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  ‘Omni-Copyright’ ��������.  Copyright to original portions of this work for non-commercial purposes is hereby granted to all persons.   

OmniOmni--Copyright StatementCopyright Statement. This text is a partially self-exemplifying exposition of, �� a record of an ongoing self-critique of, the ideas advanced herein. The ‘ideo-system’ behind it is a ‘‘‘meta-dynamical’’’��-

‘‘‘meta-evolving’’’ conceptual object. The time sequence of changes in the form��content of this text is predicted to be both an illustration and an instantiation of the ‘meta-model’ of ‘[ideo-]ontological meta-

dynamics’ that this text explores, as well as of the ‘homeomorphic defect’ of that ‘meta-model’. We expect that successive editions of this document will document an ‘ideo-onto-dynamasis’ rather than an ‘ideo-

onto-stasis’, a ‘meta-evolving ideo-ontology’; a ‘multi-meta-ontic, multi-meta-monadmonadic ideo-cumulum’; an expanding, and ever ‘‘‘thickening’’', increasingly ‘inter- �� intra-connected’, ‘‘‘inter-acted’’’ network of 
‘inter-implicatory’, ‘inter-determinate’, ‘inter-generative’ ideas, elaborated upon a mounting count of ‘metafinite’, ‘meta-fractal’ scales, all exemplifying a “non-standard”, ‘Contra-Boolean logic’; the ontologically

dynamical logic of the dialecticaldialectical “law” of cognition signified by the ‘ideo-ontological’, “purely-qualqualitative”, ��QQ-algebraic inequation -- �� . 

This work is a potential contribution to the collective creative property of the Terran human species: assimilate, disseminate, critique, and surpass at will. We, the authors, seek hereby to further neither our 

monetary riches, nor our public power, nor our personal fame. What we want, money cannot buy. We hope, with your help, to build a better us, and to help to do our “infinitesimal” part in building a better 

universe [“infinitesimal” differences can matter, as nonlinear dynamics demonstrates]. More monetary wealth will not buy that betterment. More political power cannot impose it. More fame would mainly distract 

from it. We hope that you have chosen, or will choose, to build a better you. We hold that this choice entails the profoundest consequences for one's life, as well as for the lives of others. We also hold that 

such choices belong to you alone. We wish to share, with you, the forthcoming conceptual riches. We will rejoice, and we will be compensated, if you teach us in turn, help us to correct our errors, and thus 

advance the common-wealth of all beyond this offering. We also request our readers’ forgiveness in the areas of our many shortcomings, some of which, though determined to strive ceaselessly to overcome 

them, we will never, in a lifetime, overcome. We, the authors, are not publicly accessible, but will endeavor to provide private transmittals to you if you indicate publicly, however cryptically -- and we 

recommend that it be cryptically -- your desire that we should do so. We want not that our existences, let alone our egos, should be an impediment to that great reverberating propagation of new cognitions, 

and of emerging newnew kindskinds of cognition, of which this text is, at best, an incomplete, imperfect, transitory, and transitional manifestation. We therefore happily forego personal credit, and, by thus renouncing in 

advance the [remote] possibility of any notoriety resulting thereby, hope also to retain more lifetime for the continuation of this work.  DialecticalDialectical ideoideographgraphyy as set forth herein is interpreted variously as --

(��) a dialecticaldialectical-ideoideographgraphicic languagelanguage; dialecticaldialectical mathematicsmathematics; or mathematicsmathematics ofof dialecticdialectic, for mathematicalmathematical «mmiimesismesis»��‘mmeemesismesis’ of a ‘metameta--monadmonadicic’ «aufhebenaufheben» ‘‘‘dialecticdialectic of Natureof Nature’’’ as TotalityTotality;

(��) a calculus of ‘qualqualoo--quantquantitative changeitative change’, encompassing an expexplicitlicit, ideographical arithmetic for the dimensionaldimensional unitunit[ie]ss or metricalmetrical “monadsmonads” of classical “dimensionaldimensional analysisanalysis”, and, thereby, 

‘semantifying’ the “meaningless” singularities [zero-division-induced, finite-time “infinite” values] of especially the “unsolvable” [in part, because of those very singularities] nonnonlinearlinear integrodifferential 

equations and their solution-functions, via their metricalmetrical ‘rere-qualqualificationification’ using those newnew, exexplicitplicit ‘metrical metrical qualqualifiersifiers’ of this, 
��

µµµµµµµµ, ‘dimensionaldimensional arithmeticarithmetic’, concretizing and operationalizing Plato’s 

«arithmoiarithmoi monadmonadikoiikoi» �� Diophantus’s      ;

(��) an alternative, ontoonto-logicallogical, contracontra-BooleanBoolean algebraalgebra;

() an ideoideographicgraphic, ‘ontoonto-dynamicaldynamical’ “symbolic logic” for state-space��control-parameter-space, or ‘state��control meta-space’ ‘‘‘metameta-dynamicsdynamics’’’ of ‘meta-finite’, [self-]conversion-singularity ‘selfself-bifurcationbifurcation’;

(��) a mathematicsmathematics for modeling the for modeling the historyhistory ofof mathematical ideasmathematical ideas as well as a [psychopsycho]historicalhistorical algebraalgebra and arithmeticarithmetic for modelingmodeling the ‘‘‘metameta-evolutionevolution’’’ of the sciencessciences genegenerallyrally; an ideoideographygraphy

for the [psychopsycho]historyhistory of ideasideas; an ideographyideography of the ‘‘‘metameta-dynamicaldynamical’’’ logiclogic of conceptual self-innovation �� self-development; a ‘philosophical algebra’ or trans-Leibnizian, dialecticaldialectical «characteristicacharacteristica

universalisuniversalis»; an arithmetic and algebra of innovative conception or of the creative conceptual process;

(��) a rules-system for an ideoideographical languagegraphical language of qualqualitativeitative, ontological selfontological self-escalationescalation in concretely self-transcending [metameta-][supernn-]systemssystems;

(		) a generic algorithm for the ‘metameta’ operation regress; for a trans-Hegelian, ‘autopoiesic’ version of the «aufhebenaufheben» operation; �� for a ‘“metameta-dynamicaldynamical”’ , ‘temporalized’, diadiachronicchronic, ‘‘‘metameta-evolutionaryevolutionary’’’

version of the Russellian��Gödelian “logical types hierarchy”;

(��) a model for a ‘metameta-fractalfractal’, ‘contracontra-CantorianCantorian’ theorytheory ofof totalitiestotalities, of ‘metameta-finitefinite’ arithmeticsarithmetics, and of the “foundationsfoundations” of mathematicsmathematics;

(��) an arithmetic, algebra, geometry, �� analysis built upon certain “nonnon-standardstandard naturalnatural numbersnumbers”, i.e., upon the ‘GGöödeliandelian metameta-naturalnatural metameta-numbersnumbers’, a space of nonnon-Musean Musean “hypernumbers” ‘of ��nd 

degree’, ‘made up out of’ “standardstandard”, ‘��st degree’ “naturalnatural numbersnumbers”, ‘instancing’ those “nonnon-standardstandard modelsmodels of ��st order Peano arithmetic” implied by the ��st-order conjunction of Gödel’s completeness ��
incompleteness theorems, as by the Löwenheim-Skolem theorem, yielding thereby an ‘ontologicallyontologically dynamicaldynamical’, ‘de-Parmenideanized’, ‘de-idealisticized’ actualization of Plato's ‘‘‘arithmetic ofarithmetic of dialecticsdialectics’’’, 

his ‘‘‘assemblagesassemblages of ιδεαιδεαιδεαιδεαιδεαιδεαιδεαιδεα-«monadsmonads» or of «ειδεειδεειδεειδεειδεειδεειδεειδε» unitsunits’’’ -- his «arithmoiarithmoi eideeidetikoitikoi». 

This treatise, in addition to that of ‘pictopictogramgramicic’, ‘ideoideogramgramicic’, �� ‘phonophonogramgramicic’ symbolizationsymbolization, draws also upon the power of neo-mythological, allegorical, �� mythopoeicmythopoeic — that is, of ‘‘‘psychopsychohistoricalhistorical’’’

— symbolizationsymbolization to aid in the conveyance of its most urgent messages. Thus, everythingeverything about the Foundation is symbolicsymbolic.  Not just the IdeoIdeographgraphiesies.  EverythingEverything.  We leave it to the reader to decide what 

about the Foundation is ‘‘‘meta-fiction’’’, vs. what is real, as a test of the reader’s discernment.  DialecticalDialectical ideoideographgraphyy is, we believe, a humble but potent seedseed. As with the severalseveral non-Euclidean geometries 

that arose from the failed attempts to prove the absoluteness of Euclid’s geometry, these nonnon-ParmenideanParmenidean, ‘contracontra-BooleanBoolean’, and ‘contracontra-CantorianCantorian’, ‘‘‘ontoonto-logicallogical’’’ �� ‘ontoonto-dynamicaldynamical arithmeticsarithmetics’ ��
their algebras ofalgebras of dialecticsdialectics may bear fruit for ��umanityumanity only if germinated through the intra- and inter-personal diadialoguelogue, �� dialecticdialectic, of assimilation, critique, refutation, and supercession. The taking to heart 

of the ideas “graphgrapheded”, ‘pictopictographgraphicallyically’, ‘ideoideographgraphicallyically’, and narratively [‘phonophonogramgramicallyically’], herein, can produce profound transformation in the very identity of the person so taking.  Panic in response to 

perception of the early signs of such transformation by other perceivers of such transformation may elicit, from some of those perceivers, a violentviolent reaction.  In particular, the intimations of the ‘metameta-��umanuman’ --

-- implications of the ‘cumulumcumulum’ of ��umanuman[oidoid] [metameta-]evolutionevolution is profoundly disturbing to some. We therefore lodge the OmniOmni--Copyright statementCopyright statement above together with this countervailing caveat:  we 

recommend that you disseminate the ideas of this document, and��or related ideas of your own discovery, with careful judgment. Give the friends ofthe friends of ��umanityumanity a head start vis-à-vis theirtheir adversariesadversaries. The 

systemsystem, more accurately, the systemsystemss, of dialecticaldialectical ideoideographgraphyy glossed herein continue to evolveevolve and to ‘‘‘metameta-evolveevolve’’’ rapidly in our research. They burgeon beneath our feetThey burgeon beneath our feet. DialecticsDialectics should 

inculcate humility. “Perfection” is not a final ‘‘‘metameta-statestate’’’ that can be finally manifested, but an open-ended, ‘uncompleteable’, asymptotic process, moving from greater to lesser imperfection. We realize that 

conceptual ‘homeomorphic defect’ is inescapable for cognizing beings such as ourselves. Even at best, we must always be partly wrong. Even at best, one cannot be finally, completely, and wholly 

right. One’s mental constructs cannot ever be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth. But one may be right enough for one's time, for one's moment, for one's role, and for one’s part; 

right enough to help one’s contemporaries to live through, and beyond, one’s time, that they thus, potentially, might enjoy the privilege, the pain notwithstanding, of a vital [‘life-ful’] and willing 

participation in the succeeding epoch of imperfection.
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Preface.   

This essay, entitled ‘Hegel’s ‘‘‘AAllggoorriitthhmm’’’ ffoorr DDiiaalleeccttiicc’, is the ffiirrsstt part of our planned suite of tthhrreeee methodological 

essays.  

These essays culminate in a setting forth of the mmeetthhooddoollooggyy that we use for the aapppplliiccaattiioonn of our ‘mmaatthheemmaattiiccss ooff

ddiiaalleeccttiiccss’.  

This ‘mmaatthheemmaattiiccss ooff ddiiaalleeccttiiccss’ was oorriiggiinnaallllyy ddiissccoovveerreedd aanndd ddeevveellooppeedd by our co-founder, Karl Seldon.  

Since our founding, this ‘mmaatthheemmaattiiccss ooff ddiiaalleeccttiiccss’ has been in oonnggooiinngg ddeevveellooppmmeenntt by the F.E.D. research collective 

as a whole, under the direction of Karl Seldon. 

The remaining ttwwoo parts of this planned suite of essays are entitled, respectively, ‘Marx’s DDiiaalleeccttiiccaall MMeetthhoodd’, by 

Aoristos Dyosphainthos, and ‘UUnniivveerrssaall AAllggoorriitthhmmiicc HHeeuurriissttiicc MMeetthhoodd’, by our co-founder. 

-- E.D. Editors, Special Council for Encyclopedia Dialectica.

  Terminious, California, ���� January �������� C.E.�B.U.E. 



F.E.D. Essay:  Hegel’s ‘‘‘AAllggoorriitthhmm’’’ for DDiiaalleeccttiicc.  Part ��., 
.��.��, ����JJAANN��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������� �                                                              by Hermes de Nemores, for Foundation Encyclopedia Dialectica [F.E.D.] ����

Introduction.   
�

When we of F.E.D. come to Hegel’s work, our work is a matter of the immanent critique of a ssuubb-sscciieennttiiffiicc, 

ccaappiittaalliisstt-pphhiilloossoopphhiiccaall iiddeeoollooggyy.   

In the specific case of Hegel’s work, this involves a mission of rescuing and salvaging treasures of dialectical 

insight from out of the ruins of Hegel’s mystifications, of his reifications, of his hypostatizations, of his 

concept-fetishisms, and of his ‘subject-object inversions’.    

Hegel’s work is rampant with the kind of ‘pseudo-agent positings’ which such verbal ‘subject-object inversions’ 

typically entail.   

Moreover, our work, with respect to Hegel’s work, is also a mission of rescue for his genuine insights, from out 

of the ruling-class-power-propping ideological theism to which Hegel had to feign allegiance in order to keep 

his job [cf. Newton’s hiding of his uunniitarianism vis-à-vis the prevailing ttrriinniitarianism of his time and clime].   

Our objective in this mission is to extract Hegel’s potential sscciieennttiiffiicc contribution to the discernment, to the 

derivation, and to the construction, of a ‘‘‘universal method’’’ for the «mmaatthheessiiss uunniivveerrssaalliiss», i.e., for lleeaarrnnaabbllee

ssuubbjjeecctt-mmaatttteerr in general; for iittss ddiissccoovveerryy, and also for the optimal pprreesseennttaattiioonn of such ddiissccoovveerryy, ccoommbbiinneedd.  

Engels took a “cheap shot” at Hegel’s work when he implied, in Engels’s Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of 

Classical German Philosophy, that, about the “Absolute Idea” -- in the final section, of that title, in Hegel’s 

«Logik» -- Hegel had “absolutely nothing to say”.

On the contrary, a rich content, albeit a content brief in expression -- for Hegel -- resides there. 

Hegel may have despised, in general, any idea of a ‘philosophical algorithm’ modeled on the mathematics of his 

time.  He may have railed against any idea of a methodology that smacked of mathematics, as he knew it -- if 

applied to that which was, for Hegel, the uullttiimmaattee domain of the human spirit, and of human knowledge:  to 

PPhhiilloossoopphhyy. 

Hegel may have disdained any idea of a heuristic recipe “externally” guiding philosophical inquiry, and��or 

guiding the presentation of the distilled fruitions of such inquiry.  He may have rejected out of hand the very 

possibility of any successful “method” imposing forms upon such content; upon the subject-matter of such 

inquiry and of such presentation, from outside of it, from without it, after the manner of “external reflection”, 

i.e., rather than being driven ssoolleellyy by that content itself.   

Be that as it may notwithstanding, Hegel ddiidd provide succinct accounts of his general procedure for dialectic 

presentation. 

In the sequel, we shall review those accounts in detail, and describe the ways in which their prescriptions are 

captured, and in a unified way, in the mathematical rules-system, in the generic interpretation of that rules-

system, and in the Seldon-function algorithm, for the 
��
QQ arithmetic, F.E.D.’s ‘First Arithmetic for Dialectic’. 

