.timi
as a rubber sheet that’s warped by a massive object,

says Starkman. “The ether makes that rubber sheet
more bendable in parts, so matter can seem {0 hav‘ei
a much bigger gravitational effest than o W:;lw
expect from its weight.” The team’s calculationss o
that this ether-induced gravity boost wo-uld ,CTP :a:s
the observed high velocities of stars in galaxies,

13
k matter.
currently artributed to the presence of dar
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Indeed, this would make much more sense than the reducti
models. This would also point dire.ctly back to a unifieq fielq
theory as well. As for my argume.ntarlon here, however, | think my
speculative analysis should provxide a good. platfoT‘m from which
thinkers can springboard to other ideas that link ancient and Easter,
metaphysics to recent discoveries. Of particular relevance g the
needed reemergence of eidos, entelechy, trépoi, energeia, telos, and
ether. We see these concepts emerge in thinkers like Leibniz, Dee,
Newton, Pauli, proponents of unified field theory, and modern—day
Platonist mathematicians and theoretical physicists. These theorie
and discoveries are amazingly in line with ideas founded in Eastery,
theology and ancient philosophy.

Onjgt

Notes:
1 Jaroslav Pelikan’s Christianity and Classical Culture, pg. 66
2 (Atom and Archerype, p. 14)
3 3
4 (pp. 100-01)
5 (Quantum Reality: Beyond the New Physics, pp. 26-27.)
6 (Jung, 1968, Ziff. 4).
7 2
8 2
9 ?
10 (Pauli, 1954a, p. 297)

—
—

Pauli, 1953¢, Ziff. 4]
(Pauli, 1953c, Ziff, 45)
2006 New Scientist, a paper

—
W

124

ol CHAPTER 11}

St. Darwin’s Space Brothers

We tend to think of science fiction, modern science (scientism),
and religion as three distinct disciplines with minimal
among them. When we consider them philosophically, however, 2
radically different perspective begins to take shape as the underlying
presuppositions of all three converge. Considering the weaponization
of culture under establishment rubrics of full-spectrum dominance,
all three are crucial cultural drivers that disseminate a prepackaged
worldview to consumers. Whether we consider Isaac Asimov fans,
militant disciples of Richard Dawkins, or the followers of L. Ron
Hubbard, all three groups have tremendous power to shape, mold,
and convert the perspectives of their flocks toward a certain desired
end. The end goal for this triad in our age of transition is‘an ul.timate,
singular, monoculture globo-worldview, one that will function asa
kind of new religious mythology. ‘ o
From the earliest days of what we know as fcxence thl(?ﬂ. asE
conveyed by figures like Jules Verne and H. G W ellsl, Fhe nf)t::; zs
science as the means by which people may project their m;lgl‘tularlv
into the future was seen to be a useful tool o\t étatjcraftis :rfn}:abia.n
With Wells we can see a figure \vhf)se state g‘;;‘e oy
e AR O geep IrBAT (e m(t)xret:: zadication of the
beaming effulgence. wials suppOSCdlY SOL?OF tlines 0f History): and
SPeculative monertary system (the close of U

connection
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through fantasy he foretold a bright era of tech;:olcl:gic?l utopianism
in which reason would be crowned king. In boo s like 7{;6 Time
Machine, notions of eugenics play a central role in condltioning
the coming eons for the rise of the control and management of the

vulgar class by the technocratic control grid.
In stories such as War of the Worlds, the alien invasion myth

exploded with even many of the ac:ademic class subscribing to }e
notion of civilizations that inhabited Mars or planets on othey
solar systems. Hollywood soon jumped on board, and after Orsop,
Welles's famous broadcast, there would issue a nonstop flow of 4]
things alien, UFO, and galactic as new luminaries like William
Burroughs, Christopher Nolan, Robert Heinlein, Frank Herbert,
Isaac A;imov, Arthur C. Clarke, and many more chipped in to
produce classics in both print and screen incarnations. From the
vantage point of propaganda, the state found the alien mythos to
be quite a useful tool, piling on more and more external invasion
“threats” as the fascinated masses consumed ever more. By the 1970s
and '80s, following the ostensible Apollo 11 mission, movies like
Close Encounters, the Star Wars Trilogy, and E.7. the Extra-Terrestrial
had crystallized the alien myth in the minds of the public as fact far
more than scientists’ claims of panspermia ever did.

It is precisely with panspermia that we see the infusion of the
alien mythos into so-called empirical science accompanied by
an absurdity made manifest by definition—no one has observed
panspermia. Itis simply a theory, and a sci.f; theory at that. Indeed,
any film buffwill tell you there is no foresecable end to Hollywood’s
alien mythology.

Yet there’s another “alien” story that is also crammed down
our throats, which arises rough

a ly contemporaneously with science
Iction, and that is Darwipjs

m. It is purported to be a strictly

Of Da i )
i Iwinian theory, the clearer we see it to be linked with British

mas :
onry and ancient mythology, Less and less does it appear t©
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be “scientific,’ and mor’e and more does it resemble another Wel|.
ale. Having been redefmetfl and elastically stretched to encop, ea s
everything from floor Fohsh to toenails, literally 4) Creatio: Slss
urport ted to be “pro?f o'f evolution, Despite no transition fossils
(and we should be sw1mm1'ng in endless piles of the billions of dead
(ransition creaturely remains), Darwinism is the dominane vulgar
religious perspective of our day with all reality coming under its aegs
as a product of endless material flux and chaos,
Concurrent with this grand narrative explanation is the other tale
of wonder—that offered by science fiction. Thus, while Darwinism
Jooks to the past, science fiction is distinctly future oriented. Quite
often the two meld together and are linked, especially in the alien
mythos. The explanation for the “obviously rational” and “highly
likely” existence of extraterrestrial entities in some form lies in the
assumptions of Darwinism. Why, it’s simply obvious that the solar
system took 4.5 billion years to “form” (an unsubstantiated, non-
empirical presupposition), so surely that would give rise to the birth
of “life” on Zeta Reticuli—a star system almost forty light-years from
Earth. And since we're speaking of billions of years, it's likely that
those entities “evolved” to be far more advanced than us humans.
Not only that, but they probably “seeded” us here on terra ﬁrm?l. |
Pause for a moment. Doesn't that sound just like saence.ﬁcnon.
However, let us recall our opponents’ definition of scxenced—
observable “facts” to support or negate a theory. In other words,
: in much the same way
these are the creative speculations of humans in m

Bobba Fett and Mork are the products of Tinseltown fantasy. Theye

i i 121 muck was struck
not real! Neither is the postulation that prlmordml aiger
to determined amoebas an

by lightning and gave birth . o

w);mlis. Muih as tghey do with science f‘lc‘tlon, thlm:;lsl ;j:;ix;nga

themselves surrogate myths. This 1s reminiscent ofa -

Superman costume and leaping off o
We see a window into this pr.oc

teligion in examples of UFO cult.s like ;

Sciemology. Both purport to be in pertec
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critical of the present systems of P““Y g.ovemn[\‘cm Corr‘uption\a
contemporary echo of Wells's C(l)mplamts n lo"t ’":’ s of H istory, Bou,
project glorious futures of utopian progress t ‘m“lg_‘ Varlous pseygq,
scientific and scientistic means, as man can achieve self—salvation
through some rigorous process of bizarre doctrinal adherence, Ang
both ;naintain a strict regimen of belief for followers—cul¢ figures
shall not be challenged since the cult has the monopg?ly on truth ang
the answers to pretty much any issue that might arise. And if they
don’t right away, have faith, for an answer will surely be delivereq by
the higi'x priesthood. Sci-fi cults operate in the exact same fashion
as thc;ci—ﬁ cult of Darwinism in which dissent results in ostracism,
unemployment, mockery, and harassment.

Despite the genocidal totalitarian regimes of the twentieth
century basing their principles on Darwinism, reason, and science,
resulting in the murder of millions, faith in the cult of the sci-fi
Darwinian state of the future continues. You can buy microwaves
and iPhones—and those are proof of evolution. Oh, you weren’
aware? What are you, a slack-jawed Ozark Mountain dweller? You
didn’t know iPhones prove Darwinism? I can hear the Deliverance
banjo theme playing right about now!

Of course, technological progress has absolutely no necessary
connection to a wild biological theory of origins, but that never
ceases to be submitted as 2 “proof” of a ridiculous model. One
thing cult members lack is critical thinking and objectivity, and if
the Darwinian science-fiction space opera that is to be our coming
religion boasts anything, it’s an army of followers who bloviate about

reason while not possessing the foggiest idea that reason operates
on immaterial, invarian

¢ principles that belong to the domain of
metaphysics,
Once Darwin and the empiricists supposed they had banished
f‘netaphysics to the great nothingness, the past was assumed to be
explained” on “naryral” grounds. But the future still needed hopes
something for ever-deluded mass humanity to project into the stars
(after all, we are 4] “stars” according to Krauss and Crowley), and
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op scions of science fiction deliver, Tq
e it—as only a god could do—is the function of oy new
re""’r ., St. Darwin and St. Wells, prophets and sages of the pey
j;:(n’herald“‘% humanity’s extermination, as Holy Father Bertrand

pussell lovingly prayed, with the aid of the space-brother lites intent
o bringing us to childhood’s end. It's just science.
0

heps play with reality and
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Darwinism and Creation

There are numerous misunderstandin

gs surrounding the subjects
of Genesis, Creation, evolution,

science, and theology that muddy
the primordial goo even further than it already has been. (If only

it were real!) From reliance on najve positivism and empiri
assumptions and equivocations over terms,
these issues are often ill served by both side
and/or intelligent design proponents,

The same is true for the opponents of Creation, who almost never

have a background in the philosophy of science, which looks at
the logos—the mechanics and worki

cism to
the standard debates on

s, including Creationists
generally due to bad philosophy.

rather than a position that
S liated or reconciled to theology, it
\ &Nt to be dispensed with a5 Preposterous. My purpose is, in part,
or “thei

h CS[.DOHd 10 a recent defense of “theistic evolution” as well as to
shed light on more fundamental,

on Presuppositional problems in this
often-mxsguxdcd debate (with more to follow in the future).
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Evolution of Darwinian Evolution -
hei EpistemOI()gical Self-Negation
Antl

he mOSE misunderstood and simultaneously mog; important
The

¢ to grasp is the way presuppositions and paradigms function
et lates to interpret “facts.” An epistemological mistake thar has
. temi the entrenched norm since the Enlightenment’s tabula rasa is
E;:(;Tesumption that there are “brute facts” that come uninterpreted
outside of some contextual framework or worldview. In Fhe older
paradigm’ which retained a more classical anthropology in w.hxch
humans were seen as created beings, humans were 'equxpped .“,mh a
host of faculties from God. They were endowed ?mth .th? al?xlxty o
will, act, learn, and modify their environment. This holistic view was
grounded in a wide-ranging metaphysical anthropology uTheTted
primarily from the Eastern Christian tradiuqn and tbe ChrTS:l) ogg
of the seven ecumenical councils, but also with termm;l.c;glc 1.:;1
conceptual insights and analogies from the Greek philosop
tradition. . ) il
The revolutions of the -Eflhgdhtenmie;td p;eorsl;i SIZF;‘)ﬂuX i
humanity in a vast, mechanistic, eterr;x e the ulimae
brute “causality” in which pe(_)Ple i n establishment science
agents and source of meaning.ltself« \We.ste‘_m thoughe by offering
eventually came to reflect this rev.olucttl;’“i o which humanity was
a new paradigm of the natural scien 15 of chaos and flux. The
now the chance product e et;)iscussion is the fact that the
crucial point to keep in mind ﬁ;: fo :runderstanding the world was
purely “naturalistic” fram ewo{r‘ © degree of propag-.mda a.nd top-
promulgated with an astounc ‘ngBritzin's Royal Society e
down dogmarism, notably from

rmerly
5ol
. {acural hnowledgf
P ln] rOVmg I\at nd
s Loneer teorwill Pexplore, is undoubredly 2
as w

f P
I l
t at all a “eut a dleolv ol O cen

0 be.

Evolutionary naturalism, o
Certainly a conspiracy, 3¢ Jaf
0 g . i en

scientific inquiry as it pre
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It is this notion of scientific and epistemic neutrality that Musg
be examined and dispensed with first. Presuming to interpret the
phenomena of experience without a contextual mecw‘orl( or schemy
within one’s lexicon of linguistic symbols becomes self-evident y, pon
reflection, yet it mysteriously eluded so many of the empiticises
of the last few centuries precisely because it contradicted their
dogma of tabula rasa. Ironically, this is already an older, outdateq
philosophy of perception that perfectly mirrored the zeitgeist of
Hume, Kant, and Locke. For those steeped in modern philosophy
of science, phenomenology, and traditions counter to the Darwinian
ethos, there are numerous indicators that show that the “facts” of
our experience are rather parts of a network of signs and symbols,
As well, they are situated within a “web” or our wider and more
foundational beliefs and assumptions about the world.

The earthworm, for example, was famously hailed by Darwin
himself, and still is by many of his disciples today, to be the most
important “evolutionary appearance” prior to the supposed dawn
of humanity. Ler’s take the carthworm as an example of how

science actually functions on the ground, and let’s consider what

philosophical and perceptual truths emerge that, in fact, predate the

actual praxis of the scientific method. The earth
in the lab is the earthworm a5 known,
by the individual scientist wh
framework

worm investigated
experienced, and interpreted
© works with the benefit of an inner
of past experiences, accumulaged knowledge, and
present “(j.lirect” experiences with the slimy dirc dweller, all of which
form an Interpretation of the object before him in his lab, Upon
reﬂecnol?’ it should be self-evidens that the mechanics of how this
creaturc' Is understood wil] be informed intuitively by the scientist’s
conceptions concerning it. In other words, the earthworm does not
SPontaneously generage ji own, wholly new meaning to the fresh

ific blank slate of perception simply

ut the object, add them all up, and
s for all such “species.”

132

P ST — o
‘-—-—h%

Mem-Narmtive:: Essays on Pbilomphy and Symbolism

earthworm gnosis. While these points seem obyioys ¢o us as w
read and ponder the actual actions of perceiving phenomena i;
any given scientific lab, this najye empiricism s still the normative
approach and presupposition fo

I mainstream science! This,
is why modern science tends to avoid the questions of phil

of science, relegating them to the dustbin along with
metaphysics and angels because it pretends they are unan
However, the questions are not unanswerable;

in fact,
osophy
medieval
swerable,
rather, the answers
to such questions and the explanations regarding them are not what
mainstream science wants to hear.

It is obvious why this is so, as it immediately brings metaphysics
back into the picture, but not only metaphysics; it immediately
shows the inescapable need for, and usage of, invariant, immaterial,
conceptual realities (such as laws of logic, mathematics, and other
disciplines), which are not coherent in most paradigms of secu.lar

fech s listic sci i cating
and naturalistic materialistic science. While I am not a:voza : t}
’ Lo : , in his Logica
Husserl’s notion of “bracketing,” he certainly show«}il in hi g‘h
. : iech century, that
Investigations, published at the turn of the twentfxe[ e
‘net s 1N (Sl
the scientific method operates on principles of logic
: ¢ empirically knowable or
coherence, and regularity that are e s
verifiable,. For example, the principle of mduc.t;:: UP irically.
1ed em )L
of science is founded, cannot be known or veri Humepconsistentl_v
That the future will be like the past, as AR
. lop:
showed, cannot be known by past or present emlp lr In a Christian
i . G eing clrcular. ; )
Without begging the question or b ﬁ; believing the future will
context, of course, we have a reason fof vich regularicy. This is

i ill function ¥ e
be like the past and nature Rl e seemingly laughable and

£ God. While seeringly "= ent
¢ of Liod. . i¢ perfectly coherent
ating people Bals P herent in the
i y inco
yet uceerl) e
" and especially the mat

known as the Providenc
Jeered a by modern self-neg .
i the kind of God professcd exists, Y
Worldview professed by the naruralist
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empiricist naturalist (which is the majority of that camp to gl
day). Indeed, that scientists are so ignorant of phxlosnphy\and by
extension logic—is really a folly to their own detriment and a SOurce

of most of this nonsense.
As philosopher of science Michael Polanyi commented:

To say that the discovery of objective truth in
scjenc;’ consists in the apprehension of a rational ity
which commands our respect and arouses our
contemplative admiration, that such discovery,
while using the experience of our senses as clues,
transcends this experience by embracing the vision
of a reality bevond the impression of our senses, a
vision which speaks for itself in guiding us to an
even deeper understanding of reality—such an
account of scientific procedure would be generally
shrugged aside as out-dated Platonism: a piece of
mysterv-(Personal Knowledge, p. 5-6) mongering
unworthy of an enlightened age. Yet it is precisely on
this conception of objectivity that I wish to insist in.’

But back 1o our scientist in the lab with his pet earthworm—
from whence earthworm? Estimatjons (generally spouted as factual
dogmas) of the earthworm’s presumed genetic development will
already be assumed 1o be whar has beep presented in the Darwinian
parafiigm. Similarities in genetic code with other worms will be read
precisely according to the single ancestor thesis, proclaiming (with
“most influentja]” ancestor, The standard
reply: “It came from 4 s¢a worm five hundred million years ago”
this be determined, aside from so-called
sumed from the hazy and monstrously
cal) theory of the Darwinian “tree of life”

carbon dating? Ir js pre
speculative (and nonsensj
of common ancestry,
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of interpreting signs and symbolq—homnlom'ev and morph
which literally amount to “Look how this thing looks like‘;h“
thing—so there!” The example scientist in this case is relying on 2
theory that is based entirely upon authority. which he learned from
his professors and other sources with no empirical means wharsoever
for establishing anything approximating the fantastical dating of
five hundred million years. The concept of half a hiilion vears is
so staggering and beyond human conception one wonders how
supposedly learned men toss such figures around the same way they
would recite the contents of last week's lunch.

Mystery Science Theater Time Lords
from Planet X 5,000,000,000

Acrucial few points should be added hCle f:onc?rfxuzg :nc' ‘gppc—ug:;:
of great age.” which you will see in hg|m. of the mrm.wilm‘./ .md
my arguments thac follow concerning phylogeny. mx;rnp:: bim ™
homology, are also subject to interpretation of 1gpk¢u R
presuppositions. The only reasonfhc laysrf of rock or ¢ I
ate perceived to be ancient is that experts
assumptions outlined here, procl_umcdv it [i)
nillions of years for geological tormations t©

: Mions of vears tor ¢ .

simply must have taken millions of v¢ d stalagmices. The Grand
~rires S

accumulace around geysers, stalactices: 4%

g : vears! Just look acit—
¢ millions of years: Just _
Canyon must have developed over ml‘Ult hose layer-cake formacions!
You can see all those millions of cons i (1O sbsolucely nothing 3
: e 18 i "
Yet, upon retlection, we realice cher ing vast cons

b <

or conuernt
o ion whatsoever ¢©
Priori that conveys any informacion W

* operaning on all the same
be so. [t must nave AKeN
occur as they have. It
alcium carbonate ©
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of time when observing these structures. Quite the contrary—fy,
every one of these common examples, fhe.re Anciobseved €Xamples
of very brief spans of time in which similar struf:tur.es have beey,
observed to manifest! Ironically, there is 7o experiential, empiricy
basis for believing in the vast eons for dating these structures, given
the very nature of the astounding and fantastical claims—60 milljyy,
years, 4.5 billion years, and so forth. The Darwinian and naturalist
modes of “science” are far closer to science fiction and H. G. Wel|y’
vast eon propaganda than anything empirically observed.

Speaking of stalagmites, stalactites, and geysers, a geothermal
geyser known as the Fly Ranch Geyser in Nevada is an accidenta]
human Creation that resulted from drilling during exploration for
geothermal energy. Over a few decades, this caused an exceptional
pillar of calcium carbonate to form (along with two other similar
structures). Mainstream science dates them up to 190,000 years
even though it can be empirically and consistently proved that they
formed in only decades. Similarly, identical phenomena can be seen
in ancient caves and in basements of old houses that are only a
hundred years old. Canyons similar to the Grand Canyon have
opened up overnight; one example is the massive crack known as
The Gash near the Bighorn Mountains in Wyoming in October of
2015. While not the same size as the Grand Canyon, it still is very
large. The crack was the result of seismic shift, and it’s formation

time, fit the same
up through layers of substrate supposedly
of years. Quite obviously, this is impossible
odel of dating (and rather clearly suggest
+ The same pr inciple applies for the purported idea

o ed over eons, Also, objects h d frozen
in ice layers where they should not b : e peen foun
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irical pattern is consonant with
empiric ith short spang of ¢;
time, not vagr
eons:

The Greenland Society of Atlan

ta has recently
attempted to excavate a 10-foor di

: ameter shaft in
the Greenland ice pack to remove two B-17 Flying

Fortresses and six P-38 Lightning fighters trapped
under an estimated 250 feet of ice for almost 50
years (Bloomberg, 1989). Aside from the fascinarion
with salvaging several vintage aircraft for parts and
movie rights, the fact that these aircraft were buried
so deeply in such a short time focuses attention on
the time scales used to estimate the chronologies
of ice.

If the aircraft were buried under about 250 feet of
ice and snow in about 50 years, this means the ice
sheet has been accumulating at an average rate of
five feet per year. The Greenland ice sheet averages
almost 4000 feet thick. If we were to assume the

ice sheet has been accumulating at this rate since its
uld take less than 1000 years for it

be inning, it wo :
; cent-Creation model might seem

to form and the re

to be vindicated.?

" ime involved in

Setting aside the absurdity o the o ;onj;;‘:;;dmg of the

this scheme, the point is clear conce.rnmé'\t e ion of any scientific

earthworm as an example for the lncerpref&flce) inasn;uch as 0o
datum (as well as all phenomena of experten

iliaricy

g iy of our familiar y

obj o i¢ independent of the torality © tion of
Ject of experience is indep aises the ques

g science T I
of the object, Thus, the Pb;/wopl{y.”f ;1 entirety of the concocting
OW the naive empiricism involved in ¢ ; ry is at all tenable given
i is theo
(hot ¢ mention um{ergirdmg) of this t I mean that

t¢ poinGs
ity. By this P
What the view itself says about humanity
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the kind of “human” proposed in this Darwinian scheme is nog
created human—not a person with a will, psyche, and noug; he Of she
is purely narural man or woman, which terms are merely nomj nalj
expulsions of air from the lungs that signify some token object
(and not signifying an actual metaphysical category). Darwinism i
inescapably anti-metaphysical (we will come to theistic evolution in
a moment) and devised precisely to be so. As St. Paul remarked, the
“natural man cannot receive the things of the Spirit” (1 Corinthiang
2:14).

The emergence of the Enlightenment tabula rasa was intended
to enthrone humankind’s reason and scientific enquiry as supreme
while, within a few generations, humanity was dethroned in Darwin’s
scheme, relegating human reason to the logical consequence of
also being a meaningless or nonexistent appearance of the same
deterministic natural causes that produced humanity itself,
Inexorably bound up in the determinist naturalistic fallacy, the
“reason” and “consciousness” that purport to do science are negated
and made meaning]ess by the naturalism and transformism that
function as its “chosen” grand narrative. Just as free will, volition,
and consciousness must be tossed aside,

scientific knowledge go, as wel] a5 the selfa
verbiage.

so also must reason and
s additional metaphysical

As I have remarked many times,
the same argument concerning the i
materialism, given that jes scientistic e
scientific method itself pirically known (neither can a
host of other things, such as conceptual entities, numbers, logical
laws, and 5o forth), and yet they obviously undergird and are used in

these are all variations on
mpossibility of naturalistic

mpiricism is self-refuting: the
cannot be em

ople fools manifestly, especially
when they pretend Possess the keys of 4| gnosis, simultaneously

showin i i i '
oo g t.h.elr foolishness jn the very act of speaking, as their
PPositions negate thej, own self as a conscioys being,
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Subjective Semiotics Masquerading as
pare Empiricism and More Fraud

As for homologies, morphology, and phylogeny, it should be insightfu]
for those who aren’t aware that Ernst Haecke] was notoriously guilry
of forging the very inception of this idea, and this is known to be so.
Recall that homologies are the central basis for the entire theory as
well as the so-called common ancestor “tree of life.” (As we will see,
DNA is not a basis for Darwinian theory at all—quite the contrary;
it is one of the strongest refutations.) In 1996, Creation magazine
published an article by Creationist Russell Grigg entitled “Ernst
Haeckel: Evangelist for evolution and apostle of deceit.” Grigg wrote:

Haeckel’s enthusiasm for the theory of evolution
led him to fraudulently manufacture “evidence” to
bolster his views. He was the first person to dr\aw an
evolutionary “family tree” for mankind. To fill l’.h;
gap in this between inorganic non-lmr%g mater :mt :
the first signs of life, he invented a series (c;t ;r;u’x:r ‘
protoplasmic organisms which he c;lle e}e o‘m[
(plural of Moneron). These, he sai , wen o
any organs at all, but consist entire’y

1 homogeneous Mmatter ... r}othmg
less, mobile, liccle lump‘ of rfmcus}
g of albuminous combination o

composed of
shapeless, simple
more than a shape
or slime, consistin

carbon.”?

ientific journal publishﬁd
Jerman scientl .
In 1868, a prestigious German scien e iy
' .
i -ulations, wi . ‘
- " spﬁldm jentific names
seventy-three pages of o e |
drawi ' £ thiﬁe imaginary Monerd, a5 we B o
; ngs o S : s -
such asbprommoeba primitivid, and t};ehp? el et -
° icles” were
s “Jife particles
they allegedly reproduced. the i
el‘lg A ; iy \)wings were torally fictional, a
aborate dry

entirely non-existent.
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Later the same year, Thomas Huxley, Darwin’s Champion
in England, reported finding something that fitted Haeckel’s
descriptions in mud samples that had been dredged from the bottom
of the north Atlantic and preserved in alcohol. Huxley named them
Bathybius haeckelii.

Haeckel is also famous for his faked sketches of supposed em bryo
similarity titled the “biogenetic law” of phylogeny. Grigg again;

In his book Natirliche Schipfungs-geschichte (The
Natural History of Creation), published in German
in 1868 (and in English in 1876 with the title 7%e
History of Creation), Haeckel used the drawing of a
25-day-old dog embryo which had been published
by T.L.W. Bischoff in 1845, and that of a 4-week-
old human embryo published by A. Ecker in
1851-59. Wilhelm His, Sr (1831-1904), a famous
comparative embryologist of the day and professor
of anatomy ar the University of Leipzig, uncovered

the fraud.

Prof. Wilhelm His showed jn 1874 that Haeckel had
added 3.5 mm 1o the head of Bischoff’s dog embryo,
taken 2 mm off the head of Ecker’s human embryo,

he human posterior, and

avaj
lable, and so had no excyse for inaccuracy, He

;onju;iled that a.nyone who engaged in such blatant
faud had forfejred 4| fespect and that Haeclel

had elim; i
minated himself from (e ranks of scientific
research workerg of any stature, 4

140

Meta-Narratiyes. Essays on Pbi/o:opby and Symbo};
sm

This fraud has also been reexamined
than many 355"'”,’“1' Wh;‘t the em.bf}’onic homology example and the
Berkeley webs‘l Pl show'ls that this theory is fundamentally
about recognizing patterns, which is an interpretation of forms
assuming all manner of conclusions based o, unsubstantiated startip, ,
points This is scmiotics——interpreting forms and symbols, a "e;
philosophical and subjective enterprise, though this is never admitted
by those who proffer this scheme’s simple, observable “empirical
proof.” Furthermore, this is not mere pattern recognition, which
might be objective were it concerning mathematical samples, but
instead, the various patterns involved in homology and morphology
are not readily apparent. This subjective element to the phylogeny of
Darwinism is laughably revealed when the Understanding Evolution
website includes the following “probably” caveat, with the ridiculous,
arbitrary conclusion “birds are dinosaurs” (italic emphasis mine):

to be far more profound

The process of evolution produces # parzern of
relationships between species. As lineages evolve
and split and modifications are inherited, their
evolutionary paths diverge. This prod%xces a
branching pattern of evolutionary relationships ...

The tree is supported by many line's of evidenc;:,
but it is probably not flawless. Scientists constmt\z
reevaluate hypotheses and compare them to r;e
evidence. As scientists gather even more dara, t.ey
may revise these particular hvpotheses, rearr:xr';gug
some of the branches on the tree. For ex wits
evidence discovered in the last )0. y;a'rz .it:;em
that birds are dinosaurs, which required 3¢

. ”5
to several “vertebrate twigs:

T irety of this

1st! The entirety ©

st! :
Quite a required adjustment © say the lea D e e

' omm
Nonsense js based on the assumpior ofac
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demonstrated, only assumed—how could you possibly demonstrate
this?), which is alternately defended on the claim of “similar DNA»
and variations on that claim, such as endogenous retroviruses (ERVg),
However, the small percentage of DNA differentiation between
human and mouse, for example, obviously reveals a vast disparity
in features, making the oft-cited monkey similarity example useless
and absurd. Yet that is the point; we are told that the common DNA
must have originated in a common ancestor, which is assumed to be
the only rational thesis, as if God could not have created separate
forms or species simultaneously. However, in a Creation paradigm, it
makes perfect sense why common DNA exists—the same Designer
created and coded all species from the same material of sea and earth
(Genesis 1:11, 20, 24; 2:7). This is even taught visually in the icon
of Creation by the logos.

The cry here will inevitably be that no supernatural causes can be
invoked when doing “science.” Such claims aren’t scientific; however,
the nature of the argumen is precisely about divine origins, making
this arbitrary setting of the parameters of the debate to exclude the
matter under examination (God) from the outset! A purely natural
explanation of origins works only if it’s true, and that is what is
being considered. Since both paradigms—naturalism and Christian
theism—ultimately rely on assumptions that cannot be justified and
are thus self-referential, the only resort is to look at i
for each paradigm. Which paradigm can mak
of science itself as wel| as how science—and
itself—is even possible? This is 2 transcend
the scientific method cannot be demonstrare
through the scientific meth
on a form of self

e sense of the process

ultimately knowledge
ental argument. Since
d empirically or known
od (circularity), both paradigms rest
referentiality as shown, for example, in Kurt
ness theorems, This js in contrast to the classical
stemology of followers of the Enlightenment and

D o

Meta-Narratiyes. Essays on Philosophy and Symbolism

relies on radical human epistemic autonomy,
negated in a general denial of consciousness an
With this framework analysis in place,
will be made clear. It is in this manner ¢h
the Darwinian paradigm and set it against
see which presentations make it possible to even do science, and
which negates that possibility. Once the Darwinian paradigm is
understood for what it actually is—pseudoscience masquerading as
the preeminent catch-all grand narrative pinnacle of gnosis—it will
become clear how it is not only impossible to reconcile with Creation
and the origin of humanity. It will be seen as so incoherent and
contradictory as to make its adherents moronic: “The fool has said
in his heart there is no God” (Psalm 14:1). A scientific theory ought
to be coherent and consistent on its own grounds before we choose
to adopt it, and before we kowtow to the establishment’s defire w©
reconcile it with theism in some form, we ought first exagme ullts
fundamental premises to see how bankrupt and preposterous it truly
: . : lades and the fear of being
is. I can only think that the desire for acco o wed thisn
ostracized are generally the sources for suc a o s pairng wil
with this retarded cousin, but the Offspnnlg‘z HS:lta[ion.
sadly result in an exceedingly unfit mongoiol

which is ironically

d free will,

I hope my approach
at we must examine
the Christian view to

ine
Creation as a Revealed Doctr

- ise
and Thomistic Comprom1s

and that the worl
hich are seen W

ds were framed by the

ere not made of things

“Through faith we underst
word of God, so that things W

. B 1:3). < oytion ex nihilo 18
Which do appear” (Hebrews 1f example, Creation € | enquiry
; r e aciona :

; homism [0
Contrary to T ; n through : irectly upent
not a doctrine that is prove .

Mvestigacion of the extert
that may contribute eviden
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humanity to perceive the world aright: Creation is the only lrationaj
position possible. While that is techmca_lly“rrue, for T};omlsm, the
natural world testifies to only a generic “first cause,” purporeq
to be of some different, more supreme substance than the Created
order. This flawed method of argumentation, based as it is upon ,
faulty Thomistic anthropology devoid of the nous, undergirds mos;
classical apologetics. God as argued for by an Aquinas or an Etienpe
Gilson is described as a Being for whom the declaration of Exoduys
3:14 signifies “I AM Being.”