A Note on Notation.  For more information regarding the definitions and the ‘ideographical etymology’ of the 

special arithmetical and algebraical symbols employed herein, click on the following URLs -- 

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,Encyclopedia_Dialectica,%20Notational_Conventions,%20Ideogramic_and_Phonogramic,22JAN2014.jpg

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,Encyclopedia_Dialectica,%20Notational_Conventions,%20Ideogramic,22JAN2014.jpg
http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,E._D._Standard_Color-Coding_%26_'Interweaving_Ordinalities',17AUG2015.jpg
http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,Encyclopedia_Dialectica_Notational_Conventions,Standard_ORDINAL_SPECTRAL_COLOR-CODING_for_'CATEGOROGRAM'_PROGRESSIONS,30MAR2015.jpg

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Signs_of_Assignment_or_Interpretation,07JUL2015.jpg

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Dialectical_Negation-Opposition_Signs,04APR2015.jpg

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Categorial_Progression_Arrow_Signs,12APR2015.jpg
http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Qualitative_Inequality_Relation_Sign,04APR2015.jpg

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Categorial_MULTIPLICATION_Signs,09MAY2015.jpg

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Categorial_Addition_Signs,14APR2015.jpg
http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Notation_Definition,Propositional_Status_Signs,14APR2015.jpg
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PART ��.  ‘ANALECTATION’. 

Hegel’s ‘‘‘Algorithm’’’ in his Own SSppookkeenn Words, as Recorded by his son.  Consider, first, Hegel’s writings

about his ‘‘‘eennccyyccllooppeeddiicc’’’ «aarrcchhéé» category, that of “«LLooggiikk»”, especially in the final section of his ��������

treatise «Wissenschaft der Logik»��, and, second, Hegel’s ‘speakings’, in his lectures on that «Logik», in the 

form in which they have survived, as transcribed -- of course, imperfectly -- by his son, Karl Hegel��.   In the 

latter, Hegel provided a capsule description of the first-triad�� triadic progression of his version of dialectic in 

general, and of his «Logik» specifically.  This description is, we hold, also a prescription for a mode of, 

according to Hegel, a potentially pedagogically advantaged, systematic, dialectical method of presentation of 

the fruits of an equally advantaged, dialectical method of inquiry.   

An algorithmic model of the unity of the two -- of method of inquiry��discovery, �� of method of presentation -- 

is what we seek, in terms of an ‘heuristic algorithm’ for dialectic-in-general.   

However, the phrase ‘ ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ for dialectic ’, as that phrase is employed herein, refers to Hegel’s 

systematic, dialectical method of presentation aalloonnee. 

Reproduced below is Hegel’s description of such dialectic

, in his own [spoken] words, as copied down by his 

son, �� as translated into English, from the German, by Clark Butler [text block separation �� passage numbering added by F.E.D.]: 

������    “The first determination [F.E.D.:  I.e., the ffiirrsstt category] is immediate, while the second one constitutes the sphere  
     [F.E.D.:  E.g., the increment to the eexxplicit ��omain] posited in its differentiation from the first.  Within every simple first  

     determination [F.E.D.:  I.e., ffiirrsstt category], [e.g., ground,] what is determinately [F.E.D.:  categorially] different from it 

               [, e.g., the consequence of the ground] is at once also present, but it is at first present without being explicitly posited.”   

������    “In the second determination [F.E.D.:  I.e., the sseeccoonndd category], finitude [and with it contradiction] again enters.”  

����    “The third determination [F.E.D.:  I.e., category] is the unity of the first and second, in which the contradiction is resolved.”  

������     “. . . Every newly emerging concept [F.E.D.:  I.e., category] is more [F.E.D.:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concretely determinate [F.E.D.:  I.e., is  

     more ssppeecciifications-rich; is definitionally-richer] than its predecessor.”   

������    “We are always carrying everything that went before along with ourselves into what is new [F.E.D.:  This describes  

         the characteristic of dialectical progression that we call ‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’], but everything prior is, within what is new, put in its  

               determinate place [F.E.D.:  I.e., each category is placed in a consecutive, ordinal ordering, in terms of its relative ‘ssppeecciifications-richness’, or  

                   ‘thought-complexity’].”  

��		��    “Whereas, in what preceded, each [momentarily immediate] determination [identifying God in its own   

          time] passed as ultimate [F.E.D.:  I.e., as what we call ‘meta-meristemal’], it is now demoted into being only a  

               [F.E.D.:  [ssuurr]ppaasssseedd��ppaasstt] moment of the self-concept.”  

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��Science of Logic, means, herein, the so-called “Larger Logic”, or ‘‘‘Major Logic’’’, as distinguished from the abbreviated version that forms the opening part of 

 Hegel’s later Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences.  It is the “Larger Logic” we mean when we write simply «Logik». 
��See:  G.W.F. Hegel, Lectures on Logic, transcribed by Karl Hegel, translated by Clark Butler, Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, ��������. 
Ibid., pp. ����-����, underline emphases added by F.E.D..  
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From the above, we rescue, from its imbedding mystifications, the following.  We hold the result of this rescue to be a 

veritable treasure trove of description��prescription for a potentially universal method, traditionally named dialectic: 

��§§����  ‘‘‘The first determination [F.E.D.:  This is the ‘ffiirrsstt category ffeeaattuurree’ of dialectic, per Hegel] is immediate, while the second  

       one constitutes the sphere [F.E.D.:  E.g., the eexxplicit expansion of the ��omain of discourse] posited in its differentiation  

       from the first. Within every simple first determination [F.E.D.:  I.e., ffiirrsstt category], e.g., ground, what is  

       determinately [F.E.D.:  I.e., categorially] different from it, e.g., the consequence of the ground, is at once also  

       present, but it is at first present without being explicitly posited.’’’   

��§§����  ‘‘‘In the second determination [F.E.D.:  This is, for us, the ‘sseeccoonndd category ffeeaattuurree’ of dialectic, per Hegel], contradiction  

     [F.E.D.:  E.g., opposition] enters.’’’  

��§§��  ‘‘‘The third determination [F.E.D.:  This is the ‘tthhiirrdd category ffeeaattuurree’ of dialectic, per Hegel] is the unity of the first and  

       second, in which the contradiction [F.E.D.:  E.g., the opposition] is resolved.’’’  

��§§����  ‘‘‘Every newly emerging concept [F.E.D.:  I.e., category] is more [F.E.D.:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concretely determinate  

       [F.E.D.:  I.e., is richer in ssppeecciifications] than its predecessor.’’’  [The ‘‘‘[sseellff-]ccoommpplleexxiiffiiccaattiioonn ffeeaattuurree’’’ of ddiiaalleeccttiicc].  

��§§����  ‘‘‘We are always carrying everything that went before along with ourselves into what is new [F.E.D.:   

               This describes the characteristic of dialectical progression that we call ‘‘‘evoluteness’’’], but everything prior is, within what is  

       new, put in its determinate place [F.E.D.:  Placed in ‘consecutive ordinality’ -- i.e., each category is placed in a consecutive, ordinal,  

       rectilinear, systematic ordering, from simplest to most complex, in terms of its relative “determinateness”��‘ssppeecciifications-richness’�� ‘tthhoouugghhtt- 
       complexity’ -- in relation to all other categories so far eexxplicitly contained��posited in the new ‘cumulum’ of categories; newest and old[er] categories  

       together; newest and prior��earlier�� ‘predecessive’ categories alike].’’’  [The ‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’ and ‘ccaatteeggoorriiaall oorrddiinnaalliittyy’ ffeeaattuurreess of ddiiaalleeccttiicc].  

��§§		��  ‘‘‘Whereas, in what preceded, each momentarily immediate determination [F.E.D.:  I.e., category] passed as  

        ultimate [F.E.D.:  As what we call ‘meta-meristemal’, or ‘vanguardian’], it is now demoted into being only a moment  

        [F.E.D.: I.e., into being only a part, whose ‘ultimaticity’ is now [ssuurr]ppaasssseedd��ppaasstt, but whose demoted presence is still ‘“carried along [together] with”’  

       the new ultimate, which is also, in its turn, ‘“ultimate”’ only in a momentary, temporary, transitory sense, and likely to be “demoted”�� ‘‘‘surmounted’’’  

       in the “future” of the presentation, unless it is the concluding category of that presentation]... .’’’  [The ‘‘‘ssuuppeerrsseessssiioonn’’’ ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc].

Our Ideographical, Neo-Arithmetical Translation of Hegel’s ‘‘‘Algorithm’’’.  How do we go about it, so as to 

‘‘‘capture’’’ these core ‘‘‘«cchhaarraacctteerriissttiiccaa»’’’ of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, per Hegel, e.g., in the written language-form of an algebraic 

ideography, i.e., of a ‘character-language’, a direct ‘idea-writing’, and, indeed, via the paradoxical-sounding medium of a 

“purely”-qualitative arithmetic, �� thus also, potentially, in a “purely”-qualitative algebra??  We do so by way of the 

‘‘‘rules-system’’’ described below.  By it, we seek a syntax which ‘‘‘seconds’’’, which parallels, which mirrors the 

semantics of ddiiaalleeccttiiccss, even if only with the shortest of shorthands; even if with a kind of ‘Hemingwayan concision’.   

Suppose that we start by symbolizing a “determination” -- i.e., a qquality, a specification, a characteristic -- e.g., a ccaatteeggoorryy

representing, collectively, all of those iinnddiivviidduuaallss who exhibit that same qquality -- by means of the compound ideogram 

‘ ��’.  This ‘category-symbol’ represents a[n iinndefinite] nnuummbbeerr [or «aarriitthhmmooss»] of uunniittss that all share that same qquality.  If we 

do so, then, in this compound symbol, ‘ ��’, the generic ‘ ’ component might be there to indicate that this category is 

characterized, or is ‘characterizeable’, and is defined, by some definite qquality, or by a precise ‘qqualities-complex’.   

In that case, we would be asserting that the perhaps mmaannyy iinnddiivviidduuaallss that our ‘category-symbol’, ‘ ��’, denotes -- in a 

ssoolloo, uunniivocal, collective way -- all exhibit that ssiinnggllee qquality, or a system��complex of associated, interconnected 

qqualities.  The ‘post-subscript’ component of this compound symbol, ‘ ��’, namely, ‘��’, might then stand for a given

“��atural” ��umber, defined [‘≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’] as follows:  �� ∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈ �� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ {{��, ��, , ...... }} [with ‘≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’ denoting the phrase ‘‘‘is equal to by definition’’’].  That 

‘��’ would be the ‘particularizer’ of ‘ ��’, that designates a particular category, but, so far, only generically, by indicating 

the numbered place, the ‘order-number’, of this category in a progression of categories to which this category inherently 

“belongs”.  I.e, this subscript signifies the “oorrddiinnaall number”, or the “oorrdder of occurrence”, of ‘category-symbol’ ��, in 

its native categorial progression, ����or in its native ‘cumulum’ [“nnoonn-amalgamative sum”], of multiple ‘category-symbols’ that 

all “belong together” [cf. Plato’s «eeiiddee» ddiiaalleeccttiicc], i.e., that are inherently and systematically interconnected with one another.   
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I.e., this “order ��umber”, ‘��’, refers to the “determinate place”, the systematic position, of this ‘category-symbol’, ‘ ��’,  

in a whole, present accumulation, or “ordered” ‘cumulum’, of ‘category-symbols’, arrayed systematically, from ‘thought-

simplest’ [ffeewweesstt thought-determinations] to most ‘thought-complex’ [mmaaxxiimmuumm of thought-determinations, for the ��omain being described].  It 

refers to the systematic order of that ‘category-symbol’ in the present stage of a categorial “progression” or “series”, as a 

model of a ��omain “to” which, or “in” which, we might be asserting that the category symbolized by ‘ ��’ “belongs”. 

We might then wish to represent, by arithmetical operations, the interrelations, the interactions, the combinations, of such 

‘category-symbols’.  We might think, first off, of defining, generically, algebraically, the combinations of any category 

with any ootthheerr category or categories.  But, as it turns out, it is even more crucial to define, algebraically, the combination

of any given such category wwiitthh iittsseellff.  Using a generalized kind of categorial-arithmetical “multiplication” operation, 

symbolized via ‘ ’, to model our operation of categorial combination, we might model categorial ‘sseellff-combination’ by 

‘category-symbol’ “sseellff-multiplication”:  ������ ������ ��. 

Suppose we further interpret this symbol-formation, ‘ ������ ������ ��’, as denoting a ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall iimmmmaanneenntt transformation, or 

‘sseellff-transformation’, as iimmmmaanneenntt critique, or ‘sseellff-critique’, of the adequacy, ‘ultimaticity’, or finality of category ‘ ��’??   

“Determinate negation” operations change��negate only one (or some) determination(s) of a given category.  It is nnoott

“abstract negation”, turning the category upon which it operates into ‘“abstract nnootthhiinngg”’.  We interpret ‘ ������ ������ ��’ as 

equivalent to ‘ �� ��’ -- to an operator ‘ ��’, representing the ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall ddeetteerrmmiinnaattee nneeggaattiioonn ooppeerraattiioonn, e.g., the 

«aauuffhheebbeenn» nneeggaattiioonn ooppeerraattiioonn, specific to category ��.  Therein, the ‘‘‘operator symbol’’��‘operation symbol’, ‘ ��’, is 

applied to the symbol for its own category, namely, to ‘ ��’.  NNeeggaattiioonn sign ‘ ��’ combines horizontally-inverted ‘¬¬¬¬¬¬¬¬’ 

with its vertical inversion.  As an ooppeerraattiioonn sign [operator], it stands for the activity which brings out ooppppoossiittiioonn, which 

evokes iimmplicit ooppppoossiittiioonn into ‘eexxplicitude’.  MMuuttuuaall ooppppoossiittiioonn is the meaning of the sign ‘ ’ when it occurs as a 

rreellaattiioonn sign.  

As our regular readers know well, our iimmmmaanneenntt critique, or ‘sseellff-critique’, interpretation of ‘ ������ ������ ��’ means that  

we intend, by this sseellff-multiplication-signed ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall sseellff-nneeggaattiioonn of ‘category-symbol’ ��, to signify moving a given 

categorial progression presentation on[ward], to[ward] its [next] higher level, e.g., to its next more adequate��complete 

categorial ‘cumulum’ model �� explanation of its target totality����omain.  Typically, this would mean shifting the focus of 

the presentation, ��, thereby, of the attentions of its ‘presentees’, one step “higher” in level of organization �� into greater 

‘thought-specificity’, ‘thought-complexity’, or ‘thought-concreteness’.  It would mean shifting attentions to the presently-

existing ‘sseellff-hybridizations’��‘sseellff-combinations’, ����or to the mutual or ‘mmeerree hybridizations’, of [some of] the individuals 

that seem to constitute the category �� aalloonnee, if viewed oonnllyy upon the native level of organization of category ��.  I.e., 

the present individuals that make up category �� may also be [presently] ‘multiply contained’; ‘nneesstteeddllyy-contained’.  They 

may be contained also in (a) “higher”, more inclusive, categor(y)(ies).  They may be found inside the ‘meta-individuals’, 

the higher units, that constitute (a) therefore “higher” categor(y)(ies).  A favorite example of this is that of the atoms that 

make up your body, most of which are also presently contained in the molecules that also make up your body, most of 

which are, in turn, also presently contained in the cells that also make up your body, �� so on, in an instance of the kind of 

finite, nested, ‘‘‘multi-scaled, mutual-similarity scales-regress’’’ that we call a ‘qualo-fractal’.  SSyynnchronically, molecules 

come into mental view via a ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall, i.e., an «aauuffhheebbeenn»’ escalation [‘es-scale-ation’] up in scale from the atoms 

scale, or atoms ‘‘‘level of organization’’’, to the next, or ‘meta-atoms’, scale��level of organization.  The latter scale 

exhibits the form of a simultaneous ‘aannnnuullmmeenntt��eelleevvaattiioonn��pprreesseerrvvaattiioonn’ [ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        «aauuffhheebbeenn»] of attention, up from the atoms 

scale.  The generic arithmetical rule, or “algorithm” [“operatorial recipe”] that we have found to work well for such categorial 

[self-]multiplication, i.e., [‘ ������ ������ ��’], or “ssqquuaarriinngg” [ ��

��

] -- and also for the multiplication of one ‘category-symbol’ 

by aannootthheerr [‘ ������ ���� ��’, such that ���������� ], is, using ‘ ’ to denote ‘generalized addition’ [in this case, ‘nnoonn-amalgamative’ addition] -- 
  

������ ������ ����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡����

�� ��
����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

������ ��             ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������ �� ��
������≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

������ ��

��

����
��������

������ ������ ����������
��������

������ ������ ������.
����
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More generally, we ‘‘‘assert [‘ ’] the axiom [asserting it without proof]’’’ for this product rule by means of the expression -- 

‘ ��∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀��,������∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈��������
������ ������ ����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡����
�� ��

����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ �� ��

����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ �� ����

������
������ ������ ������

��.’.��

This means that, in the ffiirrsstt series of equations above, the result, or “product”, of the sseellff-multiplication or self-interaction 

of a category-representing symbol, ��, in the ffiirrsstt place, sseellff-reproduces -- yields iittsseellff, ��, back again.   