This Greek philosophical exegesis of the biblical text is certainly
not what Moses or the Spirit of God had in mind when the text was
recorded, and quite contrary to these speculations, the declaration
is at once personal. This is why the so-called classical apologetics
function to prove any sort of generic theistic first cause. Perhaps
that first cause is a multitude of gods; perhaps it’s the Islamic deity,
perhaps the Mormon one. This “being” is not the God described
in the biblical text, Who considers His existence cerain, as do
His followers (Acts 2:36), despite Aquinas’s and others’ contention
God cannot be certainly known o exist—only with a high degree
of pr'obability. This is because, for Thomism, science is a matter of
empirical experience and natural reason, while faith is a matter of
supernatural grace,

For i i i
example, Aquinas explained his principles in seminal

sections of the Summa TY 7 n
eologzca, demonstratj g his ical
‘ : at1 his “classica
foundanonahst”

(roughly empirical) ¢pistemology synonymous
et Ozidx;:'turedand grace assumption, as well as how
e ione ' from‘ the outset by his rejection of the

cliet in the Beatific Visjop, God cannor be seen directly

to the Fastern dogma (emphasis

On the contrary, No one cap ment
OPposite of what i self-evident,
(Metaph, iv, ,

ally admit the
as the Philosopher

lect, vj
Lt vi) stares concerning the first
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principles of demonstration, By the opposite of
the proposition “God is” can be mentally admitted:
“The fool said in his heart, There is no God” (Psalm
52:1). Therefore, that God exists is nor self-evident,

Reply to Objection 1. The existence of God and
other like truths about God, which can be known
by natural reason, are not articles of faith, but are
preambles to the articles; for faith presupposes
natural knowledge, even as grace presupposes nature,
and perfection supposes something that can be
perfected. Nevertheless, there is nothing to prevent
a man, who cannot grasp a proof, accepting, as a
matter of faith, something which in itself is capable
of being scientifically known and demonstrated.®

Aquinas continued (emphasis mine): I answe'r tf};lt, All scxefnce
is derived from self-evident and therefore seen’ pnn”apler, wherefore
all objects of science must needs be, in a fa:bio.n, seer. : "

Now as [ stated above (Article 4), it is impossible that on:r i
the same thing should be believed and seen by thet E?::[: o
Hence it is equally impossible for one and the sameIt . ot
object of science and of belief for the same .p'ersom sdmée i
however, that a thing that is an object of v1sxone c:irny ence oo
is believed by another, since we hope to see somh A e
believe about the Trinity, according to 1 Conr;ltC ;aface e
now through a glass in a dark manner; bu; ;ieve e e Ol
angels possess this vision already, so »Yhat w; . e‘t o ‘;mor.l et
Manner, it may happen that what‘ns an o )e; O e
k“"WlCdge for one person, even 1t the ~st;€ bl o iy
another person, an object of faich because

it by demonstration.
Nevertheless, that wh an object 0
all is equally unknown by all as

believed equally by

ich is PrOP"SCd g s such are the

f science:

145



Jay Dyer
things which are of faith simply. Consequently faith and scienc, ¥

not about the same thing.

Faith and science are not about the same things because, for

Aquinas, the logoi are not immanent in Creation through the divine
energies of the logos. Aquinas was also explicit in his rejection of the
divine energies, citing and rejecting St. John of Damascus on the
very point, affirming absolute divine simplicity and affitming thy
God's actions and existence are His essence in strict identificatiop,
This point is stressed so many times in the Summa Theologiae thay i
is absurd to have to constantly debate it. For one example, Thomas

says:

Article 2. Whether any name can be applied to God
substantially?

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be applied
to God substantially. For Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. i, 9): “Everything said of God signifies not
His substance, but rather shows forth what He is not;
o expresses some relation, or something following from
His nature or operation [energy].”

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi):
“The being of God s the being strong, or the being
wise, or whatever else we may say of that simplicity
whereby His substance js signified,” Therefore all
names of this kind signify the divine substance,

Therefore we must hold a different doctrine—viz.
that these names signify the divine substance, and
are predicated substantially of God, although they
fall short of a fu]] fepresentation of Him, Which is
prov'cd thus. For these names express God, so far as
our intellects know Him. Now since our intellect
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knows God from creatures, iy knows Him 4 ¢
creatures represent Him.7 S far as
Now, why, in the midst of this discussion of Darwi
evolution, would I bring Thomism into the picture and pullo % ;nd
dense theological issues? Somewhar near this period of Aquis;: :}:
fourteenth-century East was dcbating these very underlying P(;ints
with the West, as embodied in the discussion between Barlaam the
Calabrian and St. Gregory Palamas. The debate was 2 manifestation
of an Augustinian with an Orthodox, resulting in the affirmation on
the part of the East of Palamism, which is incorrectly titled, as it is
the classical Orthodox view, and in that debate Palamas specifically
predicted that the Western trek would be to banish God from the
created order through banishing His immanent energies. As a result,
only the created effects of God are known, leaving Palamas to ritle
the entire project atheism. Indeed, it is the Thomistic approach and
its presuppositions that wnwittingly led to the purely naruralistic
empiricism that would reach its apogee in the West in Darwin.
I have detailed this at more length in this piece. Fr. John chk,
a Russian Orthodox priest and pastor of an Orthodox church in

Arizona, commented:

In his 150 Chapters St. Gregory demonstrates
that the failure to distinguish between the essence
and energies in God leads.?ither to fthe;;né :;
polytheism. He argues that lf. the encrges‘ oo
are created then they of necessity bcl«?ng‘ toha :nemv
nature, for as St. John Damascene \\( rites, E[ :r ‘ or;e,.
distinct from the divine substance i3 na

divine
~reation belongs to the
1 wri at Creation belongs © F¢
St. Cyril writes th in God is itself created,

energy, and so if the encre? reated energy behind
1 an uncr I
then we must seck o If there is but substance

it which gave rise © 1t e craion. o
in G re is no
in God, then the
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relation to be found, which means He is not the
principle and Lord of the universe, and de.sm)ys
the trihypostatic Godhead, “And one YVhO is not
trihypostatic nor master of the universe is not even
God. Therefore, those who thus hold the opinions
of Barlaam and Akindynos are atheists.”®

Theistic Evolution: A Doomed
Marriage Officiated by Jesuits

It is from this ethos that the modern scientistic rationalism arose,
coming as it did from the division Aquinas laid down as I've quoted
here, despite his own intentions. The logic is obvious: The natura]
world can be known and understood without reference to revelation
in large part as an aspect of “natural reason” apart from the logos.
Hopefully, Thomas goaded, please would please possibly tack Jesus
and the Trinity and Mother Church onto the science at some point
down the road because they're sure-fire helpers! On the contrary (to

use Thomas-speak), the Logos is the beginning, middle, and telos
of all Creation and all human cognition,

He being apprehended
directly by the nous, not by intell

ectand psyche passing judgment on
His existence upon supposed accumulations of empirical evidences.
Intellect and psyche serve the nous, not the reverse, and the nous
is the faculty for perceiving God directly in Creation through His
incarnation, in which al] of Creation is recapitulated into the Logos
who created it to begin with: “And he js before all things, and by
him all things consist” (Colossians 1:17). Also, we read in Hebrews
11:3: “Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed
by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not made
of things which do appear.” That is trye whether it is acknowledged
by the unbeliever or not.

' ‘Wlth the West’s acceptance of these Presuppositions (Thomism
is still the officia] philosophy of the Roman Church), the dominance

148

Mem-Narratzves: Essays on Pbilomph}, nd Symboim
of naturalism was only a mateer of time;
«scientific method” would togg away the *
pe seen in nature. Aside from created ,
eventually funt';t‘ioned asa useless placeholder atop a chain of generjc
being. 1f empirical knowledge is the assumption,
knowledge never attains to this deity (in this life)
certainty or reason do we have to think it exists? What relevance
does a Supreme Substance have to the |ife of everyday Catholics? Of
course, the rank and file weren’t concerned with a supremely simple
philosophical substance, but with the personal God they heard about
in the liturgy in narrative form. Nevertheless, the academic and
churchly establishment of the West marched on, Summa Theologiae
in hand, handing over their heritage inch by inch as the centuries
passed, fulfilling the prophetic words of St. Gregory Palamas. The
end result would be atheism.

With that in mind, it becomes clear why the Roman Catholic
Church also gradually adopted the German higher critical
methodologies of revisionist excising of all the texts, evextnuall_v
New Testament and Old until, at the hands of libfral JeSLut.s and
“scholars,” the entire Bible was ripped into nothmg. Iromcall:l.
even the sainted Roman Pope Pius X explicicly and V.VTth full Pan

: i ion) rejected higher critical methods
authority (for their communion ki
S the board and unequivocall)
and modernism as heresy across

“Lamentabili sane,” “The Syllabus of Errors,” 1907)

: fancastical
. ” 5 the same SPQCIOUS and
S oo e y are the presuppositions of the

v o iracy,
. m as a consp. P
higher criticis

i? logically follows that ¢he
first cayse god” who cannot

nalogical effecs, this god

and empirica|
s what use of what

presuppositions of Darwinian thezr
Dkeliehgae o nhe f;smeh sis known as the JEPD Theory
ary hypothe areuch was
rounded on a documentary ) N at the Pentateuc
if the Torah, which upholds the tradition tlh.lt SL e holars 10
3
written by Moses, an idea that many seculal
cn ’ Darwin .
, the ;
longer adhere to in our day! lnde.ed d to constant ﬂux’"lfd.m .
assumption of all things being subjectec! texts, and traditions,
o P selfic appl): to religious doctrines, sibieck {be
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making the confessions of various €
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ebb and flow of the great God flux. Imnical_ly’,the father of higher
criticism, nineteenth/twentieth-century biblical scholar Jyljy,
Wellhausen, admitted that his documentary f;p}ﬁmach was patt of
his own personal agenda—he hated the Mosaic texts,

Thomism’s assumption of rational, au“ron.omou‘s) .humanity
judging God to be existing or not based on “evidence” is come to
ﬁdl\fruition in rational people judging the texts to be erroneous,
exaggerated, superstitious, and mere mythologies. And we all know
many of the later pioneers of evolutionary theory were Jesuits who,
although not ardent followers of Thomas, were and are ardent
believers in the assumptions of classical foundationalist epistemology.
For example, in Archbishop Fulton Sheen’s “defense” of the biblical
texts, he adjures readers to make up their own minds with regard
to “inspiration” based on the available “evidence.” (For further
information, consult chapter one of his book, 7he Life of Christ.)

Given the Roman Communion’s belief since Cardinal Newman
and Vatican | in the evolution and tree-like growth of dogma in the
late nineteenth century (How else can Vatican I be made sense of?), it’s
only natural that the communion as a whole would become an ardent
evangelist for Theistic evolution, which finally gives way to the wild
absurdities, process philosophy, and occultic-flavored gobbledygook
of rabid evolutionists, such a Teilhard de Chardin (a man once

excommunicated, then “rehabilitated” after Vatican II in the 1960s,
whatever thar means). Teilhard, you wi

in one of the more notorious frayds
infamous faked Piltdown Man, foss
ancient human ancestor—as even
evolutionary biologist Stephen J. G
Darwinjang speak of reading parer
pattern concerning the frauds in th;
excellent critique of Teilhard de Ch
be found on the Wayback Machil;e
web/ZOl70507160049/h[tp://ww

of Darwinian invention—the
il of England’s so-called most
American paleontologist and
ould argued, By the way, the
fis—are you beginning to see a
s entire atheistic enterprise? (An
ardin by D, Philip Sherrard can
website: hetps://web.archive.org/
w.studiesincomparativereligiOﬂ'
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Com/public/articles/Teilhard_De_Chardin_and_the_Chris[ian
Vision-b)’_l’hilip_Sherrard.aspx.) -

No New Codes in the Fly Soup

It is my contention that the presence of believing persons among
the ranks of Darwin believers is absolutely and utterly irrelevant.
So what if twentieth-century Ukrainian-American genericist and
evolutionary biologist Theodore Dobzhansky and Archbishop
Greekopoulous and the Patriarch of Constantinople, along with
the popes to boot, all believe in Theistic evolution? None of those
persons amounts to anything in contrast to almost the entire history
and tradition of the Church, East and West, in contrast to a recent
Orthodox writer defending Theistic evolution. Everyone knows there
are countless heretical patriarchs and bishops, and what evangelicals
do or do not hold to six-day Creation is also irrelevant. Prorest:'mt
fundamentalists hold to the virgin birth—is that also.a doc.‘mnc
of Western dialectical Creation? Of course not, and neither is the
revealed doctrine of Creation. Dobzhansky, it must be unde.rstoo:.
he Western Darwinian mili:iu, ~.a.dog‘tmg_ ‘.‘e
guiding presuppositions of his masters, like Royal Soctety illuminist

. aNImeh i Makes Sense
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purported to be observed in th‘e lab PEsHpposs the rise' of % ew;
species at some future date. Iromcall).', the DNA m'Fom.xanon inany
species is never new information; it is only the switching on or off
of existing information in that species. The earthworm, at no point
and in no case o example, will never produce whale DNA. A beay
that is fond of swimming over its several-decade lifetime does not
begin to produce new duck DNA, as if webbed feet might appear,
This admitted fact of DNA across the board is one of the strongest
evidential arguments against the thesis of Darwinism, given that
its theory of transformism necessitates new information in the code,
This is w;vhy junk DNA, a much propagandized catch-all “proof”
of evolution, has now been discarded. Even Richard Dawkins
dishonestly altered his views, claiming he never did (though he’s
on video contradicting himself). Furthermore, Dobzhansky was
a Teilhardist who rejected a personal God, Providence, and many
other dogmas, stating, “Natural selection is a blind and a creative
process. It does not work according to a foreordained plan.”1

In conclusion, the fear and desire for compromise with this
theory is really the result of misunderstanding the position’s actual
claims, as well as numerous equivocations about terms such as
adaptation. Until the presuppositions of this paradigm are examined
and challenged, the evidence wil] always be stretched or cut to fit
the facts, as demonstrated in Thomas Kuhn’s famous book, 7ke
‘&mftum of Scientific Revolutions, Only when this and the countless
instances of reliance on the fallacy of consensus and authority are
properly understood wil] Darwinian naturaljsm truly be unmasked
4s nonsensical, irrational, contradictory, and intellectually bankrupt.
5 e By
Evolutionary theory is not sciemeifia n .err.lpty, SIS ('h?m.
mythology from the halls of the MC) ., s e

asonic Lodge, not an honest
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PE O .“ Wwa to A bb ‘ ‘
apostasy; 1t 18 a silly way to go. A bibljc,] theist should be spipmr:
and that is why I could never ado e scientific,

' pt Darwinism or jts mutation,
theistic evolution.

The other consistent dishonesty on this topic is the claim that
adaptations, which no one denies, are equivalent to new species. They
are not. An adaptation is an alteration in the existing information,
and never a foreign code and 7ever the empirical observation of a
new species! The assumption is that the mutation must be the source
for the rise of a new species over vast eons of time because of the
assumption of common ancestry! At once the circularity becomes
apparent in this theory, as the proof of transformism is based on the
unfounded assumption of common ancestry, while common ancestry
is in turn based on the assumption of new species arising from long
periods during which multiple mutations occurred. Neither of these
ridiculous and sophistical positions is ever observed, and ::Il are
predicated on an interpretive matrix foisted on the “evidences” such
as bones, fossils, and DNA. N

At this juncture, I will mention that certain fathers

Augustine held to some speculative view of the first chag;er of
nly other fathers in the East held to dif crer‘u
the meaning of this day and that, and.so
This matter has been dealt with
h-century American

Genesis. And certai
opinions on the serpent,
on, but that is not our purpose here. -
extensively by many writers SEnl [w:;ueRose in his excellent
Russian Orthodos hieromen < & ey bm it is also sufficient to
book, Genesis, Crearion, and Edr{y, ‘w‘mil l;x[elGreat's nine homilies
say the traditional presentation of S Basi (; e et
known as Hexaemeron is normative Ly the, nf;c ;ead. ic. ] recommend
and the majority of the Church. 1fyou b emdd vour faich wich the
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absurdity known as Darwinism. Another
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% arwinian chesis
" e Darwin
sestive of th
gaes

i ee ¢
on certain texts in che fist the o
stic consensus in no way
r

. . i [ SLL
is coherent, compatible wufrll: : N
S ¢ p-
(not even Augustine s view). P
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for humanity to arise on the scene after the emergence of death, ,
preposterous and heretical opinion in Orthodoxy, yet necessitageq
by Darwinian eons. Death—all death, spiritual and PhYSiCal\is
explicitly the result of humanity’s fall, as steward and covenap head
of Creation. This is why the Logos recapitulates all Creation i, His
Incarnation as the New Adam and covenant Head (Colossiang 1:15)

Conclusion

As an addendum, I recommend the excellent interview with
American author Dr. David Berlinksi that highlights of the major
flaws in this ridiculous position from a secular vantagepoint that
mal_cc: it L}trerly unappealing. Once people really understand this
position, it escapes me why anyone would want

to adopt this view,
much less combine it with theism. ,

Notes:

(Personal Knowledge, p. 5-6)

A TV VIRV

NGO WV N W N e

Chapter 134, p- 241]
See Lamentab;j; san

; e, The Syllabus of Errors, 1907

= \O 0o
o
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*HCHAPTER 13N

Cryptography of the Cryptocracy

In January of 2014, International Monetary Fund (IMF) Chief
Christine Lagarde gave a speech that was lost on most of her audience
and amongst the media. She stated:

Now, I'm going to test your numerology skills by
asking you to think about the magic seven, okay?
Most of you will know that seven is quite a number
in all sorts of themes, religions. And I'm sure that
you can compress numbers as well. So if we think
about 2014, all right, I'm just giving you 2014, you
drop the zero, 14, two times 7. Okay, that’s just by
way of example, and we're going to carry on. So

2014 will be a milestone and hopefully a magic
| mark the hundredth

d War back in 1914 It

seven—

year in many respects. It wil
anniversary of the First Worl
will note the 70®" anniversary, drop the zero,
of the Bretton Woods conference that actually gave

birth to the IME!
rfare, Michael

and curious
te to obscure

ocieties and Psycbologica{ Wa
synchronicity,
hat also rela

In his classic Secret S
Hoffman wrote of coincidence:
t

Connections between 007 and 2001
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gematria. The first 007 was Dr, John

e v and
octs like numerolog) isisofi i
subj but the reason this is of import is the

ill be investigated here,
Sxiil::x::li}::\ltt:TC lfristinc Lagarde’s scemingly strange commenyg
to her Press Club audience. Hoffman l\:fs recently commented opy
this. and I myself, at the time of Lagarde’s comment, speculated on
the connccrio-ns between the numbers of sevens that 3}?}"‘3 red in the
downed Malaysian plane incident(s). Numerous conspiracy websites
and speculators got in on the action, but what no one (other thap

Hoffman) did was look at the motivations behind such a mindset,
The natural approach of those in conspiratorial and alternative
media circles would be to leap at the occult. While I don’t intend
to deny such associations, I would like to highlight another element
that almost none have considered. Yes, there are believers in dark
forces in high places, but there is also another factor that should be
kept in mind, as I myself had conversations with individuals about
this that appeared a frightened by such calculating mumbo jumbo.
Simon Singh, in his recent book, The Code Book, explains of the
process of cracking ciphers and codes as follows:

Kerchoff’s Principle: The security of a crypto-

System must not depend on keeping secret the
crypro-algorithm, The security depends only on

keeping secret the key. In addition to keeping the

key se i
;i 1€t 4 secure cipher system must also have a
1de range of poteniy) keys, 2

grander sca

“rhature yields fy|fjj};
bur they also free B

us from ¢},
have'attacked the Enlightenmem

nature and sup

i mental rewar s in their own

€ i i
slavery to superstition, While
Many times over, and I think

")
Its also wortly considering
ent becayse j; (;
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and excesses that shoulc'i not be excused. T doubt many of us in

modernity would truly like to return to a world in which we expect

10 almost certainly be damned, spending our days working out

a complex system of penitential indulgences to try to settle debs

in an absurd punishment-based system. Such is part of my reason

for leaving Western Christianity years ago, but this should also

not be seen as endorsement of one side of a false Western dialectic
of Rome versus Enlightenment, On the contrary, the truth lies
somewhere in between extremes that the cunning of history is yet
to work out (as we still live under the excesses of the quantification-
obsessed Enlightenment). Let us see if we can locate at least one
key for cracking the code of our modern overlords and decipher
the Lagardian linguistic mysteries, surveying numerology, biblical
gematria, and cryptography.

First, the subjects of numbers, numerology, and ancient
perspectives on them, are helpful. For ancient man, numbers were
magical, semi-divine entities that somehow related to all things,
despite being in no particular time and locale. Obviously, in a book
such as this, the scope of such an analysis must be limited, so I have
chosen influential representative examples. My friend James Kelley
explains in his “Prajapati Purusa and Vedic Altar Construction” essay
the means by which the Pythagorean theorem was actually encoded in
Vedic altar designs much earlier than the time of Pythagoras himself:

This blurb fails to mention the amazing insighs
of Dr. Abraham Seidenberg, who found the so-
called “Pythagorean theorem” at work in the Indian
texts known as the Su/vastieras, which date from the
8" century B.C., but which crystallize proced_ure.s
and teachings that reach back into the Neoht‘hxc
mists, Though historians of mathematics betore
Seidenberg noted the connection between fhc
famous theorem and Vedic texts, it is our contention
that Dr. Seidenberg was the first to offer a coherent
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presentation of the significance of this influence,

The Sulvasiitras contain explicit instructions for
how to construct the altars for Vedic worship using
kes, and possibly rods. But what has

only ropes, sta
; do with “a? + b2 = ¢?’??

Vedic altar worship t

In his seminal article, “Ritual Origin of Geometry,” Seidenberg
demonstrates exactly how the Pythagorean theorem was used in
creating the falcon-shaped altar used in the Vedic fire ritual, the
Agnicayana. The altar was built based upon an aerial measure called a
p;ru.cal The falcon altar, we are told in the sutra, must be a square with
an area of 7.5 square purusas (about 56.25 square feet). A sulba, or cord,
is used to measure out a purusa (about 7.5 feet) and marked on a section
of the cord from an end, and this section is stretched taut between two
pegs, one end of the pegged-down cord extending out past a peg, the
other end being a meeting point of peg and cord end. Next, the loose
cord is stretched back and wrapped around the opposite peg. This peg-
t0-peg cord“stretCh is repeated until the desired length is reached. (To
;ih;;\: ;f:b (i;li izzl;s;;me in'itial purusa l.ength has been measured
g g e, de section and ?ullmg the loop taut by hand

The square i cr:tledw;th Cha‘lk -
odd—by texching 3 ey, ;Xt-dm a manner that we would find
75-purusa cord, the end res Cfrb f.rom the midpoint of the initial
boundary paralle] to the initiali zidel.ng 3T shape. Then the altar

mpl strenchis z ;s stretched, making an H. The

central connecting cord. 1, is nOtg, two boundaries parallel to the
unnecessary (from our Practicallmportam. L
Petspective) steps in creating @

Square that js 75
-5 puru
stretch the Joose cord 2.by 75 pur Usa; we moderns would simply

» ONCe meas
then we'd repeat the ured, to make a 7.5-purusa L, and

quare. Instead:
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In this fascinating and illustrative section, we Bt
insight that is lost on 1‘nany: the primal and archetypal riteslgzzzti:m
pumanity in what might be considered 2 serious contender for [}?t
origin of the “perennial tradition” (India). We see thyr the rites ofth:
gods here encode mathematical forum|ae, Specifically in this case
the message is a geometrical formula, and in fact the mos famous’
one. While we are left to speculate on our own as to the divine status
of such “gods,” what we can divine from this section is the fact that
the ritual encodes a mathematical form and functions as a veil for 2
more axiomatic principle. This seems to suggest a conscious desire to
cloak abstract principles from the profane by the priest class, keeping
the secrets from the populace through religious fear.

Continuing with this survey of ancient thought, Egyprologist
Wim van den Dungen analyzed the Pythagorean and Western
conceptions of basic number principles and numerology. Dungen’s
linked chart also demonstrates the similarity in the various religious
traditions through the numerological principles. We see again the
theme of hiding numerological doctrines under the divine:

The first standard is immanent. Using the first ten
cardinal numbers of N, the set of all natural numbers,
the decadic set N* {1, 2, 3, 4. 5.6, 7. 8,9, 10} is
isolated (cf. Pythagorism based on Ancient Egyptian
d later replicated by the Qabalah). By
means of N, all subsequent natural numbers can be

derived. Each cardinal number of N’is then. couplled
These combinations give

thought an

with a symbol one-to-one. i
. : EXt
form to the famous neo-Platonic formula: e.

3 ecurn to
Deo, reditus in Deum (OWtgoing IS rocess in
God). This “numerology” is backed by : f)‘;an‘on 0
which the “exit” is an involution (a marerta® lization
. . R 17
spirit) and the “return’ an evolution (5P S

of process
of matter). Immanence and the realms 0P
(becoming) prevail:
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The second standard is rranscenden‘t. Transc?d.ence
is approached with negatives (Fadl?al dpog atzslr.n).
Three kinds emerge: unknowmlg itself, virtua }ty
(the possible, or {Q}) and nothmgne.ss (the vohxd,
or “0”). The first is a nothingness with potential,
the second the non-existent (cf. Nature abhors a
void). The set of all relevant criteria of measurable
differences is given 10 ordinal positions defining 10
dimensions. The logic of Creation (transcendence
into immanence and vice versa) links with this.*

In another influential example, the first-century collection of
documents in Koine Greek known as the Corpus Hermeticum
relates these numbers to the original Creation act, echoing the same
Indian, Hellenic, and Egyptian principles:

I saw in the darkness of the deep,
without form permeated with a subtle intelligent
breath of divine power, Arum’s Word fell on fertile
waters making them pregnant with
Ordered by the harmony of the Wor
elements came jngq being,
the brood of living creatyes the fiery element
Was articulated [ether] 5 the constellations of the
Stars, and the gods of (he seven heavenly bodies
revolvi i :

chaotic water

all forms.
d, the four

combining to create

and positiye poles of 4 by,

tery,
ermes describeg them

generate everything,

fe and Light, which

it ';f
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become Mind and Soul. We experience them o
thoughts and feelings.’

This tradition continued in the Jewish ang
as van den Dungen expounded, with Kabby
Kabbalah, the first ten numbers,
to the divine energies or attribute
God). With this belief, ancient ]
letters of the Torah to be divinely
and lexical constructs able to enc

Christian traditions
ah and gemayig. In
as in Pythagoreanism, correspond
s that shine forth from the One (or
ewish scholars considered the very
inspired, and their particular forms

ode secret meanings. Jewish scholar
and Kabbalah expert Gershom Scholem defined gematria as follows:

Gematria (from Gr. geometria), is one of the aggadic
hermeneutical rules for interpreting the Torah (in the
Baraita of 32 Rules, No. 29). It consists of explaining
aword or group of words according to the numerical
value of the letters, or of substituting other letters of

the alphabet for them in accordance with a set system.
Whereas a word is normally employed in this sense

of manipulating according to a numerical value., it if
sometimes found with the meaning of “calculations

(Avot 3:18) ... The use of letters to signify numbers

was known to the Babylonians and dTe G-ree.ks.

The first use of gematria occurs in an mscnpuc;n

of Sargon 11 (727707 B.C.E) which)states bd::tl (:n;

king built the wall of Khorsab‘ad 16,283 :l; . : o

to correspond with the numerical val.ue <;1 l;temme

The use of gematria was widespread 1;1 dt :; e v

of the magi and among interpreters of &res

Hellenistic world. © h
i Jearde’s comments is thatwe

Whatis relevant co our anal}'slS. e L;ii;fivsoﬁd nacurally see the

Bl ek he lgmmlanc pUE) Cl for conveying mMessages
Pragmatic use of gematria and numerology
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in a covert fashion. Espionage and statecraft have always gone hy nd
in hand, and the desire of rulers to send encrypted messages j
an ancient art. Thus, religious traditions and lz}nguages (such a5
Hebrew and Greek) in which letters also ﬁmctmned. as .numbers
would naturally serve as a medium for secret comlmm.lcanons.
Given that Lagarde’s comments involve a peculiar focus op
sevens, it might be worthwhile to look not just :}t the hermeneutica|
principle of gematria, but at the symbology in scnptl.x re of the {m mber
seven. Seven serves to convey the idea of completion, finality, and
perfection, as the Oxford Companion to the Bible relates:

Number Symbolism. In common with most
people in the ancient world, the Israelites attached
symbolic significance to numbers. So whenever the
biblical writers mention a number, it s likely that
they had a symbolic meaning in mind; in many

cases the numbers must not be taken in their literal
sense at all ...

Seven. The sum of three plus four, of heaven and
of earth, signifies completeness and perfection.
There were seven chief heavenly bo
and the five planes known to ancj
of the week, seven archangels. T
lasted seven days, and
between the Passover 4
(Pentecost), Every seve

year, when the land would lje fallow, and Hebrew
slaves were allowed 1o go free; and every fiftiech
Year was a jubilee, whep alienated property had to
be returned. The seventh day reprcsemez’i God’s
completed work (Gen, 2:2-3), and in the Book of
Revelation, the seventh sea|, trumpet, bow], et

represent the completion of Go’s plar;. The ’sev:;l’

dies (sun, moon
ents), seven days
he great festivals
there were seven weeks
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spirits of God (Rev. 1-4) fepresent either the .

archangels, or “all spirits” of the Holy Spirit SCZC“
churches represent the universal chyrch (Rev: 1'2;)n
It is necessary to forgive, not just seven times,. bu;

seventy times seven (Matt, 18:21-22, Gen, 4:24)
that is to say, always, 7 ,

The most famous example of gematria most people are familigy
with is the reference in the Apocalypse to 666, the number of the
beast. Biblical scholars have long considered it 2 yse of gematria
in which John encoded the name of Nero Caesar or another

contemporary Roman emperor. Biblical scholar Dr. Kenneth Genery
elucidates of 666:

“This method, called gematria, or geometrical, that
is, mathematical, was used by the Jews in exegesis of
the Old Testament.” The point is clear: cryprograms
were common among the ancients, even among
Christians. Hence, the gematria in Revelation is
not something created de novo by John; rather, the
idea involved a familiar concept to the ancients. *

Another relevant association with 666 is the number A T
that can be generated with that give rise to various sgecuéau::is;
but for the purposes of our discussion relate to the toP‘lC .° e
squares. Biblical scholar E. W. Bullinger gives an example:

“ » which gives 111
Bullinger’s number square of *666,” which gives
in all directions.