But, in the sseeccoonndd place, it also yields a qqualitative expansion, an oonnttoollooggiiccaall expansion, a category for a qualitatively 

different kind of being, and for a higher [more inclusive] level��layer��scale of organization, in relation to the kind of being,  

the oonnttoollooggiiccaall category, represented by ��.  It yields, in that sseeccoonndd place, a new, a different-subscript-bearing, a  

larger-subscript-bearing -- ddoouubblleedd-subscript-bearing -- later-in-order category-representing symbol, ����.   

This latter, later-in-order category-representing symbol, ����, is ‘‘‘added’’’ [‘ ’] back to the earlier-in-order category-

representing symbol, ��.  That earlier-in-order ‘category-symbol’ is the one from out of which that later-in-order 

‘category-symbol’, ‘ ����’, was ‘‘‘born’’’.  But this addition does nnoott “amalgamate” the �� categories into any �� category. 

Their heterogeneity, their qqualitative difference, their scale-��level-difference, keeps these �� ontological categories apart.    

That sseeccoonndd-in-order, “new” ‘category-symbol’ was ‘‘‘born’’’ by means of a ‘sseellff-action’ [modeled by means of this arithmetical 

‘sseellff-multiplication’ operation] of that earlier-in-order ‘category-symbol’, ‘ ��’ iittsseellff. 

The sseeccoonndd series of equations above means that the result of the “multiplication” of a ‘category-symbol’, ��, by aannootthheerr

‘category-symbol’, ��, reproduces, yields back again, also, �� in the ffiirrsstt place, that multiplicand ‘category-symbol’, ��.   

But it too net-yields a ‘qqualitative increment’, potentially representing an ontological expansion, a new level��layer��scale 

of organization, in the sseeccoonndd place.  It yields, in that sseeccoonndd place, a new, different-subscript-bearing, larger-subscript-

bearing, later-in-order category-representing symbol, ������.  

The subscript of that sseeccoonndd ‘category-symbol’ is the [additive] ccoommbbiinnaattiioonn of the subscripts of its ttwwoo “factor” ‘category-

symbols’, i.e., of that of the “multiplier” ‘category-symbol’, ��, and��with that of the “multiplicand”  

‘category-symbol’, ��.  This new ‘category-symbol’, ������, represents the nneett symbolic result of the interaction, i.e.,  

the combination, of ‘category-symbol’ �� with ‘category-symbol’ ��. 

Let’s ssttaarrtt with ‘category-symbol’ ��, as representing the “ffiirrsstt born” ‘category-symbol’, the «aarrcchhéé», the “ssttaarrttiinngg”

‘category-symbol’, in a progression [i.e., in an ‘ordered nnoonn-amalgamative sum’] of [ddiiaalleeccttiiccaallllyy-]related, i.e., of  «aauuffhheebbeenn»-

related,  ‘category-symbols’.  

Such a progression��‘‘‘sum’’’ stands for an ‘ordered qualitative ssuuppeerrppoossiittiioonn’ of the mmeeaanniinnggss of multiple, ��omain- 

interconnected, ddiiaalleeccttiiccaallllyy-related categories.  

Then, by the “sseellff-interaction” of the ssttaarrttiinngg ‘category-symbol’, ��, per the above-stated product rule, i.e., if we 

“ssqquuaarree” ��, i.e., “interact it with itself”, we obtain -- 

������ ������ ����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡����

�� ��
����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

������ ��             ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������ �� ��
������≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

������ ��

��

����
������

������ ������ ��������
������

������ ������ ��.
����

The result of this “sseellff-interaction” of ��, namely ������ ���� ��, is a “nnoonn-amalgamative sum” [cf. Dr. Charles Musès]. 
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That is, as with “adding together” in the proverbial “apples �� oranges” sense, the sum ������ ������ ��, does nnoott

reduce to, or combine into, any single ‘category-symbol’, or ‘category-value’, call it ��.   

No such �� exists [‘ ��’] in this categorial arithmetic, and in this categorial algebra, for ddiiaalleeccttiicc.   

In terms of the axioms of this axioms-system for ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall arithmetic, this is bbeeccaauussee of an axiom of this 
��
QQ

axioms-system, one that we assert [‘ ’] as being true without proof, as with axioms generally, �� that reads --   

‘ ����∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀��,������∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈������������������ ���������������� ���� ����∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈��������������
��
���� ������

��
��

��
��������.’� -- with ‘ ’ signifying quantitative 

inequality, i.e., the ‘strictly greater than or less than’ relation.  Of course this axiom, and the other axioms of the 

��
QQ axioms-system, were designed, precisely, so as to make our ‘ffiirrsstt arithmetic for ddiiaalleeccttiicc’ fit the ffeeaattuurreess of 

generic ddiiaalleeccttiicc that we are, in this essay, demonstrating ��tt to fit.  That is the “bbeeccaauussee” for these axioms.  You 

can read this rule off as “For every ��atural number �� and for every ��atural number ��, it is true that �� nnoott equal 

to �� implies that there does nnoott exist a ��atural number ��, such that [‘��’], 
��
 plus 

��
 equals 

��
”. 

The ‘category-symbols’ �� and �� symbolize qqualitatively-different qqualities.  That is, �� represents the qqualit(y)(ies) 

shared by all of the individuals that “make up” the category that �� represents, and �� represents also the other-than- ��

qqualit(y)(ies) shared by all of the individuals that “make up” the category that �� represents.  Intuitively, that is why these 

ttwwoo distinct ‘category-symbols’ cannot reduce to, or combine into, any other, ssiinnggllee, ‘category-symbol’, at least not at the 

same level, or scale, of generality, or of specificity, as that which is being represented by both 
��
 and 

��
. 

    

In terms of the axioms of this axioms-system for ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall arithmetic, this qquality-difference is because of the axiom --   

‘ ����∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀��,������∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈���������������� ���������������� ��
��
������ ������

��
����.’

-- which you can read off as ‘‘‘For every ��atural number �� and for every ��atural number ��, if �� is 

quantitatively unequal [‘ ’] to ��, then 
��
 is qquuaalliittaattiivveellyy uunneeqquuaall [‘ ’] to 

��
’’’. 

If we “ccuubbee” ��, i.e., if we ‘«aauuffhheebbeenn» self-negate’ �� ttwwiiccee, then we obtain a ‘‘‘negation of negation’’’ -- 

��
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������
���� ���� ���� ���� .  In the above calculation we applied a “distributive” rule for multiplication over addition, as well 

as another general rule of our rules-system for ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall arithmetic, namely ‘ ����∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀����∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈��������
��
���� ������

��

����
��������

��
��.’.  

You can read off this rule as “for every ��atural ��umber, ��, 
��

, added to itself, yields just 
��

”, and no more��no other.  

The ‘self-sum’, or ‘self-addition’,
��
���� ������

��

����
��������

��

 is an individual instance of this general rule.  This feature of the 

��
QQ��≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ��

��
������‘meta-numbers’��is called ‘‘‘additive idempotency’’’ [Note:  The ‘pprree-subscript’ of symbol ‘

��
QQ’, namely 

‘
��

’, identifies the 
��
QQ ‘mmeettaa-numbers’ as being built up upon the basis of the standard “��atural” nnuummbbeerrss, ��]. 
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This latter, aaddddiittiioonn, rule, is one which our ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall-categorial arithmetic shares with the [revised]   oolean-algebraic 

“class” arithmetic -- i.e., with its idempotent addition rules ��
  
��������

  
������������

  
and ��

  
��������

  
������������

  
 -- notwithstanding 

the fact that the mmuullttiipplliiccaattiioonn rule for our ‘‘‘categorial arithmetic’’’ is so crucially different from that for this Boolean 

“class” arithmetic.  The “Boolean algebra” of the latter was classically used for modeling formal logic, and is presently 

used also, e.g., in engineering design, to model the logic of ‘������’ based, or “digital”, electronic computer circuitry. 

The intuitive idea behind this rule for ‘ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categorial addition’ is that more than one “copy” of any given 

‘category-symbol’ is more than enough -- is redundant, as in a pleonasm.  One “copy” suffices for purposes of this 

‘category arithmetic’, or ‘calculus of categorial combinatorics’.  Hence, multiple occurrences, in the same ‘meta-model’, 

of the same ‘category-symbol’, in the same ‘stage-cumulum’ of ‘‘‘summed’’’��‘co-present’ ‘category-symbols’, are all 

removed, except for a ssiinnggllee occurrence of that, otherwise pleonastic, ‘category-symbol’. 

We have seen, above, a pair of individual instances that “inductively” suggest a general pattern.   

We saw that ��

��

����
������

������ ������ ��, i.e., that self-multiplication of �� yields a “nnoonn-amalgamative” sum, or “series”, of ��

qquality-distinct, even possibly qualitatively opposed, ‘category-symbols’,  �������� ������ ��, but with consecutive subscripts.   

We have also seen above that the  ��



����
��������

������ ������ ������ ������ ����
������

������ ������ ���� ���� , dduuaall self-multiplication of ��

yields a “nnoonn-amalgamative” sum, or “series”, of  qqualitatively distinct, even possibly qqualitatively opposing, generic 

‘category-symbols’, again with consecutive subscripts:  ������ ������ ������ ���� ��
  

��, �� ������ ������ ������ ���� ����
  

��.    

Does this pattern hold generally??   

Yes.  It is a tthheeoorreemm of our
��
QQ ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall arithmetic that ��

��

����
������

������ ����
.. .. ..

���� ���� ��
, for the

��
QQ “space”, or set, of 

‘meta-numbers’.  The generic statement, both encompassing �� exceeding these ttwwoo special cases, of 
��

��
 and of 

��


, is:    

‘The «aarrcchhéé» ccaatteeggoorryy-ssyymmbbooll, raised to a ppoowweerr �� in ��, pprroodduucceess the ssuumm of the ffiirrsstt �� ccaatteeggoorryy-ssyymmbboollss of 
��
QQ’, or:   

‘ ��∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀�� ∈∈∈∈∈∈∈∈ ������ ��

��

������
��   ����

    .. .. .. ������
’.��   

[English translation:  Any ��atural ��umber power��ssuuppeerrscript, ��, of the 
��
QQ «aarrcchhéé» ‘category-symbol’, 

��
, is equal to the ssuubbscript of the largest-ssuubbscript ‘category-

symbol’ term of the consecutive ‘category-symbols’ sum or series expansion of that, ��th, power of the «aarrcchhéé» ‘category-symbol’.  The ffiirrsstt ‘category-symbol’, raised 

to a ��atural ��umber power of ��, generates a consecutive sum, or series, of the ffiirrsstt �� ‘category-symbols’, the ffiirrsstt included.  The uunnddeerrssccoorreedd “eelllliippssiiss ddoottss”, ‘.. .. ..’, 
indicate a consecutive series of terms, i.e., what we call a[n] ‘[aarrcchhééoonniicc] ccoonnsseeccuuuumm’.  The pprroovveenn status, i.e., the tthheeoorreemm status, of this assertion is indicated by the 

facing, mutually-mirroring, thus ‘mutually-asserting’ assertion signs, ‘ .. .. .. ’.  For a pprrooooff of this tthheeoorreemm, see --

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Applications_files/F.E.D.,%20Dialectical%20Pictography,%20I.,%20Systematic%20Dialectics,%20Parts%20I-IX,%2018MAY2008_OCR.pdf].

You can read off this deductively derived rule statement as:  “For every ��atural ��umber, ��, when ‘category-

symbol’ 
��
 is raised to the power ��, this power expression is equal to a “nnoonn-amalgamative” sum, that is, to  

a ‘nnoonn-reductive’�� ccoonnsseeccuuttiivvee series, from 
��
 to 

��
, inclusive.”   

That is, this sum will consist of a count of �� qqualitatively-distinct ‘category-symbols’, starting with the ffiirrsstt

‘category-symbol’, 
��
, itself, and ending with the ��th ‘category-symbol’, 

��
, and with every consecutive-

��atural-number-subscripted ‘category-qqualifier’ with ��atural-number-subscript strictly between �� and �� also 

“nnoonn-amalgamatively” summed, together with, and, by convention, in ordinal order between, 
��
and 

��
.  

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[For a fuller rendition of the axioms on the basis of which such theorems are proven, see --   

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Briefs_files/Hermes_de_Nemores,F.E.D._Preface_to_New_Guest_Author_E.D._Brief_5,revision,posted_20FEB2013.pdf ]. 

��[This “translation” is strictly true only for ����!!����.  For ����������, we get the ‘reductive sum’ 
��

��
������  

����

    .. .. ..     
��
����   

��
, per the idempotency axiom given above.]. 
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HHooww tthhee
��
QQ DDiiaalleeccttiiccaall IIddeeooggrraapphhyy Captures Hegel’s ‘‘‘Algorithm’’’:  TThhrreeee Application Examples.  Our next task is 

to see how this ‘ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall iiddeeooggrraapphhyy’ is -- how the generic, aallmmoosstt-uunninterpreted ‘category-symbols’ of this postulated 

arithmetical rules-system, just described above, are -- able to capture, and in a unified manner, �� of the ‘‘‘algorithmic’’’ 

ffeeaattuurreess of ddiiaalleeccttiicc that we find in Hegel’s account, quoted above, of what we call his ‘‘‘aallggoorriitthhmm’’’ for the ddiiaalleeccttiicc.  

We want to show you this by means of tthhrreeee specific narrations, of some mmuucchh mmoorree iinntteerrpprreetteedd applications of that 

generic ‘ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall aallggoorriitthhmm’, and of this generic ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall aarriitthhmmeettiicc, to  specific, disparate cases of ddiiaalleeccttiicc.   
Let us ffiirrsstt apply, and test, this arithmetic, and its algebra, by using it to model an exemplary nnoonn-Hegelian instance  

of ddiiaalleeccttiicc -- or at least to modeling a nnoonn-«Wissenschaft der Logik» instance of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, however much [or however 

little] various commentators may see it as related to Hegel’s «Wissenschaft der Logik» ddiiaalleeccttiiccss.

Example �� of :  The DDiiaalleeccttiicc of Marx’s «Das Kapital.».  The instance of ddiiaalleeccttiicc that we have chosen for our ffiirrsstt

such example is that of a ‘human-nature-al’, psycho-socio-political-economic ddiiaalleeccttiicc, as presented in the ooppeenniinngg

chapters of a world-famous text by a self-professed follower of Hegel, albeit a highly critical follower of Hegel.  This 

ddiiaalleeccttiicc is that of the category ‘‘‘""oommmmooddiittiieess’’’, vis-à-vis that of ‘‘‘##oonniieess’’’, etc., in the work «Das Kapital.», by 

Karl Marx.  As a model of key aspects of the content of Marx’s «Das Kapital.», the model presented below must also  

be a model of key aspects of the TTaabbllee ooff “CONTENTS” of Marx’s masterwork, as we shall see in the sequel. 

‘MMeettaa-«DDyynnaammiiss»’$$ ��.  RRee-AAffffiirrmmaattiioonn of the GGiivveenn OOppeenniinngg CCaatteeggoorryy, or «AArrcchhéé», FFeeaattuurree [‘‘‘FFiirrsstt DDeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonn’’’].  For 

this exemplary demonstration, we will “interpret” the generic ffiirrsstt ‘category-symbol’, 
��

, to stand for, specifically, 

Marx’s ooppeenniinngg, «aarrcchhéé» category, that of ""oommmmooddiittiieess, which we shall denote, ideographically, by "", or, equivalently, 

by
""
.  We express this “interpretation”, or “assignment”, ideographically, by using our ‘generic to synchronic’ 

assignment symbol, ‘ ’, so as to associate Marx’s ooppeenniinngg ssppeecciiffiicc category, ""oommmmooddiittiieess, 
""
, in the presentational 

context, or ssyynnchronic context, of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, with��to 
��

, our ooppeenniinngg ggeenneerriicc ‘categorial qualifier’, viz.:  
��

    
""
. 