: from the
i< alleced to derive
The number square is alleg found on

geometrical structure of tbf P‘g::l (See “The
the shell of a tortoise in anaen(;” X vl ot L J
Malekulan Journey of the Dead” )
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in Spiritual Disciplines: Papers From the Eranos
Yearbooks). Ancient mathematicians associated

the number or magic square with various planets
and planetary deities and their representative

angelic sigils. However, rather than fixating
m‘(he religious, it is my thesis that the number
square also\has a relation to cryprography and the
rise of the computer. Since the square gives an
ordered regularity, it was reasonable to suppose
that & machine might be constructed to calculate
and encode. 1 have written elsewhere of Leibniz’s
speculations regarding a machine that would
mirror the human mind, storing information and
mirroring it back. The medieval mythology of the
golem also factored into this equation, linking once
again gematriaand Kabbalah, where the matrix
of external reality itself could be imaged in a 2D
virtual realm, which I will touch on later. Before
that, consider biblical scholar David Chilton’s
arrangement of “666” in triangulation in his 7ke
Days of Vengeance, page 349.°

My purpose here is not 1o speculate as to the identity of an
Antichrist, but to look at how the ancient mind viewed numbers
and symbols. One can see in these visual pictorials that recall
Pythagoreanism the topological principles of mathematical
abstraction that would be highly useful for statecrafi in constructing
ciphers. One of the famous ancient examples of just such a cipher is
known as the scytale, used by the Greeks. Singh, in 7he Code Book:
7.‘ he Science of Secrecy from Anciens Egypt to Quantum ( _ryptography,
gjvles an example of the scytale, a tool used for transposition ciphers,
V}V)thh resembles the tabled structure of a magijc square. Given that
;i ;‘ ?}::ji;lgf;iﬁ! !fl;uangci'lcu:ntd as a number sysrcm. just as }'{c‘brcw
quares to lettered codes is not a big leap.
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It would therefore be natural for ancient
in such a fashion.
At this point, it would be requisite to

People to encode Messages

on; "

examples of cryptography, its origjns, and itsn:;j;l;sm‘;)r: h;‘;"nc
earliest is found in the writings of Greek histofiar; He:oz -
Herodotus described the Greek danger presented by the inv:;‘"-
Persian forces and the need for secret communications to help ':3

the cause:

As the danger of discovery was great, there was
only one way in which he could contrive to ger the
message through: this was by scraping the wax off
a pair of wooden folding rablets, writing on the
wood underneath what Xerxes intended to do. and
then covering the message over with wax again. [n
this way the tablets, being apparently blank, wouid
cause no trouble with the guards along the road.
When the message reached its destination, no one
was able to guess the secret, until, as [ understand,
Cleomenes’ daughrer Gorgo, who was the wife of
Leonides, divined and told the others that if they
scraped the wax off, they would ﬁ@ somct:nmg
written on the wood underneath. This was done;
the message was revealed and read, and afterwards
passed on to the other Greeks.

we have examples of
n messages ©
counted this

e case of Julius Caesan :
own as the Caesar Cipher t
n historian Suetonius

Likewise, in th
what would become kn
Cicero. First-century Romu

transposition process:

o Cicero, a8 well as ©
and in the laceer, it
he wrote it IR

There are also letters of hlb (
on privace attairs,

his intimates . :
onfidential to s3y:

he had anything ¢
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finding & nehod for by eaking the monoalphabetic

Jay Dyer
i '« by so changing the order of the letters 57 '
cipher, that is, by so changing cubstitution cipher, a S .
of the alphabet, that not a word could be made out, v sulnetable for severd] Ui remained
i al ce
If anvone wishes to decipher these, and get at their nturies.
i itute the fourth letter of the
meaning, he must substitute the e . |
alphabet. namely D for A, and so with the others, ! In faC‘, re!y Arabs who were interested in cracking
p ) Cryptologlcal codes; medieval monastics and members of the
The substitution cipher is the oldest form of encryption, but it | Vatican, too, were also skilled in the same arts, Singh explained of
was not immune to being cracked, and this honor fell to the Arabs in the medieval monks who encountered another example of Jewish
the Middle Ages, who in fact invented the practice of cryptanalysis, encoding in the text of Jeremiah:
Singh commented: ' =
Medieval monks were intrigued by the fact that the

This simplicity and strength meant that the
substitution cipher dominated the art of secret
writing throughout the first millennium A.D.
Codemakers had evolved a system for guaranteeing
secure communication, so there was no need for
further development—without necessity, there was
no need for further invention ... The breakthrough
occurred in the East and required a brilliant
combination of linguistics, statistics and religious
devortion.

Had Arabs been merely familiar with the use
of monoalphabetic substitution cipher, they
w.ould flot warrant a significant mention jn any
history of cryptography. However, in addition
to employing ciphers, the Arab scholars were
.also capable of destroying ciphes. They in fact
tnvented cryptanalysis, (he science of unscrambljn

a message without knowledge of the ke Whilg
rhc.- .crypfographer develops new methods ):;f sec ‘:
writing, it is the Cryptanalyst who struggles to ﬂxrled

Old Testament contained deliberate and obvious
examples of cryptography. For example, the Old
Testament includes pieces of text encrypted with
atbash, a traditional form of Hebrew substitution
cipher. Atbash involves taking each letter, noting
the number of places it is from the beginning of

the alphabet, and replacing it with a letter thatis an
equal number of places from the end of the alphai?et.
In English this would mean thar a, at the begin{lmg
of the alphabet, is replaced by Z, at the end of the
alphabet, b is replaced by Y, and so on. The term
atbash itself hincs at the substitution it describes,

3 W
because it consists of the first lecter of the Hebre
ast lecter taw,

' by the |
alphabet, aleph, followed by t beth, followed

and then there is the second leteer, :
hin. An example o

by the second to last lecter_s b |
atbash appears in Jerem iah 25: 26 andhv li14 lh\:« h[c;:
d “Sheshacns
“Babel” is replaced by the wor h
ficst letter of Babel is beth, the second lettc}:.of Ih:
Hebrew alphabet, and chis is replaced byf sB;r;.e o
second-to-last letter; the second letter ©

e he
N .« replaced by shini and ¢
also beth, and so it too 1S 1‘65}; cwelfth lecter of the

last letter of Babel is lamed,
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Hebrew alphabet, and this is replaced by kaph, the
twelfth-to-last letter. 2

Renaissance Europe was awash in intrigues and subterfuges
that often called for the use of encryption. It is at this point we
should shift back to the esoteric and consider fifteenth/sixteenth-
century German polymath Cornelius Agrippa, considered the
father of Western hermeticism. Agrippa was accused of being a
conjurer, but he was also learned in the arts I have described here,
The Renaissance brought classical learning back into fashion, and
as a result, the desire to crack hidden codes by means of linguistics
and numerology and gematria became, once again, en vogue. Agrippa
provided an excellent example of the associations and connections of
numerology, theology, alchemy, and techne. Agrippa wrote:

God himself though he be only one in Essence,
vet hath diverse names, which expound not his
diverse Essences or Deities, but certain properties
flowing from him, by which names he doth pour
down, as it were by certain Conduits on us and all
atures many benefits and diverse gifts; ten
se Names we have above described, which

Hierom reckoneth up to Marcells
reckoneth

his cre
of the

also . Dionysius
up forty five names of God and Christ.
The Mecubales of the Hebrews from certain text
of Exodus, derive seventy-two names, both of the
Angels and of God, which they call the name of
seventy two letters, and Schembamphores, that is,
the expository; but others proceeding further, out of
all places of the Scripture do infer $0 many names of

mber of those names is: but wl
ogether unknown to us: Fro
-besides those which we have r
is the name of (he Divine Essen

1at they
m these
eckoned
ce, Eheia

signifie is alg
therefore,
up before,
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a¢ia, which Platotranslates w, from
God TO ON, others O UNtha s
a4 is another name revealed to Esay, signifying the
Abysse of the Godhead, which the Greeks translate
TAUTON, the Latins, himself the same

hence they cy))
the being, Ay

Which the Ancient Doctors of the Hebrews have
especially observed, who were wont to do many
wonderful things by words; the Pyrhagorians
[Pythagoreans] also have shewed, how to cure very
wonderfully the diseases both of body and mind,
with certain words; we read also, that Orpheus, being
one of the Argonauts diverted a most fierce storm
by certain words; in like manner that Apollonifa, by
certain words whispered, raised up a dead maide at
Rome; and Philostratus reporteth that some did l,vy
certain words call up Achilles Ghost; and Pausanias
relates, that in Lydia in the Cities of Hiero;{Cesar;:
and Hypepis, were two temples consecrated O ¢

Goddess whom they called Persica, in both of which

cn dlvllle service was e“(le(l, a (C]ta.lll \'Iazitian

wh T .

magtcian aft?l‘ hf had laid ir" “'Ood 1pon [he
: g‘ i X P !

~d cane ‘Hymnes,
. . . uage h‘ld bmg .
) is native languag
Altar,and inh rbarous words, out of

s hand. presently the
as seen (o]

in ba
and pronounced certa

a book which he held in h
o fire being putl
tc

to it, W
carly. Also Sermu{
tfxe precepts of
be written,
fter

dry wood, n
be kindled, and burn mos .
Samonicus delivereth am;;Zi, vrd
Physick, that if thifj nm:;e g i
as is here expressed, V=

> it will
. [hc first,
l backward, from the last t© £ he sheet
etter backwards )
cure the Hemitritean Fevero

any other: e
ut the necks
archment be hanged abo
of paper or p
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and the disease will by lictle and little decline and

pass away.

abracadabra
abracadabr
abracadab
abracada
abracad
abraca
abrac
abra
abr

ab

The pyrami
mid
triangUlaZ);n " GaGIGSZUC}iurC of abracadabra is reminiscent of the
t the tetrakeys (a3 tr
- tion ys (a trian
° ten points in four rows). The tetrakeys ;
crmetic message; it js alsq 4 -

a large portion of volume |

gular figure consisting
not merely an encoded
geometric form. As an undergrad, I read
of fineteenth-century researcher into
thorn’s 7%, Secret Societies of All Ages.
fore was the pigpen cipher, Not only
secret Communication, but the nine-
all the letters of (he English alphabet
erals (which make up all numbers). It

pne.aspcct that came 1o the
is this an ancient method of
squared box cap 4, enclo

as well as the first nine nurs:
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is easy to see how the magic s
BIC square, the emergence of linguistics
)

orm i :
number forms, the pigpen cipher, and various esoteric id |
i i i o o ideas
intertwine. Yet aside from the religious and esoteric vi hal
i - . €WS, ther
is also the ever-present use of these ideas by the state f e
communications. or secret

A |B|C K
Yol o lo*

D |E|F wmeN oo
[]

clH|1t p|alr

w
(J
[

Z

The classic pigpen cipher. When the “X” is laid over the #, the
entire English alphabet and the first nine numerals are present.

Fast forward now to Renaissance England and think of Dr. John
Dee, the first 007 as well as court astrologer for Queen Elizabeth L.
Dee was involved in many intrigues, one of which was cryptology.

However, as National Security Agency (NSA) scholar Leslie Rutledge
explains, not a very good one. In fact, despite the many legends of
Dee as a conjurer talking to the dead with his crystal ball, the

evidence seems to weigh in on Dee as a con man, calling to rrfur}xld

Agrippa. Regardless, Dee is another example of the intersect th e
in hi . ee:

esoteric and cryptography. Rutledge wrote in his essay John

o3 b »,
Consultant to Queen Elizabeth”™

atics lifts the heart above the heavens

and by its immortal beams
n of light incomprehensible,

akable.

Mathem
by invisible lines,
melteth the reflectio .
and so procureth joy and perfection unspe
-Dr. John Dee citing Plato
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The book was notorious, I just now pointed out,
Trithemius, the Abbot of Spaheim, began to write
it in the year 1500, and he sent a partial copy of it to
a clerical friend in another religious establishment,
But unknown to Trithemius, his friend had died.
His friend’s abbot opened the correspondence, and
he was appalled. “Secret writings,” he read, “will
reveal secrets not found by ordinary means.” And
there was more. In order to send a secret message,
you make an image of a planetary angel, speak
the message over it at a moment determined by
complicated astrological calculations, wrap the
image up with an image of the addressee, and bury
the images. This network of planetary angels could
always be used for messages—and even for thought
transference.

Cryprography, even of this heavenly sort, was not
just a means of disguising messages; it was the
medium through which intelligence from the spirit
world might be transmitted. The secrets of the
universe—the philosopher’s stone. “The elixir of
life-might be received in a heavenly cipher, like the
obscure oracles of Delphi.” The abbot denounced
Trithemius as a conjuror, trafficking with spirits,

and he lost his clearance, Although he stopped all
work on the Steganographia,

appears to have circulated a5 5
for nearly 2 century untjl De

was finally published i Fran
Dee’s life, in 1606,

the manuscript of it
nunderground classic
€ copied it in 1563, It
kfurt, near the end of

It was, you see,

the supernat
Steganagry by wl Pernatural context of the

vich attracted attention, Heads
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of state—or adventurers of all sores could be
persuaded that secrets of the future, hidden in 4
stars, and the marvelous formuylae :
life and for conver.ting base metals into gold were
knowable—and might be revealed by the supernal
powers in cipher. It is hard perhaps to realize, by
rational and wholly illusory notions |ike this could
and did exist in the 16® Century scientific mind.
Even Copernicus did not disbelieve in astrology.
There were two gates to the other world. There was
a gate of horn, through which came the rational
finding which would lead to our times, and an

for prolonging

extraordinary perception of the nature of man and
his world. But there was also a gate of ivory, through
which dreams and illusions came.”

According to Rutledge, Dee was not successful at this magical,
astrological means of cryptography. However, the essay does relate
the story of Dee mentioning the ability to project images thIO%lgh
screens, which I have noted elsewhere appears to relate to rh.e seminal
idea of the computer, and it is to Leibniz that we once again zftur}r:.
Leibniz’s idea of a characteristica universalis was instrument:zl in rf e
development of calculation machines' .arising tr‘om thfeﬁr::eac: ;h:
universal logic for all phenomena. Nikolay .’\hlkolv‘. ed(?
Center for Philosophy of Science in Pictsburgh explained:

ibniz's project for a new
The first variane of Leibniz's project for 2

2 lecter from Marin Mersenn;
i as that o
to Descartes. In fact, Mersennes 1dea;1 wl/as e
s
pasigraphy, a general language th.xlt e ;; e
y i o
understand all languages. In his reply to 1

ound this project
79, Descartes foun
n\bcr 1(\- i) A
of 1] Nove owever, he suggested a much

a project for ideography that

language was setoutin

rather interesting: h
wider variant of it
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mirrors human thoughts. This ideography would
be connected with a mathesis universalis that could
conceive of anything thinkable as a calculation, —
The greatest advantage of such a lang:uage would
be rh; assistance it would give to men’s judgment,
representing matters so clearly that it would be
almost impossible to go wrong. '¢

Amazingly, Leibniz wrote of a possible “imagined” machine:

It must be confessed, moreover, that perception

and that which depends on it, are inexplicable by

mechanical causes, which is by figures and motions.

And, supposing that there were a machine so
constructed as to think, feel and have perception,
we could conceive of as enlarged and yet preserving
the same proportions, so that we might enter into
it as into a mill. And this granted, we should only
find on visiting i, pieces which push one against
another, but never anything by which to explain
a perception. This must be sought for,
in ic simple substance and not in the composite
in the s'imPIC substance Ire{r CI an'geS) c'an e found
sl et activmés lfs also in this alone that
of simple substances can

therefore,
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Meta-Naryyyiyp,.
Tatives: Essays oy P/)i/usaphy and Sympofiom
In Leibniz, the fathef of calculus, the
and eatlier cry}?t?graphlc and esoteric
a further CXPOS‘UO'H and‘advanc‘c on the ides of creating a logjc
machine that func‘tloned likea mind, While MY intention here g not
o delve into the history of the computer, i i worth considering tha
the history of cryptography and cryptanalysis is directly conpecteq
1o the emergence of the idea of the computer. Only in a world
in which mathematical principles are “mirrored” from the realm
of forms to our external world could such a machine function. If
you are reading this digitally, you are in fact using the very thing
described—a machine that transmits encrypted information from
one person to another.

convergence of symbology
deas combine © produce

British physicist Paul Davies related an interesting story about
the advancement of computers by Los Alamos Laboratory scientists
that also recalls Leibniz’s walk-in computer based on thf. same
principle of universal logic and a cbarm:rim’n.z univm.alzz"rhxs
time, however, the purpose is to mimic life. Davies explained:

. simulare each
The fact that universal computers can: e
other has some important implications.
practical level it means that, Ited on, a modest
and with enough memory space bolted o oo
N . . e ~'er \
IBM PC can perfectly imitate, sa% :j E,\l‘)\ e
S is concerned.
computer as far as oucput (ROt 5p< be Gl
jversal computer need‘ =
[BM PC. It might consts
an B! . 2 :
na checkerboard and a supph_
was first studied by the

properly programmed

In fact, a un
sophisticated as
nothing more tha

of checkers! Such a system L and John von
mathematicians Seanishw Ul

F what is
& ample of W
Neumann in the 1950s as 31 - \E“eum
» ; yon i
called “game theory. Ll m[:i}atioml Lab
workin;: at the Los Alamos

5 b prOi
ric bom .
anhattan aton < fascinat
where the M“;lhat[ on Neuman was fasct
e [V

ann we re
oratorys
ect was

n|
conducted ...
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to know whether a machine could in principle be
buile that is capable of reproducing itself; and if so,
what its structure might be. If such a von Neumann
machine is possible, then we would be able to
understand the principles that enable biological
organisms to reproduce themselves. The basis of
von Neumann’s analysis was the construction of a
“universal constructor” analogous to a “universal
computer.” This would be a machine programmed
to produce anything, much as a Turing machine
can be programmed to execute any computable

mathematical operation. '

In Leibniz, the principle of gnomonicity is applied to the monads,
and with computers, supercomputers, and personal computers, the
same gnomonic principle applies. This is reminiscent of Chilton’s
triangulation of 666 in which removing one layer leaves a smaller, yet
same, shape. The point here is that the gnomonic principle is based
on the mirroring principle—that what is true in thought, logic, and
nature is also true from the macro scale to the micro scale. It is in
this way tha the secrets of nature encode the rites of the gods. What
we see at the subatomic level mirrors what we see in galaxies and
the solar system. The book of Wisdom 11:20 states, “But you have
disposlcd all things by measure and number and weight.” However,
:::Iosg;:::;j?:ijh czs;tce; ;d‘:ﬁ:t;:: y compu:r is ix'npossit‘)lc., 'given
accounting for all infinite Potentialitirems an' [}‘w lmpomb'lh'ty' "
es. Al scientist and semiotician

Douglas Hofstadter commented:

Clearly there is much more goingonin typefaces than
meets the eyeliterally. The shape of letterform js a
surface manifestation of deep mental abstractjons.
It is determined by conceptual considerations and
balances thar no finjte set of merely geometric knobs
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e

of “A” there lurks 4 concept
spirit, This Platonjc entity j
such ;s the Univers A, not 3 template with , fini
ite
number of knobs, not , topological or grouping

Each instance of fhe “A” spirit reveals something
new about the spirit without ever exhausting it

The mathematization of such a spirit would be a;
machine with a specific set of knobs on it, defining
all its “loci of variability” for once and for all, |
have tried to show that to expect this is simply not

reasonable.?

In other words, there is clearly something bevond the letrer
on paper, the letter spoken, and the letter in the mind. Something
invariant and not bound by time must link all these particular
instantiations, and thus by the wayside falls reductionist materialism
(though they are almost incapable of grasping this). The fi:'z'nger is
not from sentient supercomputers as presented in some ridiculous
Hollywood blockbuster, but from the actual supercomputer spy

. I
d C f[h C ld
g ld tllat was CI'ECth under [he auspl es O < \O WII n [US

. . = (NS
1982 book on the National Security Agency (NS
: aphic program:

mentioned a curiously titled cryprographic prog

The timing could not have lb-cen‘beire‘rhfi‘(;rdlE;l.:ij

which submitted for considcmrfor.x ies Luci 'e i lp -
Labeled by David Kahn “the tiniest know n :;;ed
: ever produced,” Lucifer actually consis

I ized silicon “chip” conta{?fng':"as
neegrated cireuit. The “key' ¢

;ring of bits—0s jind 1s—
h would vary fro

machine’ ever
of a thumbnail-s
extremely complex i
the cipher was a long st :
the combination of whic

m user
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to user ... From the very beginning, the NSA had
: ; o 20
taken an enormous interest in Project Lucifer.

First, remove the chip in your all-seeing eye.

Along the same lines, mathematician Calvin Clawson expanded
on this program in his 1996 book, Mathematical Mysteries: The
Beauty and Magic of Numbers, which shows the level of advanced
surveillance that existed in the 1990s! Clawson wrote:

The German version of this [cipher] machine was
called the Enigma, on of which was obtained by
the British. The Enigma, in conjunction with
cryptanalysis techniques allowed the British
to decipher many German messages, which
significantly altered World War II's outcome ..

Companies and governments worldwide are not
adopting the public-key cipher system. RSA Data
Security, Inc. has grown to be the leading
cryprographic marketing company in the nation ...

With the phenomenal growth in the use of public-
key encryption methods, such as the RSA system,
we might be led 1o believe that public key codes will
soon become the national, or even world standard.
However, the U.S. Government has been fighting
to avoid such a situation, The National Security
Agency of the U.S. Government s responsible for
breaking the codes of foreign governments- they are
our secret spy agency. But the NSA knows it cannot
break the public key-codes ... No wonder the NSA
is upset about the RSA success story,

The government has not been idle, and is now
workj i
rking on 2 competing system to public-key
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Capstone Project. Under Capstone, 2 computer
chip, called a Clipper Chip, would be manufactured
and installed in computers that interface with the
U.S. Government,2!

Lucifer and Capstone: names undoubtedly imbued with esoteric
significance. Even in my semi demythologizing project in this book,
I am unable to avoid esoteric notions as we move into the 20th
century. It seems that cryptography, which developed from ancient
message writing and gematria and eventually produced the Enigma
machine of World War II and the computer itself, is still deeply
related to occult ideas. Does that mean we can decode Lagarde’s
cipher? We may not have all the keys for her message, but what
we do have is a grounding in the understanding that Lagarde is
primarily using her message as a message of statecraft as old as the
art of language itself. Whether one regards the “magic” as real or
not, one thing we can be certain of is statecraft a.nd cryptogrthy.

What of gods then? Must we conclude thatitisall statecr:?t-t aind
sciencia and techne, people in search of secret 'ways of commumglatmi
and being, apart from anything religious? No, not a all. People a;
only their gods have changed. Instea h
just as we plumb the depths of nature ar‘1d science, %lk; }stf:i:dt[‘x: ;
comments on the Platonic nature of signs AG. By aRes:

5 . ¢ e
that each new revelation conceals as much as u;e;e.a,l;t\::r :;c
not left with a dry, barren Enlighte{lr.nentvrczjtl(;?: :;V(;lved in the
We returning to an ancient supéfsnu:.n's ireals for all eternity, as
ever-progressing revelation of reality ¢ ;][ ipmo e d
St. Gregory of Nyssa \lvrotfe, ll%z::ir:: a);l d Symhesis and notin @
dialectics; it’s a principle of unt

more religious than ever,

ivine. It’s not
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i i s based on dialectical tension.) This
Hegelian sense. (Hegel's view was based or

eternal learning constantly removes superstition as it sunultaneously

invites us deeper into theological mystery. It is the acceptance of
paradox, which is very different from a contradiction in philosophy

that is the appropriate (and Eastern) attitude.
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Hume and Kant: Synthetic 4 Priori

The famed eighteenth-century skeptic-empiricist, David Hume
concluded his An Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding by

declaring;

When we run over libraries, persuaded of these
(his] principles, what havoc must we make? If
we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or
school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask; does. it
contain any abstract reasoning concerning q.uannz
or number? No. Does it contain any experfmenc >
reasoning concerning matter of fact a.nd. exxs;::;
No. Commit it then to the flames: foritcanc

it

nothing but sophistry and illusion.
; iccedly forced
K jry admicted resd
The arguments from Hume's Inquir e

is “dogmatic s
Immanuel Kant to awaken from his “dog

uncritical metaph)’SiC‘ll assumptlon.S' the reaso
My purpose here is to ex;‘umn.etmolow_Ca
Statements and to consider the chief e:-lls sOphe;s. Hu
point of contention between both p‘ l To q
one of critical analysis. His 80 al was

te
construc
philosophers had hitherto used to

ns for these bold
land metaphysical
me's project was

ions
uestion the assumpto 1
laborate metaphysica
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systems. His principal example of criticism, ll\ossi.bly the most
foundational assumption of speculative theorists in hls‘day‘ was the
concept of causality. Causality had been taken as a fmmdafmn‘al
axiom of reality: from Aristotle to the Schoolmen to Leibniz,
causality was assumed to be a self-evident, universal, necessary law
of realitiv. Hume posited, however, that causality is not grm}ndcd in
any rational, a priori argumentation: rather, it is entirely unfounded,
He wrote. in a word, then, that every effect is a distinct event from
its cause. It could not, therefore, be discovered in the cause, and the
first invention or conception of it, a priori, must be entirely arbitrary,
And even after it is suggested, the conjunction of it with the cause
fust appear entirely arbitrary since there are always many other
effects, which, to reason, must seem fully as consistent and natural,
In vain, therefore, should we

or infer any cause or effect,
and experience.?

pretend to determine any single event,
without the assistance of observation

There is no basis in experience for one event
upon another, Hume argued, and thus causalit
justified. In other words, no co!
the supposed necessity of cay
what proves it to be necessary

following necessarily
y cannot be rationally
ntradiction is involved in denying
sality; but a statement’s denial is

if the denial results in a manifest
contradiction. Thus, because there is no contradiction involved
in denying the supposed necessity of causality,

4mount to a contradiction, If ne contradiction is involved ijn denying
the necessity of causality, thep causality is not 2 priori.

If causality is nor 2 priori, Hume thought, our belief in the

WO events must bC a pOStCI‘iOI'i,

its denial does not

and

As knowledge [for Hume]
ideas in virrye of resemb)
relation which involves the

consists in relationg of
ance, and as the only

another is that of cause ang
is no resemblance pe
effect, causal inference i ;
or formally certifiable |

without a priori judgments metaphysics as a science
would appear impossible. It s this apparently irresolvable dilemma
that drove Hume to declare that the volumes of the speculators
and schoolmen are only worthy of flames, Metaphysics, for Hume,
was an impossibility, which landed him in full skepricism. Further,
Hume’s removal of the previously assumed inductive and causal
principles seemed to destroy the rational justification for doing
natural science: it was here that Kant picked up the issue, seeking
to save science. ‘
Immanuel Kant, as I have mentioned, was awakened by Hume's
critique somewhat late in life and began 2 project he wouldl ucleh :
“Copernican revolution” in philosophy. l\a.nt sought cfo s0 'v;ltor
problem of metaphysics by constructing his system of critic -
transcendental idealism by which the pitfalls of skiP‘lC‘san C;’ﬂon
be avoided. He restated Hume’s question in a more torma.bl:.s L
by asking how synthetic a priori judgments could f?e Po s:_‘ ’ p
i n expansive informati
itselfjustifiably held ro
devastating critique,
it was here that Kant

is, how are a priori statements that e
about experience not contained in t%le subject :
be universal and necessary? Fo[[owx.ng HLI:;.
Kant admitted they appeared to be xmioszlesti‘o N
Proposed a brilliant soll{lfi?n tocaljilrﬁ:)’ ZS an organizing Pﬂ“dil;

Rather than considering ca ity is a universally a
of nature, something metaphymcal, causality
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egory imposed by the mind upon e

ily existing cat . ST iy,
necessaril) dition for the intelligibility

As such, it is a precon Hown 1 be ratioml‘;fv :xp'o{l;mme'
Synthetic a priori judgments are< ‘ gl : 11 Justified ty
he fact that they are preconditions for intelligibility. Kant wrore,
This is, therefore, the result of all our forchsing
inquiries: “All svathetic pn?cxpl(fs a prm.r ar‘c
nothing mare than principles of possible experience”
and ca;m never be referred to things in themselves,
but only to appearances as objects of experience.
And hence pure mathematics as well as pure natural
science can never be referred to anvthing more than
mere appearances, and can only represent either
than which makes experience in general possible, or
else that which, as it is derived from these principles
must alwavs be capable of being represented in some
possible experience.®

In other words, certain mental categories must characterize
objects of experience for the entirety of our experience to be coherent.
These a priori intuitions, such as space and time, for example, are
presupposed in any knowledge or act and are demonstrated by being
principles of all possible experience. To deny the pure intuitions
of space, time, and/or causality would be to make experience
unintelligible.

In this way, then, Kant believed he had found a method for the
natural sciences, which used metaphysical assumptions, to be saved
from Hume’s devasming critique. Where Hume had offered only

& negative criticism without any attempt at solving the issue, Kant

. . o :
posited a solution, The question that remains is whether Kants
answer was entire|

y sufficient: while providing undoubtedly brilliant

: construction ultimately provide a salvation fof
oris it merely psychologizeds

insights, does his
science,

184

Mrm-Narmtlm: Essay

o on ph"l”"’pl:y
yale religion professor [oyj

Dupre m | ™ Symbalism
s ? : Adle
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""Manicy i

This temoval of transce
affected the conveyance of e Amenty||y
})rcvi(?llsly meaning had beer, cstahm::i- Whereas
act of Creation by a wise God, it now felllnurph: "";7

1pon the

Cosmos, the Structure of

€N as inge|
of being an integral part of the cos

became its source of meaning,

ndence fund

human mind to interpret 5

which had ceased to be o -
b ligible, Instead
mos, the person

sour Mental life separated
from cosmic being: as meaning-giving “subject.” the

mind became the spiritual substratum of 4| reality,
Only what it objectively constituted wouid couns
as real. Thus reality split into two separate spheres:
that of the mind, which contained all intellecrual
determinations, and that of all other beings, which
received them.’

Alhough this would seem to be a commentary only on the state
of humanity post-Enlightenment, 1 believe there is also 2 powertul
. : il ¢ chiet

argument implicit therein that hints at the solution to th

' i L.
epistemological problem of Hume and Kan S
individual's mind is mad
1 other words, individuals
o what they refer (o as
uding what they rete .
not be coherent. [f existenc

dictum, meaning loses all

Numerous problems arise when an
the final reference point of predication. :
are cut off from the totality of reality: incl
transcendence, meaning predication nan
brecedes essence, to use the CXiSteflml 1 believed thac be ;uul‘%
meaning outside the individual sub)““-‘t“: ot about the invicselt
speak meaningfully about appearance® o, then, wich Hegel on
the noumenal realm, I am in full agreff}ti u‘u'n
this poine of critique; the episwmologtt:l‘lm i
pllilosobhers ends up only giving & S

o Bl nment
in Enlighte
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od. first of all, that all other minds Natury
Kant assumed, i

A &t 5 A
his prolegomena and Cvitique of Pure Reasop, eXp
is € . . .
’ e what he conceived to be nec essary ¢

“Y Work
l .
in the way a:lned, 1
- e
. Kant gav .
realize that ibility of experience. At first glance, this Seems |y,
for the possibility ’

. - insight, however, is that Kant seems to have overs
critique. My xr;\ he phenomenal/noumenal distinction 4 this ve,
rhc: boun-ds ¢ A:ion };resupposed that all minds work accmxiing fo
p: m: u}:;rio ;lmposed by his system: nature simply Constituteg the
the str ’

8Origg
Cyonqd
teppeyd

. e.
mind to so operat . -
However, do we not have here a synthetic a priori statement th

cannot be justified? For, to say that all minds work in thijs fashiop
is to make an a priori statement that expands upon the idea of
minds and their actions. Had Kant not boldly stepped over into the
noumenal realm when he spoke of “minds,” assuming other minds
to work in this same fashion? Remember that Kant conceived of hjg
pure intuitions and categories as necessary. My point is therefore
proven by the fact that another’s mind can never be given to Kant
in his experience of appearances. But, according to Kant, the realm
of absolute certainty is the realm of appearances (the phenomenal),

Another way to take this criticism is the path that Hegel took.

I said previously that to cur the individual off from the totality of
existence is to eliminate meanin

Hegel gave of a Kantian-type
of a statement of fact if we can
onceptual meaning be correct

c
object of experience without re]
when we

the realm

g Such is precisely the criticism that
approach. How can we make sense
not attain to the in-itself? How can
ly attributed to and predicated of an
ating it to the universal concept? But
are dealing jn universa] concepts, we are stepping outside
; of appearances only. Language jtself seems to presuppose
universals, as doges mathematics, Hegel was absolutely correct that we
st return o metaphysics and the in-itself if we are to make sense
Of.our C‘XPerience. In fact, the Kantian enterprise even presupposes
** Point when jq HIEMPTs 1o speak about the noumenal ar all
Ven a purely Degative statemen such as “the noumenal cannot be
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Fot experience to be Meaningfy|, | e

existence, of else our €Xperience loses itself
unconnected, meaningless eyenes. i
unifying principle since the self cannot aegyiy, o th

necessary to say anything Meaningful aboye 5 thin Et ff:’"“m .
that is). It seems to me, thep, thar philosophy hfs :)memw'
from the ancients and scholastics, Hegel realizeq this :ur‘ ‘
think his answer is coherent, The solution is |iiel, t(; ‘b? fml-:
return to the approach of S ' o

Anselm’s Project of attempr; ng o
necessary proof for God.* I do no sgy this mere y

preferences for religious philosophy: rather.
this move of Hegel to seck o return to met
into the need to relate the particular to the whole to say anvthing
meaningful about an object is the right approach,

It is here that I see something unique in the traditional
conception of a revelation-based epistemology that hints a
answering the dilemma that even Hegel leaves us wich. ‘!n L?cd
there is an ultimate unity and an ultimate pluralicy, but rather than
an impersonal thought of Aristotle or Hegel, tbe omniscient 1’0501'11;3
is also personal. I believe this is key because it seems thar nw;;
Presupposes personality, as opposed t(,), 1mp€f50n“11' b ru‘:\' [:l:‘::s‘to
that somehow gives rise to “meaning,” and [ suspect this reluce
the idea of the logos. ) [

The probl emf presented by Hume and Kane (and Hegel) p

1¢ f()uo 11 { N l A - [ S0 T N
]_g needs: [t seems we assume m 0 ph ) Ph 1 23
i p Cdlk aed nV[hUl"." aC

muanate from bevond
s because the finite

you will, the objects of exper

ng,
Ve essence Precede

nce

Tsal,

O not
dina
find a
ly because of personal
['say it because | think
aphysics and his nsight

: 5 aning in order
l‘elatmg to linguistics and meaning in or dwoe
. . g eed (©
all, and ¢his prior meaning seems © n{ e
. urs
Ourselves. We need to relate it beyond 0
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g ent to the infinite to make its Predicarjq,

ceds to relate the concey n
n

sstick” to the object, if

y c('d rhi )
Wi seem 10 0 o e ‘
] way and not mer ely as an impersonal force, We

logy in speaking of this absolute iy, otder
his absolute. Indeed, when 1 Sy absolys,
d interpersonal discourse, as YOU read

vou will.
‘< ultimate universal to contain the Univerga]

ina pcrsonal. menta
also need to return to and
to be able to know about t

F linguistic an:
i realm of linguis . N
l;: th; k. it scems to assume a kind of analogical mode Wherchy
this booK, 1T § §

vou seem to understand what I mean by absolute, and yet YOu and |
are l;oth finite.’ In doing this, however, we would be reversi ng the
project of the nominalists and reintroducing, at lea.st to some degree,
the chain-of-being model, which is bound up with the notion of
predicating things of God on the basis of a via negativa analogy, We
must return to the external transcendent, but the transcendent myg;
be accessible to the finite mind.