When we interpret a ggeenneerriicc category-representing ‘meta-numeral’, like 
��

, as representing, for the application at hand, a 

ssppeecciiffiicc category, like ""oommmmooddiittiieess, we typically select a ssiinnggllee letter from out of the name of that category -- usually 

that name’s ffiirrsstt letter -- as being a letter which is mnemonic with respect to the full name of that category, i.e., as a 

“character” which is ‘‘‘character-istic’’’ of that category.  Note also the “immediacy” of the ""oommmmooddiittiieess category for 

mmooddeerrnn ccaappiittaalliissmm.  The iinnddiivviidduuaall commodity, �� assemblages of commodities, of different kinds, as well as inventories 

of commodities all of the same kind -- and nnoott capital directly or “immediately” -- is the form in which tthhee ccaappiittaalliisstt

ssyysstteemm is sseennssuuoouussllyy encountered, a form which confronts tthhee mmooddeerrnn ssoocciiaall iinnddiivviidduuaall on the ��uman scale, the scale of 

direct hhuummaann eexxppeerriieennccee. 
   

We then take that ssiinnggllee character, ‘
""
’, as the [post-]subscript for ‘

""
’, the ssyynnchronically-interpreted version of the ffiirrsstt

of the ‘ ’ ggeenneerriicc ‘category-qqualifiers’, namely ‘
��

’.  That is, in this, ssyynnchronic, case, we use this more ssppeecciiffiicc, more 

interpreted term, ‘
""
’, for, and in place of, ggeenneerriicc ‘

��

’.  This case is one of ‘ssyynnchronic ddiiaalleeccttiiccss’, i.e., of ‘systematic 

ddiiaalleeccttiiccss’, or of ‘presentational ddiiaalleeccttiiccss’.  We use ‘
""
’ to model a ‘present-ation’ of a present totality��realm of shared, 

contemporary ��uman eexxppeerriieennccee, a totality that is also produced and reproduced by wwee ��umans.  In this example, that 

present ttoottaalliittyy of oouurr eexxppeerriieennccee is named ‘‘‘mmooddeerrnn ccaappiittaalliissmm’’’.  We call the ooppeenniinngg of this ‘algorithmic-heuristic 

presentation’ of the contemporary ‘capitals-system’ by the name ‘mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss»’ ��, because this «aarrcchhéé» symbol, or 

“ssttaarrttiinngg” ‘category-symbol’ itself, ‘
""
’, is the oonnllyy output or result of raising this “ssttaarrttiinngg” ‘category-symbol’ to the 

“ssttaarrttiinngg” ‘meta-power’ value, or ‘meta-exponent’ value, namely, to the �� ‘meta-power’:  
""

����

����
����

""

��

����
��
������ ""

. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[Note:  «DDyynnaammiiss» is the ancient Greek word meaning “power”.  By a ‘meta-«ddyynnaammiiss»’, we mean a ‘meta-power’, or ‘meta-exponent’, that is, a ‘power of a power’,  

 or an ‘exponent of an exponent’.  «DDyynnaammiiss», or «dduunnaammiiss», in general, connotes the power, the drive, that derives from the ‘iinnttrraa-dduuality’, the iinnternal opposition or

 ‘sseellff-opposition’, the ‘sseellff-antithesis’, the ‘iinn[ternal-]tteennssiioonn’ of things, their ‘iinnddiivvii[sible-]dduuaalliittyy’, their ‘immanent dduuality’, or ‘‘‘iinntteerrnnaall contradiction’’’, grasped 
 as ‘‘‘sseellff-contradiction’’’, whether ddiiaachronically, e.g., as a pphhyyssiiccaall ‘sseellff-dduuality’, or, ssyynnchronically, e.g., as the ‘‘‘left out’’’ that is iimmplicit within, immanent in, a  

ccaatteeggoorryy.  The root cause of ddyynnaammiissmm is ‘inner sseellff ferment’, ‘‘‘internally sseellff-ravaged ground’’’, or grounding, ‘iinnttrraa-dduueling’ of physical eventities’, �� of [their] 

mmeennttaall eevveennttiittiieess’, ccaatteeggoorriieess.  Thus, each degree, each level, each above-zero value, of this ‘mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss»’, is the result of a ccooggnniizzeedd ‘sseellff-split’, of a ccooggnniizzeedd

‘‘‘sseellff-bifurcation’’’, iimmplicit in the earlier-evoked category��‘categories-cumulum’, whose eexxplicit evocation into is modeled by sseellff-multiplication, or “ssqquuaarriinngg”,  

 of the representation of that category or ‘categories-cumulum’.  «DDyynnaammiiss» expresses, eexxternally, iinnternal ‘nnoott-ness’, or ‘nnoott-sseellff-ness’; tthhee ootthheerrnneessss wwiitthhiinn.]. 
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‘MMeettaa-«DDyynnaammiiss»’ ��.  EEvvooccaattiioonn of the ‘FFiirrsstt CCoonnttrraa-CCaatteeggoorryy FFeeaattuurree’ [‘‘‘SSeeccoonndd DDeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonn’’’].  We represent 

the ccooggnniittiivvee mmoovveemmeenntt��aaccttiivviittyy of oouurr ccrriittiiccaall rreefflleeccttiioonn uuppoonn, or ‘self-reflexion’ of, that category, 
""
, algebraically,  

as -- 
""

����

����
��

""

��

������ �������� ""

����

����
��

""

��

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

��
������ ""�� �� """"

.  The presentational version of the arrow 

sign, ‘ ’, signifies ‘presentational progress’, or progression, read off as ‘ggooeess, nneexxtt, ttoo’.  The ‘oppositional addition’ 

sign, ‘ ’, signifies a “nnoonn-amalgamative” adding together [‘ ’], or ‘eexxplicit co-presence’, of ‘category-symbols’ 

that denote qqualitatively ooppppoossiittee, or at least uunnequal, ‘determinately ddiiffffeerreenntt’ [‘ ’], categories. We interpret the 

‘act-ive’ symbol-formation ‘
"" ""

’, or ‘
"" ""

’ -- i.e., such that 
""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
""

 -- as connoting an ‘‘‘immanent 

«aauuffhheebbeenn»-negation’’’
��
, i.e., a ‘‘‘sseellff-critique’’’, by 

""
, of 

""��
iittsseellff, in regard to category 

""
 as rendering an adequate, 

complete, or “ultimate” accounting for, or description of, the ��omain of Capitals, «K.», i.e.; for the ‘Capitals-System’ of 

contemporary ��uman ‘psycho-socio-political-economics’.  Instead of writing ‘
""��""

’ to represent the ‘‘‘sum’’’ of 

subscripts from a known-meaning ‘category-symbol’, like 
""
, we simply juxtapose, as with Roman numerals, the 

ttwwoo occurrences of the same ‘[post-]subscript’:  
""""

.   

This forms an initially uunnknown-meaning ‘category-symbol’, i.e., an “aallggeebbrraaiicc” ‘category-symbol’, needing to be 

“solved-for”, as to its most fitting meaning, in terms of oouurr eexxppeerriieennttiiaall kknnoowwlleeddggee of this ‘Capitals-System’. 

So, using ‘ ’ to signify the ‘inter-assignment’ of ggeenneerriicc-to-ssyynnchronic-��systematic-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall representations, and, 

again, using ‘ ’ to signify the “nnoonn-amalgamative” addition of ‘category-symbols’ representing ttwwoo qqualitatively 

different, determinately different, even qqualitatively opposite categories, we already know that --  

�� �� ���������� ��

��

�������� ������ ������ �������������� ������ ������ ��          
""

����

����
����

""

��

����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""�� �� """"

.    

Our next task, is, thus, to “solve for” the meaning of this new -- at first “algebraic”, “uunnknown” -- term,  
""""

.  Our task is 

also to do so based on, �� building upon, the already known, ‘‘‘given’’’, stipulated meaning of our «aarrcchhéé»-category, 
""
.   

In our experience, an “interpreted” [or “applied”] ‘category-symbol’, “applied” to model a specific ��omain, and of the 

form 
%%%%

, typically, if not always, can be solved as signifying an «aauuffhheebbeenn» ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt-iizzaattiioonn’
��
.   

This «aauuffhheebbeenn» cchhaarraacctteerr, or ssiimmuullttaanneeoouuss ccaanncceellllaattiioonn��eelleevvaattiioonn��pprreesseerrvvaattiioonn cchhaarraacctteerr, of what such a ‘category-

symbol’ symbolizes, is what makes it a part of a ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall mmooddeell in the ffiirrsstt place.   

That is, a ‘category-symbol’ of the form 
%%%%

 typically signifies a ‘‘‘meta-category’’’, but nnoott in the sense of a ‘category 

of categories’.  A ‘category-symbol’ of form 
%%%%

 typically signifies a category each of whose units, or “logical 

individuals”, is made up out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of [some or all of the] units of an earlier��‘priorly’-evoked 

category, denoted by 
%%
.  That is, each unit inherent in category 

%%%%
 is typically a ‘meta-%%’ unit, i.e., a ‘meta-

%%
’ unit, 

each one combining into itself a heterogeneous multiple of units of the category symbolized by 
%%
.  The units of category 

%%%%
 are ‘«aauuffhheebbeenn»-ations’, i.e., are ssiimmuullttaanneeoouuss ccaanncceellllaattiioonn��eelleevvaattiioonn��pprreesseerrvvaattiioonn-built ‘meta-units’, of some��all 

units of category 
%%
.  Applying this solution rule to our ffiirrsstt “unknown”, “algebraic” ‘category-symbol’ of this example, 

i.e., to 
""""

, we expect that it might stand for a category of ‘MMeettaa-CCoommmmooddiittiieess’.  That means a category each one of 

whose uunniittss, «mmoonnaaddss», or “logical iinnddiivviidduuaallss”, is made up out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of [some or all of] the 

individual commodity units that also directly make up the earlier-posited category, the ooppeenniinngg, ‘‘‘ggiivveenn’’’, «aarrcchhéé» 

category, the category named ""oommmmooddiittiieess. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[With ‘

""
’ as the ssppeecciiffiicc ssyynncchhrroonniicc, presentational version of ‘

��
’, the ggeenneerriicc, «aarrcchhéé» ‘«aauuffhheebbeenn» ddeetteerrmmiinnaattee nneeggaattiioonn operator’, equivalent to 

��
.]. 

��[This ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall process��relation, or «aauuffhheebbeenn» process��relation, of ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt-iizzaattiioonn’, might also be termed, in terms of Arthur Koestler’s “holon” theory,  
‘mmeettaa-hhoolloonn-iizzaattiioonn’.  See:   Arthur Koestler, The Ghost in the Machine, New York:  Arkana, ��������, Chapter  III, pp. ����-����, et passim.]. 
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In this ffiirrsstt eexxaammppllee, to successfully solve iitt, we must take into account the existence of ��uman ppssyycchhees, as we 

must do, in general, for any ��omain which, like that of a ��uman ppssyycchhoo-socio-political-economic system, 

subsumes ��uman collective aaccttiioonn; ��uman, ppssyycchhees-involving collective pprraaxxiiss.  In this case, the [Marxian] 

category of ‘MMoonniieess’ comes to mmiinndd, as a candidate solution to the problem of finding a fitting meaning for our 

sseeccoonndd, algorithmically-generated, �� initially of uunnknown-meaning, or ‘‘‘algebraic’’’, ‘category-symbol’, 
""""

.   

It comes to mmiinndd because, in the mmiinnddss of the typical ��uman agents whose life-activity conducts��enacts, ��, 

indeed, ccoonnssttiittuutteess, the ‘Capitals-System’ of ‘ppssyycchhoo-socio-political-economics’, each unit of money represents, 

at root, an exchange value, �� an ‘exchange-potential’.  Each such unit represents the, today, vast list of the 

commodities for which that unit of money can form a part of the price that will buy, which will be accepted  

[, e.g., as “legal tender” for, or] as equivalent in exchange for, each commodity listed in that [broadly sshhaarreedd, iinntteerrssuubbjjeeccttiivvee] 

mmeennttaall list, that comprehensive “price-list”.  That, we hold, is the essence of Marx’s “Money-Form” of value.$$  

So, we [re]ssoollvvee [‘ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’, i.e., by ‘‘‘signing’’’ ddeeffiinniittiioonn [‘≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’] aasssseerrttiioonn [‘ ’]] the ‘‘‘algebra’’’ of this ‘category-symbol’, of 

initially uunnknown meaning, 
""""

, as aptly modeling the meaning of the already kknnoowwnn-to-us [Marxian] category  

of ‘MMoonniieess’ -- 
""""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
##

                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ##. 

The ‘category-symbol’ 
""""

 represents the ‘
""
-critique’, or the ‘""-critique -- the ‘sseellff-critique’ -- of 

""
 or of 

"":  the “immanent” critique of "".  That is, this is a critique of 
""
 that is “internal” to, and consistent with, 

""
.    

‘Category-symbol’ 
""""

 represents the result of oouurr reflection upon "", when wwee hold "" in mmiinndd, as Marx 

presents it, and analyzes it, and confront it with oouurr, albeit “chaotic”, eexxppeerriieennccee of the Capitals ��omain entire.  

“OOuurr” critique of 
""
 or "", as purporting to complete the description of ccaappiittaalliissmm; to exhaustively explain the 

totality of oouurr daily-life eexxppeerriieennccee of, and aass, the pphheennoommeennaa of ccaappiittaalliissmm -- both of the ccaappiittaalliissmm of Marx’s 

historical present time, and, we hold, also, still to a great degree, of the ccaappiittaalliissmm of oouurr own historical present 

time -- is notated, in our shorthand, as 
""

��

�� ������ ""

��

����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""�� �� """"

.    

This “squaring with itself” of 
""
 has yielded 

""
 itself again, as the ffiirrsstt part, the ffiirrsstt term, of its dduuaall yield.  

‘Category-symbol’ 
""

comes back in this ‘self-product’ of 
""
, in this product of 

""
 with itself, because 

""
 still 

categorizes a part of the content of oouurr present eexxppeerriieennccee of ccaappiittaalliissmm, such that 
##

 cannot completely displace 
""
.   

But, given our solution, 
""""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
##

                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ##, the expression  
""

��

�� ���� ""

��

����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""�� �� ##

also yields a sseeccoonndd part, a sseeccoonndd term, 
##

        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ##, as “oppositionally added” [‘ ’] to 
""
, added into our 

now growing ‘categories-cumulum’, as a ‘supplementary contrary’, or as a ‘contrary supplement’, to 
""
        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        "". 

The ‘MMoonniieess’ category already, ��umanly exists for the “slice” of historical time covered by Marx’s 

‘‘‘systematic dialectic’’’ of «Das Kapital.».  

That category is already “in” the collective ��uman mmiinndd, and in collective ��uman pprraaccttiiccee, throughout that 

slice of contemporary ssoocciiaall time -- of, broadly, present, ccaappiittaalliisstt time -- that Marx is presenting, via his 

unique ‘‘‘systematic dialectic’’’ method of presentation, in his world-historical treatise, «Das Kapital.».   
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[Karl Marx, «Das Kapital.», volume I, Chapter I, Section 3., sub-section D., New York:  New World, ����		��, pp. 		��-����.  For this text in HTML format, via web  

  archive, see --  https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch01.htm#S3d ]. 
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And uunniittss of the ""oommmmooddiittiieess category are already, presently embedded -- “contained” in the iinntteerrssuubbjjeeccttiivvee, ‘��uummaann-

pphheennoommiicc’, mmeennttaall [‘ppssyycchh -ic’] way that we have described above -- in each of the uunniittss of that ‘MMoonniieess’ category. 

Marx bbeeggaann with the ""oommmmooddiittiieess category, one already long-since forged by the daily aaccttiivviittyy and eexxppeerriieennccee of 

ccaappiittaalliisstt ��uummaanniittyy.  But the sights of Marx’s readers are raised by the process of their apposite reception of his 

dialectical-analytical presentation.   

That presentation recalls, it brings into mmeennttaall focus, next, and also, the ‘MMoonniieess’ category, a category likewise having 

already been forged, ccoolllleeccttiivveellyy, long-since, in iittss daily life practice, and eexxppeerriieennccee, by “mmooddeerrnn”, or ccaappiittaalliisstt, 

��uummaanniittyy.  It evokes this sseeccoonndd category, of ‘MMoonniieess’, nnoott “chaotically”, but in systematic order, in ‘systematic 

ordinality’, or ‘consecutivity’, revealing the iinntteerrccoonnnneexxiioonn, the «aauuffhheebbeenn», ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt-iicc’, and ‘supplementary 

opposite’ rreellaattiioonn, that exists, for uuss, between the category of CCoommmmooddiittiieess and the category of ‘MMoonniieess’.  