Notes:

David Hume, An Inguiry Concerning Human Under.\‘mnding
>

Runes’ Dictionary of Philosophy

Hume

;
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?
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Horkheimer, Adorno, gng
the Frankfurt School

Max Horkheimer and Theodore W Adorno,
Frankfurt School of Marxist Critica| Theory, founded in 1918 ip
the Wiemar Republic, wrote in their landmark work, “Dijectic
of Enlightenment,” that “myth is already en
enlightenment reverts to mythology.”* By this, the authors meant
that the historical progression of the Enlightenment tradition has
actually subverted its original intentions of, as Francis Bacon wrote,
making humanity the sovereign of nature, and has actually produced
the opposite: barbarity and domination of the social nacure in fascism

key figures of the

lightenment, and

and Stalinism.? In response to this, later Frankfure School wricer,
Jurgen Habermas, responded to Horkheimer and Adorno with an
interesting counter-critique. The purpose of this paper will be ©0
examine Horkheimer and Adorno’s criticism of Enlightenment and
Habermas’ response. o
The project that Horkeimer and Adorno engaged in ls.:omluv'v
titled an “immanent critique” and called b‘,v HchrmasA }dco 0:;
critique.” This type of critique arises out of the woArk ofi F\mt auv
investigated Incernail
¢ with one another.
elErefuting. Thus,

Hegel. In this approach, a system or ideology is

10 see whether its presuppositions are Consmte{
T $

If they are not, then the system is considered
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Jay Dyer made the case that the }::nlhightc“ment
¢, and the inheritors of the Itnllghtemnem
cradition fails the tes\,:‘enna Circle positivists and hominalists, 4y,
cradition, namely the e a self-destructive, self-refuting ide()iogyli
involved in }:,romulstanni‘:i ‘no set forth their case in the essa
Horkheimer and.At or nt.” They held that Enlightcnmmt
“The Concept of Ellilght(‘ﬂm; m‘a'or motifs: demytlmlogiting the
thinking had displayed se\'o;:d qe aJn | moits den dominating i
e s knho“ iiauronomous, instrumental reasop,
demythologized nature ¢ rOUEZ nd actually interact and affect ope
These motifs are interconnected,

Horkheimer and Adorno

iy in;diaijczsai:::}ii: .Enlightenment tradition has, from
humilnmktintd‘sc}bcgi:nning been bound up with myth. A St(;d}’ of
the social evolution of ancient societies demonstrates, according to
Horkheimer and Adorno, that myth actually arises as a response to
mystery and the domination of humankind by the natutal.world.
Tiius. ive can see that, in the earliest known human societies, the
mythological scheme actually produces a kind of classification, a
sctking for origins, and reductionism, though not self-consao‘uslz;
In other words, just like Enlightenment, “myth seeks to explain.
Enlightenment, however, since Bacon,
the positivists, has failed to recognize thi
Instead, for the Enlightenment, anythin,
into numbers, and ultimately into one, isj
Consxgns Irto POCtr
to Russell. Al|
Second, ju
mathematicy]

Kant, Hume, and even
s dialectical relationship.
g that cannot be resolved
llusion; modern positivism
- Unity remains the watchword from Parmenides
gods and qualities muyst be destroyed.’

st as Enlightenmen is oc
Quantification of ]| reality,
of attempt at dominatjon o
ous differences between th,

: d manipylaee the natura]
1S concerned g}, ends,

Infact, the solar,
in its historical

cupied with the fetish of
theancient world displayed
f nature by magic. Though
¢ two, magic sought ar least
world: “Magic, like Sciencf{:
them through mimesis ...
atype of enlightenment seeﬁ
nt's attempt at classifying a

to contro] 4p,

but it pursyes
Patriarchal my ), yqq
context,’ Enlightenme

190

events as callse-am'i-e‘ffe.a relations,
cort of hard, matetl'ailsttc determinism
o ythological tradlltions. It wag precise
attempted to classify events a5 Causal 5
What is evident in these examples
liberated from the perceived conflict
natural world; they are alienated from
reconciliation through domination of
does not just occur in the realm of ng
realm. What develops out of
speaking, is patriarchy and hierarchy, The chiefs and
protect the tribe from outside forces contingent upon sy
the headship of the hierarchy.
Third, there is also domination in rerms of the inner desires
and urges of the individual. People must repress their insti
and natural drives if they are to survive, Horkheimer and Adorno
used Homer’s character Odysseus as the preeminent example of
the emergence of the archetypal enlightened man who mus_t.ba:tlc
nature, suppress his desires, and return home to his position of
patriarchal ruler.8 ' o i
What has happened, then, in tiie mo ef;r:rkh;; e
monopolistic capitalist world, according to o .
Adorno, is that rationality is meaningless asan Obm.[feﬁmixiacing
positivists have destroved their own worldview [h::,:Z Pl
meaning itself. Monopolistic structures havo e.rr:n;.md i
tomaveiall things fwiafd 4 generic smndmil}:iisioaical tool that in
in which thought itself is seen as a mere tct " [Z pocar rarona
telation to the whole, is irrational and servfbgs\ie rationality). Selt-
in reifying the dominating structure (pu;i old order; the system
e oo el b sl tronii t resulted in Horkheimer
eXists only to perpetuate itself. v hj“ fian le. ThtiS»
and Adorno’s analysis is a kind of thitzsts - hs
Enlightenment dissolves the PO\th‘r ltfw}; g
tirned “into an outright deception of ¢

nd somehy,
is people’s
between

W rationa,

A1EMDL t0 become
hemselves and the
nature, [n response, they seek

Nature, Domination, however,

ure. It also occyyrg in

. the socia|
this Atempt to control napy

re, socially
heads wi]|

bmission to

nces

power STUgS d
posed o give an
i »9
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o the Erankfurt School, Jurgen Haber,
N

. ~essor it RT
Their successor in e appraisal of the Enlightenmeny
I\

ir negat e : .
not share the of his essay-lecture, The Entwinemen
outset of Nis ;
From the

»
at: Horkheimer and Adorno,” Habery,
A lichtenment: Tors
and hnllsh - critical response he would offer:
. ¢ O
stage tor the 0

Mas, did
raditi(,n_
of MY'h
$ set the

i [Horkheimer and Adorno] analysis, it is g
On their 4l lace hope in the liberating force of
longer possible “;:cpi red by Benjamin'’s ironic hope
cr}lighrenm;’:' th;‘\' still do not want to relinquish
:);\et :i»:'o;\:ra;i;)xica{l labor of conceptualization, 10

In other words, Habermas would be giving an ideology critique
of critical theory itself. Habermas proceeded by first .fe.Stat'mg
the central theses of Horkheimer and Adorno, summarizing the
major arguments in The Dialectic of Enlightenment: the attempt at
discncha;lting the natural world and the collapse of metaphysics and

normative standards, the rise of purely instrumental reason and the
result—the reign of scientism. !!

As I have mentioned, Habermas disagreed with Horkheimer
and Adorno: he thou,

ght they had gone too far and had themselves
fallen prey

to critique, but before going into this, he laid out some
preliminary disagreements,

Habermas thought 7he Dialectic
of Enlightenmens failed “to do justice to the rational content of
cultural moderniry tha Was captured in bourgeoise ideals (and also
instrumentalized along with

them)”? Habermas meant here the
Progress achieved by Capitalism angd self-reflective modern sciences

universaljsric foundationg of law and morality, and constitutional

along with avant-garde art,”® Thus,
mer and Adorno’s work using the

d oversimplified, 4 ¢
Habermagy response lies in his brilliant turning Ol
On its own hea, Habermas explained that critic2
its goal the enlightenmenc of Enlightenment about

words incomples,
The pith of
Critica) theory

theory had 5

one-sided, ap,
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Meta-Nayy,,;
atiy, L

e: Estays oy, l’lulnmphy
ieself.® Therefore,
ieself.

and §7,,,;,,,/”m

according tq Haberm,q
to have anything in reserve to which

fact that has rendered 7%, Dialec
“black.” Habermas wrote.

"ldcr)
'lt m[gh( a
tic of F,'n/lg/-m",m

lﬂty crmquc f.'“]‘
ppeal”

16
s this
e

nt the descriprion

Horkheimer and Adogp, gard the foun .
of ideology critique g4 shatteredsand the:
would still like to hold '
the enlightenment, §,
perpetuated on myth, they apply to ¢he process
of enlightenment a5 5 whole. Inasmuch
against reason as the foundation of
critique becomes total. How is the

totalization angd
independence of critique to be understood? "

a8 It turns
s own validicy,

When critique becomes total, it must include itself, since cririque

is a product of enlightenment, since is 3 dialectic relationshup

When critique becomes total, “reason itself becomes suspected of
the baneful confusion of power and validicy

the intent of enlightening™®

Habermas also thought that Horkheimer and ,\d‘omo :7“‘1 not
just borrowed the methodology of critique from ?i:irzscrm. H‘mcl:m:.s
thought they had sold enlighrened modernity short, xmtz mc;?/qm;
followed Neitzsche only in perceiving c‘\":r‘t,\lxrxcré a l‘n&‘;.im‘
reason and domination, of power and \{aliult'\'. .I?mm:::z 1:\ {;v N
several point-for-point similarities .wuh N:l[hf;'cioic il
seeing art, the informed aesthetic ‘Ludgmenc. » s i e
knowledge and hope of meaning” Habermas p

kheimer and
iven Horkheimer
Neitzsche the same critical approach he had giv
Adorno:

claims, bue suil wich

. in
r operare 1
However, if thinking can 0o 10111-lg;s 'uf general
‘]‘ ii cla S
the element of truch, or validity €

s aning. To
i se thelr meaning
contradiction and criticism lose
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Jay Dyer now has only the sense of
contradict, 1O nfgate’ ”Neitzsche cannot really be
“wanting to be d‘ﬁ%’ ;’il:critique of culture. The latter
satisfied with tclill:o lge merely a form of agitation, by,
is not suppose why it is false or incorrect or bad to
to dcm{;mtrlﬂl” sovereignty of the ideals of science
recogm.ze t iistiC morality, which are inimical to
a.nd umverscéle all predicates concerning validity are
E:ai:t:; once it is power and not. validity claims
that are expressed in i appralsals‘——b.y YVhat
criterion shall critique still be able to discriminate
between a power that deserves to be esteemed and
one that deserves to be devaluated??!

Thus, Neitzsche himself, whom Horkheimer and Adorno relied

heavily upon in The Dialectic of Enlightenment, was prey also to self-
refuration by critical theory.

In response to this, Habermas thought Horkheimer and Adorno

became “purists” in seeking for Enlightenment ideals in too PI

atonic
a fashion. He wrote:

But they know, or they can know, that this
idealization is only necessary because convictions
are fo

rmed and confirmed in 2 medium that is
not “pure” and not removed from the world of

appearances in the style of Platonic Ideas, Only a
discourse thar admj

ts this might break the spell of
mythic thinking w;

: thout j
light radiating fropm, |

he semantic potentials also
Preserved jp myth,22

In other
Horkheimer an
resulgs,

words, understandip,
d Adorng shou]
Perhaps, They shoulg h

g the dialectical method,
d not have expected such immediate
ave known thar historical materialism
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Meta-Narrative:: Essays o,

and discourse must admj i,

chis is universal pragmarics, W3 10 overcope
In conclusion, while i must b,

and Theodor W. Adorne hay

criticism of Enlightenmenc ¢

positivism and scientism, Ha},

Phi/amp

hy and Symboli:m
Perfectiop, the only

Products of

lso be taken
points oyt the critical
¢ fina| assessment, i seems

L

ds €IMAs’s response must 5

into account; it, in an equally briljjy. fashion
Y

flaw immanent in critica| theory. In th
ha Ha!befr;asb 1shovs.n:d the: incc?nsiste'ncy of critica] theory and
perhaps justifiably pointed dialectica| thinking back in the direction
of enlightenment.
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The Art of w,
; ar and
Machiavellign Statecraft

The popular views attributed to fifteench/si

diplomat and philosopher Niccolo Machiav}:i{f ef‘th'cenfury P
own. Having not actually read his works, ma;:r;:o[ JC{Ea:IT,/ his
known for advocating the notion that the ends iusr?fr:e R
whil.e rulers of state must have no scruples in '“‘Chiévmlg :2:1::2
While Machiavelli was a pragmatist in many respects, his pos;[';)n;
pla?e him firmly within the classical Western tradition of \'mrcc;af:.
Thinkers like Machiavelli during the Renaissance sought to revive
classical Greek and Roman learning, and itis within chat milieu that

we must situate him. He did not advocate tyranay and abuse, and
his insights on intrigue, subterfuge, and conspiracy illuminated and

rebuked many of the errors of our degenerate, effeminate gaggle of
so-called leaders. Machiavelli’s political treatise The Prince is well
known, but few are familiar wich his ¢ af War and The Discourses,

each of which containsa wealth of knowledge about the workings of
and itis to all of these we must look

the state and strategic designs:
to gain deeper insight.