And it does so without “abstractly negating”, absolutely denying, or converting into aabbssttrraacctt nnootthhiinnggnneessss, in oonnee’ss mmiinndd, 

that earlier-presented, CCoommmmooddiittiieess, category.  That earlier-presented, CCoommmmooddiittiieess category is ddoouubbllyy «aauuffhheebbeenn»-

ccoonnsseerrvveedd, both iinnssiiddee the uunniittss of the MMoonniieess category, and oouuttssiiddee of tthheemm, in the rreessuulltt of iittss sseellff-ccrriittiiqquuee, i.e., of iittss

«aauuffhheebbeenn», iimmmmaanneenntt, sseellff-nneeggaattiioonn:  "" "" ""    ������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""

""    ������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ""������ ����##.     

The latter category, ‘MMoonniieess’, is a category that wwee already know, whose pphheennoommeennaa wwee have already -- and 

‘immersively’ so, to the point of a kind of, mmooddeerrnnllyy epidemic, ‘‘‘PTSD’’’ -- eexxppeerriieenncceedd, at least “chaotically”.   

But Marx’s systematic-dialectical presentation reveals how money is logically, presently, and also ppaasstt-historically, 

sseeeeddeedd in commodities:  ‘CCoommmmooddiittiieess are the root of all MMoonniieess’.  That presentation reveals an ‘iiddeeoo-meta-genealogy’, 

or ‘mmeemmeeoo-meta-genealogy’, of ‘MMoonniieess’; how the ‘MMoonniieess’ category is evoked via Marx’s critical, ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall analysis 

of the CCoommmmooddiittiieess category.  This ssyynnchronic-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall analysis also points back [in]to the long, deep past, to the 

ddiiaachronic, hhiissttoorriiccaall-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall [‘ ’, ‘ ’, ‘ ’, ‘ ’, ‘ ’] “differentiation of commodities into commodities and money”��

[in the course of the hhiissttoorriiccaall-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall ‘meta-evolution’ of the ��uman-ssoocciiaall rreellaattiioonnss ooff [��uman-societal self-re-]pprroodduuccttiioonn] --  

"" "" ""    ������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""

""    ������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ""������ ����##.  

In summary, we have seen how oouurr self-reflection and self-critique of category "" -- conducted by and in oouurr mmiinnddss,  

as guided by Marx’s presentation -- regarding "" as purporting to complete the description of oouurr eexxppeerriieennccee of the 

mmooddeerrnn ‘Capitals-System’, has yielded, yes, "" itself again, as a partially valid component of such a more complete 

description��explanation.  But it has also yielded a next, sseeccoonndd, qquuaalliittaattiivveellyy ddiiffffeerreenntt, ‘‘‘ccoouunntteerr-eexxaammppllee’’’ category, 

##, as “added”, oppositionally [‘ ’], and ‘supplementarily’, to the ffiirrsstt category, i.e., to "" --   

"" "" ""    ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ""    ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ""
��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ""������ ����##. 

Money, in its relation to commodities, is evoked, is “teased out” of its present iimmplicitude in commodities, by Marx’s 

analysis of commodities:  ��§§���� [Hegel:] ‘‘‘...Within every simple first determination what is determinately different from it...is at 

once also present [HdN:  E.g., in mmiinndd, in mmeemmoorryy, and in eexxppeerriieennccee], but it is at first present without being eexxplicitly posited’’’. Money is 

already, ‘mmooddeerrnnllyy’, present, �� iimmplicitly ‘‘‘contained’’’ [‘ ’], in commodities:  ‘##�� ��""’.  Now, as of presentation-

step &&�� [i.e., as of ‘mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss»’ ��] in this modeled presentation, it is also “eexxplicitly posited”.  Rephrasing this in terms of 

Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ for ddiiaalleeccttiicc:  oouurr “ffiirrsstt ddeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonn”,����§§����, of Capital, of ��omain «K.», is "", ""oommmmooddiittiieess.   

That symbol, "", represents the “ “immense accumulation of commodities” ”�
�
 that wwee ffiirrsstt encounter, in and as oouurr most 

iimmmmeeddiiaattee eexxppeerriieennccee of ‘The Capitals System’ -- the most direct, local, �� tangible manifestation of the very existence of 

the ‘Capitals-System’ to oouurr ppeerrssoonnaall ppeerrcceeppttiioonnss.  Such commodities are typically, though not invariably, commodities 

owned by one or more “individual capital” enterprise, belonging to one or more individual ‘""oommmmooddiittiieess-«''aappiittaallss»’ 

inventory.  But this more concrete, more determinate, «''aappiittaallss» aspect of capitalist ""oommmmooddiittiieess production is not 

made explicit until much later in a systematic-dialectical presentation of the ‘Capitals-totality’.  In the case of Marx’s 

«Das Kapital.», iitt is not evoked and made fully eexxplicit until volume II, Chapter III.  In this Example �� ‘meta-model 

meta-equation’ for such a presentation, tthhiiss ccaatteeggoorryy is not evoked until ��tep ((������, via ‘category-symbol’ &&��.   
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[Karl Marx, «Das Kapital.», Volume I, Chapter III, Section �., sub-section �., paragraph #�, New York:  New World, ����		��, pp. ����-������. ]. 
��[Karl Marx, opening sentence of «Das Kapital.» -- https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch01.htm#S1 ]. 
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The “sseeccoonndd determination”, ��§§����, for the ‘Capitals-System’, is ##.   

The latter ‘category-symbol’ denotes the category of ‘MMoonniieess’, the element of the ��omain of Capitals, “posited 

in its differentiation from the first” -- posited in its differentiation from Marx’s first category, of CCoommmmooddiittiieess. 

Each uunniitt of the MMoonniieess category is an «aauuffhheebbeenn» ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt’ of��to��for uunniittss of the CCoommmmooddiittiieess category.   

Each MMoonniieess uunniitt is a concurrent nneeggaattiioonn��eelleevvaattiioonn��ccoonnsseerrvvaattiioonn of CCoommmmooddiittiieess uunniittss, each MMoonniieess uunniitt

«aauuffhheebbeenn» ‘‘‘containing’’’, in the ‘ppssyycchh -ic’ way that we have discussed above, the mmeennttaall ‘‘‘price-list’’’ of 

the CCoommmmooddiittiieess uunniittss which this MMoonniieess uunniitt can help to buy, can form part of the pprriiccee for tthheeiirr purchase.   

Thus, each MMoonniieess uunniitt is a ‘mmeettaa-CCoommmmooddiittiieess’ uunniitt, each oonnee ‘‘‘mmaaddee uupp’’’ out of a hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss mmuullttiipplliicciittyy of 

CCoommmmooddiittiieess uunniittss.  The MMoonniieess category is thus ssuupppplleemmeennttaarryy to the CCoommmmooddiittiieess category.  The MMoonniieess category is 

also a ‘nnoott-CCoommmmooddiittiieess’ category, a qqualitative opposite, in that sense, and a ccoouunntteerr-eexxaammppllee, refuting the iimmplicit 

claim of the CCoommmmooddiittiieess category to exhaustively ccoommpprreehheenndd the qqualitative elements of the ‘ccaappiittaalliissmm eexxppeerriieennccee’.   

CCoommmmooddiittiieess are now also, and eexxplicitly so, ‘‘‘contained’’’ in MMoonniieess, as Marx has evoked iitt:  ‘""���� ��##’; ‘##�� ��""’.  

But how, then, do we get to the “third determination” of capitalism:  ��§§�� ‘‘‘The third determination is the 

unity of the first and second, in which the contradiction [HdN:  E.g., the opposition] is resolved.’’’??

‘MMeettaa-«DDyynnaammiiss»’ ��.  «DDyynnaammiiss» .  EEvvooccaattiioonn of the ‘FFiirrsstt UUnnii-CCaatteeggoorryy FFeeaattuurree’ [‘‘‘TThhiirrdd DDeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonn’’’].   

Well, first, note that the “contradiction” relation, e.g., the ssyynnchronic ‘mutual negation’, qqualitative opposition 

[‘ ’] relation, between CCoommmmooddiittiieess and MMoonniieess, which we notate as ‘""�� ��##’, is of a ssppeecciiaall kind with 

regard to the kinds of opposition that may immediately come to mmiinndd for many of uuss. 

The opposition ‘""�� ��##’ is nnoott an instance of the “[mutually] aannnniihhiillaattoorryy” kind of opposition, such as the opposition 

between corresponding units of the categories of “matter” �� of “anti-matter”, e.g., “��rotons” vs. “��nti-protons” [‘�� ↓↓↓↓↓↓↓↓ ��’]. 

Nor is it an example of the “ccoommpplleemmeennttaarryy” kind of opposition, such as that among the individuals of the 

categories of “��omen” and of “��en” [‘����⊃⊃⊃⊃⊃⊃⊃⊃⊂⊂⊂⊂⊂⊂⊂⊂��’]. 

It is, on the contrary, an instance of a perhaps less familiar kind of opposition.  We call it [ssyynnchronic] ‘ssuupppplleemmeennttaarryy opposition’ 

[‘ ’].  The units of money ‘‘‘oppose’’’ the units of commodities, in transactions of exchange-value exchange, i.e., of 

“CM” [selling, or “alienation”] �� “MC” [buying], as notated by Marx.  But money units also, as we saw above, ccooggnniittiivveellyy, 

mmeemmeettiiccaallllyy, eexxplicitly ‘‘‘contain’’’ [‘ ’], in the mmiinnddss of their ��uman eennaaccttoorrss, aaggeennttss, �� ppeerrssoonniiffiiccaattiioonnss, the whole 

manifold of diverse commodity-units, each of which commodity-units those money-units, if present in the requisite, i.e., 

in pprriiccee, quantities, can, potentially, “buy”; “MC”:  ‘##�� ��""’ �� ‘##�� ��""’; ‘
##
��     

""
’; ‘

""""
��     

""
’.  

Now, Hegel, above, described the tthhiirrdd category -- the “third determination” -- as “the unity of the first and 

second” determinations, i.e., as a category, “in which the contradiction [HdN:  E.g., the opposition between them] is 

resolved”.  ‘‘‘Algebraically’’’, we can generate a tthhiirrdd new ‘category-symbol’, describing such “unity” and 

“resolution”, via a CCoommmmooddiittiieess ‘category-symbol mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss»’ value, or ‘meta-exponent’ value, of �� -- 
�

""

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

""

��
������

����

""

�� ��

����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""�� �� ##    

��

������
��
�������� ""�� �� ##    ""�� �� ##    ������

��
������������

��

""�� �� ##            
##�� �� ""##            

""�� �� ##""            
##�� �� ####    ��������

��
������������

��

""�� �� ##�� �� ##""�� �� ####
, since, by our rules, 

""##
  ��   

##""
, syntactically [albeit with kkeeyy  

semantic, connotative differences, the one ‘eexxplicitizing’ what the other leaves iimmplicit, and vice versa]. 

��

��
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The above is our ssppeecciiffiicc form, as interpreted for, or applied to, the Capitals ��omain, of the ggeenneerriicc -- 
�

��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��

��

������
����

��

�� ��

����

��
������ ���� �� ������    

��

������

��
�������� ���� �� ��    ���� �� ��    ������

��
������������

��

���� �� ��            
���� �� ������            

���� �� ������            
���� �� ������    ����

��
������������

��

���� �� ���� �� �� �� ��
, since 

������
  ��   

������
  ��   


.
��

But this expansion evokes also a ffoouurrtthh, initially opaque, ‘aallggeebbrraaiicc uunnknown category-symbol’, ‘
####

’, which we solve 

as the «''aappiittaallss» category iittsseellff, 
''

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
####

, a solution explicated further herein, beyond this sub-section, in Part ����. 

We can also net-generate, ‘‘‘algebraically’’’,  just that tthhiirrdd new ‘category-symbol’, 
##""

, describing such ‘“unity”’ and 

“resolution”, by a CCoommmmooddiittiieess category ddoouubbllee self-critique [or ddoouubbllee [self-]negation], «ddyynnaammiiss»  [‘‘‘stage’’’ ], once again 

critiquing CCoommmmooddiittiieess as containing a purported complete specification and comprehension of the Capitals ��omain -- 
�

""


������

����

""
���� ������

""
���� ������

""
��≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

"" "" ""

����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������
""

            ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

""

    
""

        
""

����
��������������������

����

��

""

    
""

        
""

����
��
����

""

    
""

�� ����
��
����

"" ""

        
""""

������ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������
""

    
""

        
##    

����
��
����
��������������������������

����
�

����������

����

�

""

        
""

���� ����
""

        
##    

����
��
��    

""

        
""""         ����

##

                
##""    

����
��
��        

�

""
�� ����

##
�� ��

##
�� ����

##""

����
��
������

""
�� ����

##
��        ����

##""

���� ������
��
�� ����

��
�� ����


�

-- which calls, in its ffiinnaall term -- its algebraic-uunnknown term, 
##""

 -- for a new solution.   

We already know the meanings of the ffiirrsstt ttwwoo terms, 
""
 and 

##
, from our previous work, above.   

The ‘category-symbol’ 
""
 is the stipulated «aarrcchhéé», or ssttaarrttiinngg ‘category-symbol’, of our categorial 

progression model of the Capitals ��omain.  It stands for the category ‘CCoommmmooddiittiieess’. 

After “ssqquuaarriinngg” -- self-critiquing -- [the implied adequacy of] category 
""
 to ggrraasspp the totality of the Capitals

��omain, we solved for the nneett result of that critique, 
""""

, as 
##

, standing for the category ‘MMoonniieess’.   

Using 
""
, once again, to critique��negate, this time, a ‘‘‘sum’’’, or ‘cumulum’, of �� ‘category-symbols’, viz.,  

""
�� ����

##
, a ‘‘‘sum’’’ that resulted from that ffiirrsstt critique -- of 

""
, by 

""
 -- we obtained an expanded, 

ttrriipartite, ttrriiaaddiicc ‘categorial cumulum’ of so-modeled ‘ideo-physio-ontology’ --  
""
�� ����

##
��        ����

##""
.  

In such ttrriiaaddiicc iterations, each successive ‘category-symbol’ inherits, in effect, all previously-evoked, named 

determinations, while also eexxplicitly positing��adding more such determinations, as we shall see, below.   

The question before us now is:  What can the new term��‘category-symbol’, 
##""

, usefully mean, if anything, in 

the context of the Capitals ��omain??
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Well, first off, we may notice that ‘category-symbol’ 
##""

 itself already suggests what Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ calls for 

next.  Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ calls, next, for a uunniitty of, in our example, 
""
 and 

##
.  The ‘category-symbol’ 

##""
 seems 

to “fill the bill”, at least syntactically.  It suggests a ssiinnggllee category, 
##""

, that combines the heretofore separate, disparate, 

‘supplementarily opposing’ categories��determinations, represented by 
""
 and��versus 

##
. 

Moreover, per our standard ‘‘‘canons of interpretation’’’, 
##""

 connotes ‘‘‘the conversion of CCoommmmooddiittiieess uunniittss into 

MMoonniieess uunniittss’’’, that is, ‘‘‘the conversion of CCoommmmooddiittiieess into MMoonniieess, as catalyzed by MMoonniieess’’’, which Marx notated 

as “CM”, for “sale” [Marx: “alienation”] of (a) Commodit(y)(ies) in return for some sum of Money unit(s) [pprriiccee].    

The interchange -- the “commutation” -- of the two epithet subscripts of 
##""

, yields 
""##

.  Both 
##""

 and 
""##

 answer, 

syntactically, to the same generic ‘meta-number’, 

 --     

##""��

��
������

������
��
��������



������
��
��������

��������
        

""##
. 

Per our standard ‘‘‘canons of interpretation’’’, 
""##

 connotes ‘‘‘the conversion of MMoonniieess uunniittss [back] into CCoommmmooddiittiieess

uunniittss’’’, that is, ‘‘‘the conversion of MMoonniieess into CCoommmmooddiittiieess, as catalyzed by CCoommmmooddiittiieess’’’, which Marx notated as 

“MC”, representing the “purchase” of (a) Commodit(y)(ies), i.e., by means of��in exchange for some sum of Money. 

What if we take the connotations of both of these, generically and syntactically equivalent, ‘category-symbols’, namely,  

##""
��

""##
, into account, in solving for their meaning, including both for the sale [Marx:  “alienation”] of Commodities, in 

exchange for Money, “CM”, �� the purchase of Commodities “by” Money, “MC”, combining ‘CM’ �� ‘MC’??   

If we do so, we seem to arrive at, as their unity, “CMC”, Marx’s ‘excerpt-formula’�� for what we shall reference as 

‘The MMoonniieess-Mediated CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss of CCoommmmooddiittiieess’.  Note that we might also, albeit with only partial accuracy, 

reference this unity as ‘The CCoommmmooddiittiieess-Mediated ‘‘‘CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss’’’ of MMoonniieess’��:  ‘MCM’. 

Therefore, we solve [‘ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’]  for the ‘category-symbol’ 
##""

, and also for its semantic ‘intra-dual’, 
""##

, as standing for 

the category of the movement or process of ‘The MMoonniieess-mediated ccii))ccuullaattiioonnss of CCoommmmooddiittiieess’, so central and so vital 

to the life-process of oouurr ‘Capitals-System’ ��omain --  

##""
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

))
                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ))                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ‘The MMoonniieess-Mediated ccii))ccuullaattiioonnss of CCoommmmooddiittiieess’. 

The ttwwoo earlier-evoked ‘category-symbols’, 
""
��

##
, represent categories -- CCoommmmooddiittiieess, �� MMoonniieess, respectively -- 

that we might take to be ‘uunndynamical’, i.e., ‘statical’, “static”. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[Excerpted from the ongoing ‘exchange-value exchange’ [‘ ’] circulations-process of mmooddeerrnn, ccaappiittaalliisstt, ssoocciieettyy -- ... C M C M C M C ...  
 -- from which the productions-process [of [ccoommmmooddiittyy-]ccaappiittaallss] is still abstracted��elided, i.e., in which that process is still only iimmplicit, and yet is presupposed.  It 
 is presupposed because this sequence of interlocking sales and purchases can continue as depicted oonnllyy thereby.  I.e., this can continue, or be reproduced, oonnllyy via each 

 ‘C M C’ segment being, more concretely, that which is depicted by Marx’s [as modified by HdN] uunniiffiieedd, ccoommbbiinneedd, “cciirrccuullaattiioonnss-pprroocceessss” aanndd

“pprroodduuccttiioonnss-pprroocceessss”, partly pictorial ideographical notational paradigm -- 

   

‘......��CC�
�
MM�� �CC′′′′′′′′[[��==��CC��++∆∆∆∆∆∆∆∆CC]] ��������                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                ��......��PP ��[[PPrroodduuccttiivvee CCaappiittaall]]��......��CC′′′′′′′′′′′′′′′′[[ == CC′′′′′′′′ ��++��∆∆∆∆∆∆∆∆CC′′′′′′′′]� ��......’  

-- as Marx evokes it later on in the order of the growing ‘tthhoouugghhtt-concreteness’, and ‘eexxppeerriieennccee-concreteness’, of content in his systematic-dialectical presentation in 

 «Das Kapital.».  See, for example, «Das Kapital.», volume II, ‘‘‘The Cirkulationsprocess of Capitals’’’, Part I, ‘‘‘The Metamorphoses of Capital and Their

 Circuits’’’, Chapter III, “The Circuit of Commodity-Capital”, opening sentence, New York:  New World, ����		��, p. ��		.]. 

��[Per Marx, the “circular movement”, “circuit”, or “circulation” of commodities is accompanied, locally, with a ‘‘‘radiation’’’ of monies.  The characteristic form of 
 movement for commodities catalyzed by monies is “circulation”.  The characteristic form of motion for monies catalyzed by commodities is what we call  

 ‘‘‘radiation’’’.  See «Das Kapital.», volume I, ‘‘‘The Produktionsprocess of Capitals’’’, Part I, “Commodities and Money”, Chapter III, “Money, or the Circulation  

 of Commodities”, Section 2., “The Medium of Circulation”, sub-section b., “The Currency of Money”, New York:  New World, ����		��, pp. ������; ������-������.].    

LLaabboorr-PPoowweerr CCoommmmooddiittiieess

OOtthheerr MMeeaannss��MMaatteerriiaallss ooff PPrroodduuccttiioonn CCoommmmooddiittiieess
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However, the solution at which we have arrived for the latest-to-emerge, third category of this progression-of-

categories model, is clearly a category representing a process, a movement -- the “circulations” of commodities. 

If this tthhiirrdd category conforms to Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm for ddiiaalleeccttiicc’’’, it will also uunniiffyy "" and ##, so that their 

former opposition is “resolved”, in and by this tthhiirrdd category.  It appears to do so “dynamically”, by ccoonnsseerrvviinngg

[�� nneeggaattiinngg] both "" �� ## in �� by the oscillation, or alternation, of the two:  ...CMCMCMC... . 

Below we have extracted a passage proximate to where Marx first introduces his “circulation of commodities” 

formula, “CMC”.  In it, he cites a specimen from the ddiiaalleeccttiiccss of NNaattuurree -- that is, a case of ddiiaalleeccttiicc

existing in the past, in pre-human Nature, �� also [still] existing, ‘evolutely’, presently, in ‘exo-human’ NNaattuurree.  

He uses this specimen to exemplify the way in which “real”, physical ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall oppositions, or physical “real 

contradictions”, are typically resolved. That way is the way of ccoonnttiinnuuiinngg mmoovveemmeennttss:  “This is generally the way 

in which real contradictions are reconciled.  For instance, it is a contradiction to depict one body as constantly falling 

toward another, and as, at the same time, constantly falling away from it.  The ellipse is a form of motion which, while 

allowing this contradiction to go on, at the same time reconciles it.”$$

Per another of our standard, general ‘‘‘canons of interpretation’’’, the term ‘
##""

’ should also connote, no longer just the 

merely “formal subsumption” [cf. Marx], but now the ‘“real subsumption”’ [cf. Marx], “of CCoommmmooddiittiieess by MMoonniieess”, that is, 

the “appropriation” and subordination of the CCoommmmooddiittiieess-relation by, and to, the MMoonniieess-relation, with both grasped as 

‘social relations of [social re-]production’.  This generic interpretation also appears to fit well for this specific application.   

FFeeaattuurree ��§§����.  Does Our EExxaammppllee IInnssttaannccee Capture Hegel’s FFoouurrtthh FFeeaattuurree of GGeenneerriicc DDiiaalleeccttiicc: ‘‘‘SSeellff-CCoommpplleexxiiffiiccaattiioonn’’’??  

Hegel further asserts, as one of the ffeeaattuurreess of the ggeenneerriicc ddiiaalleeccttiicc, that ��§§���� ‘‘‘Every newly emerging concept  
[F.E.D.:  I.e., category], is more [F.E.D.:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concretely determinate [F.E.D.:  I.e., is more ssppeecciifications-rich] than its predecessor.’’’.

Now note first that this [tthhoouugghhtt-]concreteness which Hegel invokes is nnoott the same as pphhyyssiiccaall concreteness. 

In this passage, as in many of his others, we hold, Hegel means concreteness for and of ��uummaann tthhoouugghhtt. 

Concreteness for��of human thought means complexity, determinateness -- ‘repleteness’ with determinations -- 

richness in thought-attributes; the richness in attributes of a given thought, or category.  

In terms of our example, exhibiting this ffeeaattuurree would require that the category of CCoommmmooddiittiieess,  
""
  ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡    "", be 

the “thought-simplest” category in our ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall progression of categories for the ‘Capitals-System’ ��omain.   

That is, the category named CCoommmmooddiittiieess must have the fewer “features” or “attributes” or “facets -- must have the fewer 

‘[sub-]determinations’ -- relative to every other category, evoked later in our categorial progression model of the 

‘Capitals-System’.  That «aarrcchhéé» category should thus exhibit the greatest ‘abstractness’ -- the greatest number of 

ffeeaattuurreess of any other category in the ‘Capitals-System categories-cumulum’, that we have “aabbssttrraacctteedd ffrroomm”, i.e., that we 

have elided, or [re]moved from ‘eexxplicitude’, into ‘iimmplicitude’ -- in order to arrive at that CCoommmmooddiittiieess category, as 

being all that is left, all that remains, to bbeeggiinn our categorial representation, or ‘categorial-modeling’, of that system.   

Our, sseeccoonndd, category, of ‘MMoonniieess’, 
##

        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                 ##, in our categorial-progression model, if iitt is to fulfill Hegel’s ‘FFeeaattuurree ��§§����’, would 

have to be the next more, the sseeccoonndd more -- more than the ffiirrsstt -- ‘thought-concrete’, ‘thought-complex’, ffeeaattuurreess-rriicchh

category in our progression.  IItt would have to eexxplicitly presuppose more determinations than does category 
""
����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������"".  

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[Marx, «Das Kapital.», Volume I, ‘‘‘The Produktionsprocess of Capitals’’’, Part I, “Commodities and Money”, Chapter III, “Money, or the Circulation of  
 Commodities”, Sec. �., “The Medium of Circulation”, [sub-section] a., “The Metamorphosis of Commodities”, ��st paragraph, New York:  New World, ����		��,  

 pp. ����-������.  In the case of our solution --  

##""
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

))
                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                )) -- that movement is:  ...... C M C M C M C ...... .  In it, as we noted above, the process of production [of  

 [ccoommmmooddiittyy-]ccaappiittaallss] is elided, or abstracted out.  Yet this movement of commodities “circulation” can continue, as a chain of interlocking sales �� purchases --  

  ......→→→→→→→→ sale →→→→→→→→ purchase →→→→→→→→ sale →→→→→→→→ purchase →→→→→→→→...... -- only based thereupon; upon a continuing process of [re-]production of commodity-ccaappiittaallss.  The above, elided,  

 depiction thus already iimmplicitly presupposes the latter process, the process that it also elides from eexxplicit positing.]. 
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Our tthhiirrdd category, that of ‘The MMoonniieess-mediated ccii))ccuullaattiioonnss of CCoommmmooddiittiieess’, 
))

                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                )), in��of��for our categorial-

progression model, if it is to fulfill Hegel’s ‘FFeeaattuurree ��§§����’, would have to be the next more -- the tthhiirrdd more, more than 

the ffiirrsstt �� the sseeccoonndd -- ‘thought-concrete’, ‘thought-complex’, ffeeaattuurreess-rriicchh ‘category-symbol’ in our progression so far.  

It would have to eexxpplliicciittllyy presuppose �� convey more than does either the 
""
        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                "", or the 

##
        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ##, ‘category-symbol’.  

We can see, semantically, already, partly, that this feature is fulfilled, by mere inspection of these ��sstt  ‘category-symbols’.   

We can see that 
##

, aass
""""

, eexxplicitly involves��“contains” 
""
, while also being different from, �� ‘‘‘more 

than’’’, 
""
 -- that is, while also invoking qqualitative ffeeaattuurreess in addition to��beyond what is invoked by 

""
.  

Whereas 
""
 invokes itself -- iittss own stipulated qqualit(y)(ies) -- aalloonnee. 

Likewise, ‘category-symbol’ 
##""

                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
))
                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                )) explicitly involves��“contains”, and invokes, the qqualities of 

both 
""
        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                "" and 

##
        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ##, ccoommbbiinneedd.  E.g., note that 

##
  

##""
  

""
.   

‘Category-symbol’ 
##""

 signifies something qqualitatively different from��‘ssuupppplleemmeennttaarriillyy opposite’ to ‘category-

symbol’ 
""
, in that iitt also «aauuffhheebbeenn»-‘‘‘contains’’’ ‘category-symbol’ 

##
.  ‘Category-symbol’ 

##""
 also signifies 

something qqualitatively different from��‘ssuupppplleemmeennttaarriillyy opposite’ to ‘category-symbol’ 
##

, in that iitt also «aauuffhheebbeenn»-

‘‘‘contains’’’ ‘category-symbol’ ‘
""
’. 

We can see, syntactically, that ‘FFeeaattuurree ��§§����’ is fulfilled, via the following rendering -- 

""


������

����

""

        
""""

        
""""""

�� ����
��



����
������

��
�� ����

������
�� ����

����������
����
������

��
�� ����

��
�� ����



-- although this rendering loses, or puts out of direct sight, the [solved] semantics of the meanings of categories 

##
 and 

##""
, i.e., the meanings of the ddoouubbllee and the ttrriippllee ‘‘‘self-iinnvolution’’’�� of ‘

""
’ in 

""""
 and in 

""""""
.   

Nevertheless, by this rendering, we see directly that 
""

iinnvolves the mnemonic epithet��subscript ‘
""
’ ssiinnggllyy, 

whereas 
""""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
##

                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                ## iinnvolves ‘
""
’ ddoouubbllyy, and 

""""""
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

##""
                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

))
                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                )) iinnvolves ‘

""
’ ttrriippllyy.   

Multiple, side-by-side, apparently merely “additive” occurrences of a subscripted epithet, like ‘
""
’, in our

categorial-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall algebra, are nnoott redundancies or pleonasms.   

On the contrary, in repeated-subscripts-only ‘category-symbols’, the number of repetitions of the repeat 

subscript signifies the degree of ‘‘‘self-iinnvolution’’’, or of ‘‘‘self-re-entry’’’��, of the units of the category 

represented by the repeated-subscript ‘category-symbol’.   

Typically, each ddoouubbllee-subscript signifies an additional increment of the «aauuffhheebbeenn» ‘[self-]meta-unit-izations’ 

that constitute the higher units of the category described via such a repeated-subscript-only ‘category-symbol’. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

��[As we can see in, e.g., 
""

��
��

����≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

""

������≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

""

        

""""

        

""""""

        

""""""""

  ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
""

        

##

        

##""

        

''

, such ‘ddyyaaddiicc Seldon Function’ categorial progression  

 representations develop as an «aarrcchhéé» ‘category-symbol’, plus a series of ‘category-symbols’ that are ‘‘‘self-iinnvolutions’’’ of that «aarrcchhéé» ‘category-symbol’ [e.g.,  

""""
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

##

, ��  
""""""""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
####

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
''

], ‘inter[op]posed’ by intervening mutual ‘iinntteerrvolutions’ among the ‘category-symbols’ for the different degrees of  

 ‘‘‘self-iinnvolution’’’ so far extant among the ‘category-symbols’ so far generated [e.g., 
""""��""��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
##""

, or 
""��""""��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
""##

.]. 

��[For more about the concept of ‘‘‘self-re-entry’’’, see Francisco J. Varela, Principles of Biological Autonomy, NY:  Elsevier North Holland, ��������, pp. ������-��		��.]. 
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FFeeaattuurree ��§§����.  Does Our EExxaammppllee IInnssttaannccee Capture Hegel’s FFiifftthh FFeeaattuurree of GGeenneerriicc DDiiaalleeccttiicc: ‘‘‘EEvvoolluutteenneessss’’’??  
Hegel’s next specification, per our partitioning, in the cited passage, regarding his ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ for ddiiaalleeccttiicc, is what we 

term his assertion of the ‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’, as opposed to the ‘‘‘ccoonnvvoolluutteenneessss’’’ [and also as opposed to the 

‘ccoovvoolluutteenneessss’] of ddiiaalleeccttiicc.  For more about this ‘‘‘ccoonnvvoolluutteenneessss’’’��‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’��‘ccoovvoolluutteenneessss’ ddiiaalleeccttiicc, see --    

hhttttpp::////wwwwww..ddiiaalleeccttiiccss..oorrgg//ddiiaalleeccttiiccss//GGlloossssaarryy__ffiilleess//GGlloossssaarryy,,TThhee__DDiiaalleeccttiicc__ooff__tthhee__''VVoolluutteenneessss''__ooff__DDiiaalleeccttiiccaall__PPrrooggrreessssiioonnss__iinn__GGeenneerraall,,0077FFEEBB22001144__22..jjppgg

A “convolute” sea shell, for example, is one which, in the course of its, primarily “radial”, self-growth, overlays 

preceding whorls with successor whorls, so that the latest whorl��layer covers-up, and hides from [horizontal] 

view, all of its predecessor whorls��layers.  An “evolute” sea shell is one in which shell growth is “vertical” as 

well as “radial”, so that all predecessor whorls remain in [“horizontal”] view with, and despite, the growth of 

new, successor whorls, i.e., because of the “vertical” aspect of their growth. 