In 7he Discourses, M
which most civil states go, from ©
to anarchy, Revolutionaries should ¢

ibed the cycle through
Jucion to democracy
as the “revolution

achiavelli desc
ligarchy to reve
ake note,
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o inflame often ends up bringing an even o
e lutionaries, unfortunately, are not historic
tyranny to o R::crstanding of human nature, "‘“()Wing .
known for a kf‘:“ :;16 real, and as a result, the Marxist state, fo
o O‘Trf:;_f oIf frustrated and collapsing from withiy, Add
o l}:st most historical revolutionaries have been, the
to this the f_act tnti economic interests, and we begin to see why
tools of fi"“‘f:gi:ts We can also see something akin to the future
;::asztf(g:“ild Spengler for \n:hom parre.ms and cycles were crugjy L
timeless phenomena for historical analysis. . |
Machiavelli wrote of the cycle of the state in ZThe Discourses o,y

Liz:'y, Book I:

they ally

heiy

Having proposed to myself to treat of the kind
of government established at Rome, and of the
events that led to its perfection, I must at the
beginning observe that some of the writers on
politics distinguished three kinds of government,
viz. the monarchical, the aristocratic, and the
democratic; and maintain that the legislators of a
people must choose from these three the one that
seems to them most suitable. Other authors, wiser
according to the opinion of many, count six kinds of
governments, three of which are very bad, and three
good in themselves, byt so liable to be corrupted
that they become absolutely bad. The three good
ones are those which we have just named; the three
I;:i::isdf:::: f;om the degrada.tion of the other

Tee, of them resembles i corresponding

asy. Thus monarchy becomes
Y degenerates into oligarchy;
overnment lapses readily into
hat a legislator who gives to a

S aristocrac
popular g
sness, Sq t

and the

licentioy
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h

y from dC
opposite kind; so grea

and resemblances betw,

We see here a realistic pers

Pective inherited fr,
All governments are subj

€Ct to corruption angd ty
thers. The pattern for
monarchy becoming a tyr anny, aristocracy becoming an oligarchy,
and democracy becoming anarchy. This pattern a5 hearkens to
Aristotle, who made a similar list in his Polisics, History has seen
many states, but all fall into these same basic forms. While some
governments are certainly better in form than others, nothing
can halt a corrupe, degenerate elite and populace from ¢
when moral degeneracy and corruption reign. However, there is an
important realist corrective to modernity and progressive thinking
here that cannot be passed over, which is that the reason for the
collapse of any state is not the form of government itself, but the
rise of corruption in the hearts of citizens. Modern liberalism, which
is still the norm among most, in praxis at least, assumes that the
solution to problems arises from changes in law and government.
If we can only change our political leaders and get a new crop
in! If we can only change the law to get PfOPOSi‘iOIf (’6_6 P "ISSCdA
why, then we would have our freedom and progress! ‘\‘Otkl_lng Cou?
be further from the truch, as the problem ul.tirn..\tely hezl not u;
externals, but in people’s own hearts. Corrlupuon is tzoote :;:al
proceeds from individuals and their decisions, not t1izalei‘sm are
forms and systems. Classical liberalism an.d modfl“i :ion of evilin
tooted in the metaphysical error of ‘Jttributmg.f}’\ﬁ oca
Some institution, and not in PCOPIC,S —— dec-n:srzs;vith respect o
In this regard, Machiavelli was ap es:t; Jauded for its high
human nature, While the Renaissance is oft

m the anciens,

Tanny, although

degeneration is

ollapsing
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.
. ature adopted from the Greeks, Machiavellj 4; dnog
view of human n ble to govern themselves. Heavily inf] uenced |,
see the poplulace as ;‘l iavelli developed a negative appraisal of e
St. Augustine, M;f him in a nondemocratic tradition of classicy|

< rha.t pla;(/hile critical of monarchy because of its “abillty
republ{camsrj“ nv through its hereditary descendants, Machlave“i
tofall into r)r:: c)ertainl}: not the worst form of governmen__
::Lf;::c: E‘;;rly seeds of the US Constitution can also be scen here,
as Machia.velli is one of the most famou.s proponents of tepublicanisyy,
of the Italian tradition, and John Madison and Alcxand?r Hamilton
had clearly read and been influenced by the ;Flo.rentme thinker,
as The Federalist Papers appear to show. Elucidating the cycle of
collapse, Machiavelli commented, with hints of the nascent socia]
contract theory:

natur

Chance has given birth to these different kinds of
governments amongst men; for at the beginning
of the world the inhabitants were few in number,
and lived for a time dispersed, like beasts. As the
human race increased, the necessity for uniting
themselves for defence made jtself felt; the better to
attain this object, they chose the strongest and most
courageous from amongst themselves and placed
him at their head, promising to obey him. Thence
they began to know the good and the honest, and
to 'distinguish them from the bad and vicious; for
S¢€ing 2 man injure his benefactor aroused at once
tWo sentiments in every heart, hatred against the
i zfr;t:ss“jmlio‘;i f?}rlethe benefactor. They blamed
more who shoey - contrary honored those the

mselves grateful, for each felt

that he j ; _
o urn might be subject to 5 Jjke wrong; and
0 prevent similay evils,

they set to work to make
laws, and to jng; y

tute punishments for those who
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This caused them, when they h

choose a prince, neither look
nor bravest, byt tq th

when they began ¢,
and nonielcctivc, the children quick
from their fathers, and, 5o far from
their virtues, they considereq tha
nothing else to do than ¢
indulgence, and every oth
prince consequently so0
general hatred, An object of hatred, he naturally fefe
fear; fear in turn dicraged to him precaurions and
wrongs, and thus tyranny quickly developed itself.
Such were the beginning and causes of disorders,
conspiracies, and plots against the sovereigns, set
on foot, not by the feeble and timid, bur by those
citizens who, surpassing the others in grandeur of
soul, in wealth, and in courage, could not submit to
the outrages and excesses of their princes.

'rying to equal

t 2 prince had
excel all the reg iy luxury,

er variety of pleasyre, The
0 drew upon himself the

Under such powerful leaders, the masses armed
themselves against the tyrant, and, after having
rid themselves of him, submitted to these chiefs as
their liberators. These, abhorring the very name of
prince, constituted themselves a new governmeng
and at first, bearing in mind the past tyranny, tf.lf.V
governed in strict accordance with thF l'.'st Wh;;h
they had established themselves; preferring pudiic
interests to their own, and to administer and protect

i i ffairs.
with greatest care both public and pnvat? a -
d their fathers, and igno

having never experlenc.cd
nt with

The children succeede
of the changes of fortune,

I ain conte
its reverses, and indisposed to rem
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.« civil equalitys they in turn gave themsc.*lves up
chis civil ¢q bition, libertinage, and violence,
to cupiditys al:d the aristocratic government to
and soon c.auS oligﬂrc’hic tyranny, regardless of
degencra.tc lnf(:;;]‘lv soon, however, experienced the
all civil rlshtS-h first tyrant; the people, disgusted
same fa;c; as the nme“"’ placed themselves at the
with their g;v::oever was willing to attack them,
co:nl:.anji S;O\:ition soon produced an avenger, who
and this

was sufficiently well seconded to destroy them.

The memory of the pri‘nce anc.i the. er)lzigs
committed by him being still fr.esh in their minds,
and having overthrown the oligarchy, the people
were not willing to return to the government of a
prince. A popular government was therefore resolv.ed
upon, and it was so organized that the a.uthonty
should not again fall into the hands of a prince or a
small number of nobles. And as all governments are
at first looked up to with some degree of reverence,
the popular state also maintained itself for a time,
but which was never of long duration, and lasted
generally only about as long as the generation that
had established it; for it soon ran into that kind of
license which inflicts injury upon public as well as
private interests. Each individual only consulted his
OWn passions, and a thoys
daily committed, so that,
or directed by the counse
for the purpose of escapin
returned anew to the gov
from this they generally |
step by step, in the same

and acts of injustice were
constrained by necessity,
Is of some good man, or
g from this anarchy, they
ernment of a prince, and
apsed again into anarchy,
manner and from the same
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he circle which
ough.?

The cycle of collapse for th
collapse of other forms of gover
for our present day. Since the French Revoly, the major;
the world’s states operate under the auspices of Being :clo,r:g of
but there is an importane distinction to be made that M acphml:{?
could have never foreseen: global shadyy, government. [n fycy r:
is Machiavellian realism that leads yg 0 easily underseang ‘
our world is governed by internationa|
nation-states as fronts. We are fa; beyon
nation-state going to war against a rival
era of global oligarchical cartels in com
American establishment currently at the
have always existed, but the wor
technocratic shadow government

€ republic s simila

F'to that of o,
. 3
nment, by ¢ i

all the more releyyn,
tion,

that
shadow entities that yse

d the ourdared era of one
nation-state. Qurs is the
petition, with the Anglo-
©0p. Cartels and empires
Id has never seen 2 global secret

, and in that respect, we are in a
unique situation. The issues of corruption and degeneracy are not
new, but they are more rampant than anything in Machiavelli's
day precisely because there are newer, more sophisticnteé means
of technological tyranny and evil than existed in any previous age.
We can see from this classical perspective that conspiracies u}d
espionage are not surprising—they are synonymous with perennial
statecraft.

On conspiracies, Machiavelli explained in T7¢ Prince:

But concerning his subjects, when aftairs .oufsxdf ai:
disturbed he has only to fear that they wxl.llt"iii‘ﬁ
secretly, from which a prince can j"‘sxl‘:ﬂ; and
himself by avoiding being. h:l e Jn: hfr;P which it
by keeping the people satisfled wit 1‘sh‘ a5 | said
is most necessary for him to‘aCComl;Slt c‘fﬁcacious
above at length. And,one of therl‘r;st conspiracies
remedies that a prince can have agal
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ted and despised by the people, for

. be ha )
LS ok B2 ainst a prince always expects to

.
ho conspires )
hle wh . li\' his removal; but when the conspirator
them by his
please

v look forward to offending them, he wil|
ponr 1(1; courage to take such a course, for the
33;*,}::]:; that cokaf'rom a conspirator are infinite,
And as experience shows, many hav? been the
conspiracies, but few have been successful; becauge
he who conspires cannot act alone, nor can he .take
a companion except from those whom he believes
to be malcontents, and as soon as you have opened
vour mind to a malcontent you have given him
the material with which to content himself, for by
denouncing you he can look for every advantage;
so that, seeing the gain from this course to be
assured, and seeing the other to be doubtful and
full of dangers, he must be a very rare friend, or a

thoroughly obstinate enemy of the prince, to keep
faith with you.

And, to reduce the matter into a small compass,
I say that, on the side of the conspirator, there is
nothing but fear, jealousy, prospect of punishment
to terrify him; but on the side of the prince there
is the majesty of the principality, the laws, the
protection of friends and the state to defend him;
so that, adding to all these things the popular

goodwill, it is impogsibe that any one should be
50 rash as

Plot, in this cage he Jy
crime; because o, ac
an enemy, and thys

asalso to fear the sequel to the
count of it he has the people for
cannot hope for any ESEAPE
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‘ sider thae a pri
reckon conspiracies of |

hold him in esteem;
and bears hatred
everything and eve
and wise princes have taken €very care not tg 4.

the nobles to desperation, ap, 5 ke hto drive
satisfied and contented, fo P the people

; . ¢ this is one of the most
important objects a prince can have

nce Ough g

when his people
hostile hi

; m,

oward him, e OUGhE 10 fey,

tybody. And well

~ordered states

itl‘.le account
but when i is

ler. Conspiracy need on]
ruler is hated as a result of ¢

crucial key in the arsenal of but fear must be tempereq
by virtue and security, and the imbalance in either direction leads
to sedition from others, and conspiracies become successful, For

the ruler, the maintenance of goodwill among subjects is obrained
through the management of publ

Y be feared when the
yranny or sadistic cruelty. Fear is 5
the state,

ic perception and genuine goodwill
by the ruler. It is not a license for doing anything and everything

to maintain power, something many wrongly accuse Machiavelli
of doing; rather it serves as a balance of mercy and severity, and
that power is maintained by fear. Contrary o popular opinion,
Machiavelli firmly rebuked the notion of immorality and devious
designs, opting instead for an approach of balance, W‘Lth '[hc ruler’s
reputation standing on its own through virtue. Any other unbalmgi
leads the ruler to fall prey to his own vices and overthrown by his
own self-destructive folly. o
Roman Catholicism, through St. Augustine .‘md cl.llssu:;xl nr;uj
ethics, also factors into Machiavelli’s tempering of th? Prf“";:l‘;:r_
for medieval warfare as a whole. Thi\s comes [0 the tor; dl:m iv :;fm
known Arz of War, which was the first trsame 051 nldic\-al ol
that would revolutionize the field. I?or ancient ;r: ::‘d e qame of
the state, espionage, warfare and fs decepno,ls;ercd only through
politics were considered “arts” that could be m ~
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d ice. Systematizing everything—military camps,
study and practi l. s size and ranks—Machiavelli revolutionizey
music, ﬂfigs and Co‘z;‘b‘ecomc a hierarchical standard that woy |y
the medieval f:,rrn;Zrure Europe. On another level, it also contaips
ib:tet::tli]:;:spccrs relating to PS)'ch?IOSiCal W‘"l far ‘;* Tpiona.ge, and
deception that are instructive for usin our.dayt nat 1; P tograsp the
level of deception we live under. The ancient arts of statecraft ang
deception are not forgotten, they have t')een P“fefted a'nd, through
a high-tech overlay, are beyond anything Machiavelli could haye

imagined. He wrote:

Birds or dust have often discovered the enemy, for
where the enemy comes to meet you, he will always
raise a great dust which will point out his coming
to you. Thus often a Captain when he sees in a
place whence he ought to pass, pigeons taking off
and other birds flying about freely, circling and not
setting, has recognized this to be the place of any
enemy ambush, and knowing this has sent his forces
forward, saving himself and injuring the enemy. As
to the second case, being drawn into it (which our
men call being drawn into a trap) you ought to look
out not to believe readily those things that appear
to be less reasonable than they should be: as would

be (the case) if an enemy places some booty before
you, you would believe that it 1o be (an act of) love,
but would concea] deceit

inside jt,4

Book VI is the best se

’ i ction for these machinations, and in it we
see the following perenni

al tactics:
Consult 5 rising enem

. Y or possible sedition to give the
impression of : ", :
brress o hccdmg his ideas and win him by fexgncd
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a fake dignitary to aggeg; the enemy,
o Use false defectors o be spies in the enemy’
Y's camp,
»  Conversely, capture the enemy’s - p
intelligence on the opponent €18 to gain

¢ Ifyou have suspected Spies in your camp, disseminate f,]
p . . ) ol alse
information to various parties to see how the enem
to which, e

e Sacrifice a town Or some pawns ag 3 gambit to give th
c
enemy a false sense of security,

¢ Utilize religious and superstirious omens as far as your
soldiers revere them or invent them. )

*  Disguise your soldiers as the enemy.

*  Give the appearance of retreat to lead the enemy into a trap.

*  Leavean open encampment for the enemy with fresh, albeit
poisoned, supplies.

*  Never cause an enemy to despair, since he will only figh
more desperately and possibly defeat you.

*  Usea subterfuge of a fake illness in your camp that leads the
enemy to think you are weak.

* Communicate among your generals and men with secret
ciphers and codes the enemy cannot decode. )

*  Use propaganda and stories to create a boost of morale

among your men.

Many more could be listed, but these are th.e . m;eftzs::;i
and in our day, these tricks are used by the tll‘tfr '1:;; a mass;e
powers primarily, but as the busgSici G dfff? uonc‘iia reports, and
surveillance state, poisoned food and »s{ater. fa.be-mehn Machiavelli
countless other ruses. We might thiok from this it cessary facts of
was immoral and devious, but for him. these were ne )

i al of war
. i ulace itself. The goat oY
war with the enemy, not with the pop! : e

3 win at a .
for him was not virtue, but simply - ruel or brutish: it means
atall costs does not mean being sadistic o
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¢ a just ruler, and by so doing, wiy, the

i rar to b
arning the art of war ‘ |
le g d homeland. Far from being cotrupy
i)

admiration of your soldiers an fu .
Machiavelli castigated the corrupt leaders of his day, and this o

as an apt warning to ours. Corruption .and effeminate d“gelleracy
among the elite does not lead to power‘; it leads to the loss of power,
As faryas we concede to evil and vice in our own hearts, especially
rulers, to that degree do we lose our power and become subservien;

to the passions.
Machiavelli concluded:

But let us turn to the Italians, who, because they
have not wise Princes, have not produced any good
army; and because they did not have the necessity
that the Spaniards had, have not undertaken it
by themselves, so that they remain the shame of
the world. And the people are not to blame, but
their Princes are, who have been castigated, and by
their ignorance have received a just punishment,

ignominiously losing the State, (and) without any
show of virtu ...

Our Italian Princes, before they tasted the blows
of the ultramontane wars, believed it was enough
for them to know whar was written, think of a
cautious reply, write a beautifu] letter, show wit and
promptness in his sayings and in his words, know
how to weave 2 deception,
gems and gold, sleep and ear with greater splendor
than others, keep many lascivious persons around,
conduct himself avariciously and haughtily toward

his cubi h

is subjects, become rotren with idleness, hand
out military ranks g
fo

ornament himself with

his will, express contempt
roan
yone who may have demonstrated any
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praiscworthy Manner
the responses of oracles,
aware that they were prepari iney

prey of anyone whe assaulted thep 5

Notes:
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Machiavelli, The Discourses on Livy, Book |
Machiavelli

Machiavelli, The Prince
Machiavelli, The Art of War?
Machiavelli
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Jay Dyer is an author. comedian, and TV host known for his
deep analysis of Hollywood, geopolitics, and culture. His
graduate work focused on psychological warfare and film.
He is the co-creator and co-host of the TV show Hollywood
Decoded and has been featured in numerous popular
shows, podcasts, and in public ddmtos. He is glso the author
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