A ‘‘‘ccoonnvvoolluuttee’’’ algebraical representation of categorial ddiiaalleeccttiiccss, in terms of our example here, of Marx’s 

ssyynnchronic, systematic, presentational ddiiaalleeccttiicc of Capital, would proceed, or ‘‘‘grow’’’, as follows -- 

"" ## )) .. .. .. .

That is, a ‘‘‘ccoonnvvoolluuttee’’’ representation would present that ddiiaalleeccttiicc as a sseeqquueennccee [‘ ’] of ssiinnggllee categories 

of progressively increasing complexity��‘thought-concreteness’��“determinateness”, as we have seen, but with 

each successor category replacing and, as it were, ‘‘‘disappearing’’’ (all of) its predecessor category(ies).   

Such a representation would suggest that the pphheennoommeennaa of CCoommmmooddiittiieess lose all relevance for uuss, and all 

independent existence for uuss, once wwee ‘‘‘uplift’’’ oouurr attentions, ‘‘‘up’’’ to the pphheennoommeennaa of MMoonniieess, and that 

the pphheennoommeennaa of MMoonniieess, in turn, also lose all relevance for uuss, and all independent existence for uuss, once wwee

‘‘‘uplift’’’ oouurr attentions, ‘‘‘up’’’ to the pphheennoommeennaa of the MMoonniieess-mediated ccii))ccuullaattiioonnss of CCoommmmooddiittiieess. 

On the contrary, per the rules of our rules-system for algebraic, categorial ddiiaalleeccttiicc, the generic ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categorial 

progression is, except for the sequence ssttaarrtteerr, the generic «aarrcchhéé»-category, 
��
, a sequence ooff [nnoonn-amalgamative]

ssuummss, that is, a sequence ooff sseerriieess.  Expressed in terms of our specific example &&��, that sequence of series is --  

""
��

""
��

""

����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

""

��

""

��

""


������
����

""
�������� ����������

""
�� ����

##
������ ������������

""
�� ����

##
�     �

##""�

����

-- in which ‘ ’ means the same as ‘ ’, but de-emphasizing the oppositional [‘ ’] aspects of these sums, or 

superpositions, of qqualities. 

Our reviews of subtexts common to many recent discourses addressing, e.g., Marxian ddiiaalleeccttiicc, indicate 

strongly to us that a ‘‘‘ccoonnvvoolluuttee’’’ sequence of categories is what mmaannyy subliminally expect from ddiiaalleeccttiicc. 

But an ‘‘‘eevvoolluuttee’’’ progression of series -- a ‘‘‘sequence of series’’’ -- is what Hegel prescribes. 

Recall that Hegel, in ��§§����, described what we term the ‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’ ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, as follows --  

‘‘‘We are always carrying everything that went before along with ourselves into what is new... .’’’  

This corresponds precisely to 
""
���� ������

""
�� ��

##
���� ��������

""
�� ��

##
� �

##""
......, but nnoott to 

""
�� ����

##
�� ����

##""
......, 

i.e., nnoott to "" ## )) ...... . 

The ‘priorly’ evoked, ‘priorly’ ‘eexxplicitized’ categor(y)(ies) (is)(are) nnoott erased, nnoorr forgotten, as a result of the 

‘laterly’ evoked ‘eexxplicitizations’ of their supplementary successor categor(y)(ies).  The former remain possible.   
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(Those)(That) prior categor(ies)(y) should still be there, still present, and, standardly, for us, are still there, and are also 

arrayed in the order of their [rising] ‘thought-complexity’��determinateness, which is also the order in which they evoke.   

In the generic, undergirding arithmetic of our
��
QQ ideography for ddiiaalleeccttiicc, this is mirrored, vestigially.   

It is mirrored by the magnitudes of the ordinal-number, “��atural” number subscripts of the “uunninterpreted” 

‘meta-numbers’ that correspond, generically, to the algebra’s specific, iinntteerrpprreetteedd, ‘category-symbols’ -- 

"" ��
����

��
����         �� ��

""
��

##
���� ����

��
��
��

��
        �� ��

""
��

##
�

##""
    

��
�� ��

��
�� ��


.
����

FFeeaattuurree ��§§		��.  Does Our EExxaammppllee IInnssttaannccee Capture Hegel’s SSiixxtthh FFeeaattuurree of GGeenneerriicc DDiiaalleeccttiicc: ‘‘‘SSuuppeerrsseessssiioonn’’’??

This latter Hegelian prescription about ddiiaalleeccttiicc also dovetails with Hegel’s final eexxplicit prescription in the 

quoted passage -- prescription ��§§		��, per our partitioning thereof:  ‘“Whereas, in what preceded, each 

momentarily immediate determination passed as ultimate, it is now demoted into being only a moment”’. 

Thus, in step �� of our presentation of Marx’s Capitals-theory, the ‘category-symbol’ 
""

��
��

����
����

""

��

��
��
���� ""

, denoting the 

CCoommmmooddiittiieess category, is our oonnllyy, hence, for that step, our stepwise iimmmmeeddiiaattee, and mmoommeennttaarriillyy uullttiimmaattee, ��tep ((���� ��

uullttiimmaattee, category for describing��defining��explaining the totality of oouurr Capitals-System eexxppeerriieenncceess. 

But oouurr mmiinnddss’ reflection, of and with category 
""
, upon itself, as modeled by 

""

��
��

����
����

""

��

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""

���� ������
""����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������

"" "" ������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" ""

, revealed the iinnaaddeeqquuaaccyy, for our task, that of fully describing��defining��explaining oouurr

eexxppeerriieenncceess of the Capitals-System in tthheeiirr totality, of the category CCoommmmooddiittiieess, 
""
, by itself.  That ‘‘‘self-reflexion’’’ 

revealed the ‘nnoonn-uullttiimmaattiicciittyy’ of category 
""
 for that task, by, in, and as ��tep ((���� ��, for ‘mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss»’ ��.   

That immanent or sseellff-critique of category 
""
, denoted by 

"" "" ������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" ""

, called to mmiinndd an 

additional category, a ��nndd, supplementary, ‘ccoouunntteerr-[eexxaammppllee ]ccaatteeggoorryy’, namely the MMoonniieess category, 
##

 --   

""

��

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ""

���� ������
""����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ "" "" ������

��
������ ""

        
""""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
""�� �� ##

.   

This sseeccoonndd category, of MMoonniieess, in step ��, ddeemmootteedd the CCoommmmooddiittiieess category from iittss thus former status as 

being the “ultimate” category of this description��definition��explanation of the Capitals-System, that iitt held in 

step ��.  This eexxplicit appearance of ‘category-symbol’ 
##

 in presentation-step �� represents, already, the 

[ccooggnniittiivvee] ‘‘‘ffoorrmmaall ssuubbssuummppttiioonn’’’ [cf. Marx] of category 
""
 by category 

##
.   

This new, sseeccoonndd category, of MMoonniieess, itself thus then became the -- “momentarily” -- “ultimate” category of 

our model of Marx’s Capitals-Theory, the step �� “ultimate”. 

That is, the MMoonniieess category, 
""""

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        
##

, became, for step ��, our new “vanguard” category, our new leading,  

‘[meta-]meristemal’ category, “demoting” category 
""
 from that status. 

Further rreefflleeccttiioonn will, typically, again reveal ‘nnoonn-ultimaticity’ -- this time, the ‘nnoonn-ultimaticity’, for the 

Capitals-System, of the category of MMoonniieess, 
##

.   
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That is, oouurr mmiinnddss’ reflexion, upon iittsseellff, of, and, thereby, the sseellff-critique of, 
""�� �� ##    

, regarding iittss iimmplicit 

claim to fully describe��define��explain oouurr eexxppeerriieenncceess ooff the Capitals-System, reveals iittss iinnaaddeeqquuaaccyy, iittss iinnssuuffffiicciieennccyy, 

and iittss iinnccoommpplleetteenneessss for that task.  IItt is ssoo because of the categories inherent in oouurr “chaotic”, ‘pre-theorized’, and raw, 

‘uunnsystematized’, or not-yet-systematized, eexxppeerriieenncceess of the Capitals-System that iitt still leaves out of ‘eexxplicitude’.   

In particular, the “next-up” category that 
""�� �� ##    

 leaves out is the category 
##""

, of what we term ‘The 

##oonniieess-mediated ccii))ccuullaattiioonnss of ""oommmmooddiittiieess’, which we can also evoke via 
""



�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

""
�� ��

##
� �

##""
. 

The categories-superposition 
""�� �� ##�� �� ##""�

 represents an improved categories-theory of the Capitals-

System, an improved theory of what the Capitals-system is “made of”, covering more of that system’s key, defining 

pphheennoommeennaa than did either 
""

 or 
""�� �� ##    

.  That ‘‘‘sum’’’ represents a kind of ‘meta-anatomy’ and 

‘meta-physiology’ of that ssoocciiaall ‘meta-organism’, inventorying its “parts” ["", ##] together with their processes [))]. 

In this improved categories-theory of the ‘Capitals-System’, 
""�� �� ##�� �� ##""�

, the category 
##""

, is the 

[“momentarily”] “immediate” and “ultimate” one, the most advanced, most complex, most “determinate”, or most 

‘determinations-rich’, category, superseding and ‘‘‘surmounting’’’ iittss immediate predecessor category, 
##

 [as well as the 

still-earlier-evoked category, 
""
], and thus demoting iitt from iittss formerly “ultimate” status, and from iittss, therefore now 

former, “vanguard”, or ‘meta-meristemal’, role.  

FFeeaattuurree ��§§����.  Does Our EExxaammppllee IInnssttaannccee Capture a SSeevveenntthh FFeeaattuurree of Hegelian GGeenneerriicc DDiiaalleeccttiicc: ‘UUnnii-AArrcchhééoonniicciittyy’??

Hegel does nnoott eexxplicitly describe this ffeeaattuurree, in the quoted passage, but he does do so elsewhere [see Part ���� hereof].   

We find this ffeeaattuurree to be one of the most remarkable and important aspects of ‘Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ for ddiiaalleeccttiicc’:  this 

ffeeaattuurree that we call ‘uni-archéonicity’. 

In an historical, diachronic sense, the biological “tree of life” of planet Earth, for instance, may have grown from units of 

what we would assign to a single category, composed of a single kind of living organism, one that selects for, e.g., the 

“Levo”-rotated versions of its organic biological molecules, as opposed to their “Dextro”-rotated versions.  

Hegel’s ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categorial progressions, though typically of the synchronic, systematic, classificatory kind --focused 

on the pprreesseenntt content of the [then-known] ccoossmmooss as a wwhhoollee, or of a uunniivveerrssee of discourse contained within that present 

ttoottaall ccoossmmooss -- also “stem” from a ssiinnggllee “stem”, from a ssiinnggllee category or kind.   

Vast and ramified systems of, e.g., hundreds of interconnected categories may eventually be evoked, step-by-step, in 

Hegel’s categorial progressions. 

But all of these many categories “sprout” from a ssiinnggllee ssttaarrttiinngg, or «aarrcchhéé», category; from a ssiinnggllee, uunniified concept, 

comprehending but a ssiinnggllee kind of things. 

In our ffiirrsstt example, of the tthhrreeee
""
-subsequent categories that we have identified so far -- 

##
, 

##""
, and 

''
 -- all of 

them are evoked from out of, and constituted by, oouurr reflection upon, �� oouurr immanent critique within, the ffiirrsstt, ssiinnggllee, 

«aarrcchhéé», oorriiggiinn category, that of 
""
, of CCoommmmooddiittiieess, or upon later-presented categories that «aauuffhheebbeenn»-‘‘‘contain’’’ 

iitt.  These tthhrreeee are revealed as being iimmplicit in, and presupposed by, the existence of the mmooddeerrnn commodity kind of 

ssoocciiaall oobbjjeecctt, and kind of “ssoocciiaall rreellaattiioonn ooff pprroodduuccttiioonn” [cf. Marx], iittsseellff -- the “commodity-rreellaattiioonn” [cf. Marx] -- within 

mmooddeerrnn, capital-centered society. 
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Example �� of :  The DDiiaalleeccttiicc of the Contemporary Terrestrial ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiology ��omain.  Most of our so-far published 

expositions of ‘TThhee [UUnniiffiieedd] DDiiaalleeccttiicc [NB:  ssiinngguullaarr] ooff NNaattuurree’, have been expositions of our ‘DDiiaalleeccttiiccaall “TThheeoorryy ooff

EEvveerryytthhiinngg” [MMeettaa-]EEqquuaattiioonn’, in the context of ‘ddiiaachronic ddiiaalleeccttiicc’, or ‘‘‘HHiissttoorriiccaall DDiiaalleeccttiicc’’’, the sseeccoonndd ssppeecciieess

of ‘DDiiaalleeccttiicc-iinn-ggeenneerraall’ in our ‘DDiiaalleeccttiicc ooff tthhee DDiiaalleeccttiicc IIttsseellff’ [‘ssyynncchhrroonniicc or “ssyysstteemmaattiicc” ddiiaalleeccttiicc’ is iittss ffiirrsstt ssppeecciieess].   

That is, these expositions have been narrated solutions to our ‘nnaattuurraall hhiissttoorryy aass ttoottaall hhiissttoorryy mmeettaa-eeqquuaattiioonn’ -- 

ττττττττ

∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀

                ����� ��∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀        

��
ττττττττ

                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡����� ��∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀                                
.. .. ..     ��

∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀

        
.. .. .. , all for ‘‘‘locus’’’, or ‘‘‘venue’’’, ‘ ’$$

            
-- for epoch ττττττττ�������� or ��.  This eeqquuaattiioonn, we hasten to note, is nnoott quite yet, historically-ontologically, altogether truly an 

‘eevveerryytthhiinngg eeqquuaattiioonn’, covering all ��umanity-known ontology.  IItt is nnoott, in part, in that iitt does nnoott yyeett encompass 

whatever, in fact, “DDaarrkk EEnneerrggyy” �� “DDaarrkk MMaatttteerr” will turn out to be.  In this ‘[mmeettaa-]eeqquuaattiioonn’, the symbol for the 

«aarrcchhéé» ontological category, ‘ ��
∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀
’, stands for the ‘cosmo-ontological category’��«aarriitthhmmooss» of the ‘pre-��sub-��uclear 

“particle” «mmoonnaaddss»’, i.e., for the “nnoonn-composite” bosons �� fermions, e.g., for “qquuaarrkkss” �� “gglluuoonnss”.  The symbol 

‘ ��
∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀’ stands for a [‘predictedly’] ‘cosmo-ontological category’ of ��umanity.  Both inhere in ‘��omain eevveerryytthhiinngg’, ������ ∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀.  

However, for our sseeccoonndd example herein, given this essay’s focus on Hegel’s ssyysstteemmaattiicc ddiiaalleeccttiicc for the pprreesseennttation of 

ssyynnchronically-pprreesseenntt, ccoonntteemmppoorraanneeoouuss ttoottaalliittiieess, we will do otherwise.  We will solve [‘ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’], as distinct from the 

‘hhiissttoorryy-model kind of meta-equation’, such as that of our ‘eevveerryytthhiinngg eeqquuaattiioonn’, a ‘meta-equation meta-model’ for a 

multi-step pprreesseennttation of ontological content of our pprreesseenntt ccoossmmooss.  For brevity, this ‘meta-model’ will address only the 

ssyynnchronic excerpt that is oouurr pprreesseenntt ccoossmmooss, confined to the ‘ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological’ part of that pprreesseenntt content oonnllyy.  This sseeccoonndd

�� ssyynnchronic ‘meta-model’ is expressed by the ffoouurr-��tep ‘[terrestrial] ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiology meta-equation’ presentation-solution 

[‘ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’], for ‘ssuubb-uuniverse’, i.e., for ��omain, ������ ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ, inside uuniverse[-of-discourse] uu �� ∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀, also ‘‘‘inside’’’ ‘locus ’�-- 

((

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        ����� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
((

:

-- for ��tep ����������:  
��

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        ����� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
��

                    �������� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
                        ��������� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

; «aarrcchhéé» reaffirmation;            

-- for ��tep ����������:  
��

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        ����� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
��

                    �������� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
                        ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡���� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                        ++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
;             

-- for ��tep ����������:  
��

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        ����� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
��

                        ≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈������ **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
                            ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡��� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                                ++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

        

��
             

�� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� ���������������������������������� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡���� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                                ++
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                
++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                        ,,
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
; 

-- for ��tep ��������:  


ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                    ����� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��


                        ≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈������ **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
                            ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������

�� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� �� ����� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                                ++
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                
++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                        ,,
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

        

��
                    ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡���

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[Of the two ‘dialectical diacritical marks’, of general form ‘ ’, in ‘ ’, the nn == ‘11’ signifies ‘Taxonomy Level nnumber 11’, the level of highest generality in F.E.D.’s  

  ‘Encyclopedia Dialectica [E.D.] Universal Taxonomy’, �� the uu == ‘∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀’ signifies the “everything”, “ΑΑΑΑΑΑΑΑll things”, or “ΑΑΑΑΑΑΑΑll” uuniverse of discourse, via an inverted ‘ΑΑΑΑΑΑΑΑ’.   

 For more regarding this ‘‘‘DDiiaalleeccttiicc ooff NNaattuurree’’’ ‘mmeettaa-eeqquuaattiioonn’, see our main treatise:  F.E.D., A Dialectical Theory of Everything:  Meta-Genealogies of Our  

Universe and of Its Sub-Universes -- A Graphical Manifesto, in �� volumes.  Volumes �� and �� are in print as of this writing.]
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    **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                                ++
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                
++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                        ,,
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                
,,**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                                                
,,++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                                                
,,++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                        ��������
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

-- wherein we solve [‘ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡’], as follows, for individual terms contained in the qqualitative superposition��‘cumulum’ expressed above:  

��
    

**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������
**ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������

“**rokaryotic” or ‘**re-eukaryotic’, ‘nucleus-less’ living cells; ggiivveenn [stipulated «aarrcchhéé»];
        

��
    

****

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������
++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������

‘cceellllss ooff cceellllss’, “++ukaryotic” ‘mmeettaa-cceellllss’, eeaacchh oonnee made up out of a heterogeneous  

                 multiplicity of “**rokaryotic” cceellllss, reconfugured as oorrggaanneelllleess [e.g., mmiittoocchhoonnddrriiaa; cchhlloorrooppllaassttss].   

              ‘‘‘Auto-catalytic’’’ [sseellff-]conversion of ** into ++, induced by ** --..((++//00;

        
    

++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

aass
        ++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert “**rokaryotic” cceellllss [in]to “++ukaryotic” cceellllss,  

                catalyzed by “++ukaryotic” cceellllss, e.g., “eating” of “**rokaryotic” cceellllss by “++ukaryotic” cceellllss;  

                aass
        **++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert “++ukaryotic” cceellllss [in]to “**rokaryotic” cceellllss,  

                catalyzed by “**rokaryotic” cceellllss, e.g., “eating” of “++ukaryotic” cceellllss by “**rokaryotic” cceellllss  

                [e.g., bbaacctteerriiaall predation of single cceellllss; **rrookkaarryyoottiicc VVaammppiirroovviibbrriioo cchhlloorreellllaavvoorruuss predation of ++uukkaarryyoottiicc CChhlloorreellllaa vvuullggaarriiss];

��
    

++++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

��������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������
,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����
‘oorrggaanniissmmss ooff oorrggaanniissmmss’, “mmeettaa-++ukaryotic” ‘mmeettaa-oorrggaanniissmmss’, eeaacchh oonnee made up  

                     out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of “++uukkaarryyoottiicc” oorrggaanniissmmss, i.e., ‘‘‘mmuullttii-cceelllluullaarr’’’  

                     ppllaanntt and aanniimmaall oorrggaanniissmmss [mmeettaapphhyyttaa; mmeettaazzooaa]; ‘[mmeettaa-]eeuukkaarryyootteess [mmaaddee uupp oouutt] ooff  

                ++uukkaarryyootteess’; ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’, or ‘mmeettaa-kkaarryyoottaa’.  [SSeellff-]conversion of ++ into ,,, induced by ++; 

��
    

,,**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                ����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

aass
        ,,**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert “**rokaryotic” cceellllss [in]to ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’,  

               catalyzed by ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’, e.g., “eating” of “**rokaryotic” cceellllss by ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’;  

              aass
        **,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’ [in]to “**rokaryotic” cceellllss,  

               catalyzed by “**rokaryotic” cceellllss, e.g., “eating” of the flesh of ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’ by “**rokaryotes”  

               [e.g., bbaacctteerriiaall “eating” of mmuullttiicceelllluullaarr bbooddiieess, viz., by “toxic cold”, with “yellow mucus”; bbaacctteerriiaall consumption of ssiinnuuss ttiissssuuee];

        		
    

,,++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                                
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

aass
        ,,++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert “++ukaryotic” cceellllss [in]to ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’,  

               catalyzed by ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’, e.g., “eating” of “++ukaryotic” cceellllss by ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’;  

               aass
        ++,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’ [in]to “++ukaryotic” cceellllss,  

               catalyzed by “++ukaryotic” cceellllss, e.g., “eating” of the flesh of ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’ by “++ukaryotes”  

               [e.g., yyeeaasstt cceellllss’ predation of mmuullttiicceelllluullaarr bbooddiieess, by yyeeaasstt infections; “++ukaryote” consumption of, e.g., ��uman bbllaaddddeerr ttiissssuuee];

        ��
    

,,++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����
aass

        ,,++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert

++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
 formations [in]to ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’, ‘

,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
’,  

               catalyzed by ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’; aass
        ++**,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, processes which subsume or convert ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottaa’, ‘

,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
’,

               [in]to
++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
 formations [other permutations, e.g.,

        ,,**++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, ��

        **++,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, may be solved via similar principles];
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        ��
    

,,,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

��������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������

��������
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
�� ��

‘oorrggaanniissmmss ooff oorrggaanniissmmss’, “mmeettaa-mmeettaa-++uukkaarryyoottiicc” ‘mmeettaa-oorrggaanniissmmss’, eeaacchh oonnee  

                made up out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of ‘mmeettaa-,,iioottiicc’ oorrggaanniissmmss, i.e., ssoocciieettiieess  

                  of mmeettaazzooaa or of mmeettaapphhyyttaa, e.g. ssoocciiaa���������aanniimmaa��������ss; aanniimmaa����������ssoocciieettiieess [e.g., mmeeeerrkkaattss].   

                 Auto-catalytic [sseellff-]conversion of ,, into ��������, induced by ,, --..((++//00. 

This presentation$$ first calls presentees’ attentions to focus on the simplest �� earliest-extant category of life presently 

known to have units that are still extant -- the “**rokaryotic” lliivviinngg cceellllss -- including “free living” bbaacctteerriiaa �� aarrcchhaaeeaa, 

e.g., those that are part of the ��uman body, including of --..(( “microbiome”, plus those that are presently incorporated in 

higher, “++ukaryotic” units, reconfigured into the form of “oorrggaanneelllleess”, e.g., mmiittoocchhoonnddrriiaa, cchhlloorrooppllaassttss, etc. 

It then raises presentees’ attentions to a higher scale, by noting that some of these, ffoorrmmeerrllyy “free living”, “**rokaryotes”, 

�� especially the “oorrggaanneellllee” reconfigurations thereof, are presently, simultaneously incorporated, nneexxtt lleevveell uupp, in and aass

“++ukaryotic” lliivviinngg cceellllss.  Some of tthheessee are, in turn, already, presently included in ssttiillll hhiigghheerr lleevveellss��ssccaalleess of present, 

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological organization. The “++ukaryotic” lliivviinngg cceellllss represent the ‘ffiirrsstt self-iinnvolution’ of “**rokaryotic” lliivviinngg cceellllss.  

This presentation next points out that local units, and local populations, of the “++ukaryotic” and “**rokaryotic” ontological 

categories also exist, presently, in various ccoommbbiinneedd, ‘‘‘hhyybbrriidd’’’, parasitic��predatory and��or symbiotic ccoommbbiinnaattiioonnss. 

Then, attention is directed further ‘‘‘upwards’’’ in ‘qualo-fractal’ scale, to the ‘sseeccoonndd self-iinnvolution’ of  “**rokaryotic” 

lliivviinngg cceellllss, which is also the ‘ffiirrsstt self-iinnvolution’ of “++ukaryotic” lliivviinngg cceellllss, namely, to the presently existing level of 

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological organization of “metaphyta” �� “metazoa”, also known as that of the “multi-[++ukaryotic-]cellular organisms”.  It 

is pointed out that many of the presently existing “++ukaryotic” oorrggaanniissmmss, which also contain “**rokaryotic” oorrggaanniissmmss, 

e.g., in the form of some of their oorrggaanneelllleess, also presently exist inside [nearly] all “multi-cellular” plant �� animal “higher 

organisms”, which we reference, collectively, as the ‘meta-,,iota’, whether “meta-phyta” or “meta-zoa”.  It is then further 

called to attention that local units, and local populations, of the ‘meta-,,iota’ may also presently exist in various “hybrid”,

e.g., parasitic��predatory and��or symbiotic, ccoommbbiinnaattiioonnss wwiitthh “++ukaryotes”, and, separately, wwiitthh “**rokaryotes”, as well 

as ‘nnoonn-separately’ -- together -- with the existing, ‘‘‘hhyybbrriidd’’’ ccoommbbiinnaattiioonnss of “++ukaryotes” aanndd��wwiitthh “**rokaryotes”.  

Next, and ffiinnaallllyy, for the purposes of this presentation, i.e., for this ‘presentation-model’, or ‘presentation-equation’, the 

attentions of presentees are directed to the top ‘qualo-fractal’ scale of this �� �� ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ ��omain’s ‘qualo-fractal tower’.  It is 

directed to the ‘tthhiirrdd self-iinnvolution’ of the “**rokarya”, which is also the ‘sseeccoonndd self-iinnvolution’ of the “++ukarya” or 

“++ukaryota”, and the ‘ffiirrsstt self-iinnvolution’ of the ‘meta-,,iota’:  to ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological socia��������ity.  It is noted that many of the 

presently existing individual ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological bodies that we call ‘meta-,,iota’ are nnoott ‘“free living”’, “solitary”, aasocial 

organisms, but also presently inhere, e.g., in anima�������� socia��������ities, viz., wwoollvveess [ddooggss], hhoorrsseess, ccaattttllee, mmeeeerrkkaattss, etc., etc. 

Thus, ssyynnchronic, systematic-dialectical presentation is a cognitive climbing of a nested, ‘qualo-fractal’ ladder, or scale. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[Given the purposes of this essay, we have simplified this ‘mmeettaa-mmooddeell’ by means of a major omission.  This omission also makes this presentational, ssyynnchronic,  
‘ssyysstteemmaattiicc-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall mmeettaa-mmooddeell’ more aligned with our ddiiaachronic ‘eevveerryytthhiinngg eeqquuaattiioonn mmeettaa-mmooddeell’ for the context of hhiissttoorriiccaall ddiiaalleeccttiicc.  More specifically,  

 there is a level of ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological organization that we encounter ssyynnchronically, and ssyysstteemmaattiiccaallllyy, that does nnoott form part of the hhiissttoorriiccaall, ddiiaachronic progression of 

 taxonomy level �� ontological categories, to the extent that free living “oorrggaannss”, later coalescing to form the bodies of multi-cellular, ‘meta-,,iotic’ oorrggaanniissmmss, are nnoott

 encountered in the nnaattuurraall-hhiissttoorriiccaall record.  Thus, a more apt ssyysstteemmaattiicc-ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall, presentational-mmooddeell of the contemporary Terran ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological ��omain would 

 solve for 
++++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
 as ..

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, standing for the ontological category of the major “oorrggaannss”, or “..iissssuueess”, found within the bodies of multicellular, ‘meta-,,iotic’, 

 organisms, instead of solving as above:  
++++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
��
,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
.  Our presentation of the ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological ��omain would then be represented by the ssiixxtteeeenn-term 

 ‘physio-ontological categorial cumulum’ -- 
  

��

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

��� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        

��
��

�� **ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                    ++
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                    
++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                    ..
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                    
..**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            
..++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        
..++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            ,,
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            

                                                    ,,**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            
,,++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        
,,++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            
,,..

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                    
,,..**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            
,,..++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                        
,,..++**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

                            ��������
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

-- by solving 
....

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����
,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, instead of the eeiigghhtt-term ontological-categorial ‘cumulum’ presented above]. 
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The ‘[sseellff-]ccoommpplleexxiiffiiccaattiioonn’ ffeeaattuurree of this ontological-categorial, ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall, or «aauuffhheebbeenn», progression, for the 

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological ��omain, produced by the physically-literal «aauuffhheebbeenn» ‘‘‘self-iinnvolutions’’’, otherwise also describable as 

‘‘‘self-re-entries’’’$$, of the “**rokaryotes”, and of their higher-degree ‘‘‘iinnvolutes’’’, is quite forcefully evident in this 

‘meta-model’.  Thus, contrast your iinnttuuiittiivvee sense of the ccooggnniittiivvee ccoommpplleexxiittyy of the ccoonncceepptt of a “**rokaryotic” cceellll, vs. 

tthhaatt of a “++ukaryotic” cceellll, made up out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of “**rokaryotic” oorrggaanneelllleess, versus tthhaatt of a 

‘meta-,,iotic’ mmuullttiicceelllluullaarr oorrggaanniissmm, made up out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of “++ukaryotic” cceellllss, vs. tthhaatt of an 

anima�������� ssoocciieettyy, made up out of a heterogeneous multiplicity of ‘meta-,,iotic’ mmuullttiicceelllluullaarr oorrggaanniissmmss.  Higher categories, 

later-evoked, later-presented categories, are more ‘tthhoouugghhtt-ccoommpplleexx’, as their oobbjjeeccttss are more pphhyyssiiccaallllyy ccoommpplleexx, than 

are earlier-evoked, earlier-presented categories -- patently, since the units of the former include��contain units of the latter. 

Likewise, the ‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’ of this ‘meta-model’ can be grasped as a necessary feature of its fitness to reality.  This is so 

when one considers that entities inhering in each of the eeiigghhtt ontological categories of this ‘meta-model’ ccoo-exist in the 

present actuality of [Terran] ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiology.  Typically, they do so both as still “free-living”, independent units, and also as 

contained in higher units.  For example, free-living “**rokaryote” units did nnoott all disappear just because ++ukaryotic units 

arose from tthheemm.  Free-living “++ukaryotes” did nnoott all become extinct just because ‘meta-,,iota’ arose from tthheemm.  Etc.  

UUnniittss of ontological content denoted by eeaarrlliieerr ontological categories are generally «aauuffhheebbeenn» ccoonnsseerrvveedd, �� ddoouubbllyy so, 

both iinnside �� oouuttside the uunniittss of their superseding categories, after llaatteerr ontological categories evoke from out of tthheemm. 

Similarly, wwee sseeee, in oouurr eexxppeerriieennccee of the ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiotic ��omain, that eeuukkaarryyootteess ‘‘‘ssuuppeerrsseeddee’’’, or ssuubbssuummee, pprrookkaarryyootteess, that 

‘mmeettaa-bbiioottaa’ ssuubbssuummee eeuukkaarryyootteess, and that ssoocciiaalliittyy ssuubbssuummeess ‘mmeettaa-bbiioottaa’, e.g., aanniimmaall ssoocciieettiieess subsume mmeettaa-zzooaa. 

All of these vastly diverse forms and scales of life ‘nestedly’ contain, to different degrees of nesting, and are founded 

upon, and “stem” from, a ssiinnggllee sstteemm, with a ssiinnggllee rroooott -- that of “**rokaryotic” lliivviinngg cceellllss.  They all thus instantiate  

the ‘uunnii-aarrcchhééoonniicciittyy’ ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, ssyynnchronic and ddiiaachronic alike.  In terms of the ‘ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒio-taxonomy’ of present, 

contemporary ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒio-systematics, the taxonomy of this ‘‘‘systematic ddiiaalleeccttiicc’’’ operates at the scale of “Empires”.  The 

«aarrcchhéé» ontological category of this ‘meta-model’ corresponds to the “Empire” named the “PPrrookkaarryyaa” or “PPrrookkaarryyoottaa”.  

Its ��nndd ontological category corresponds to [part of] the “Empire” named “EEuukkaarryyaa”, “EEuuccaarryyaa” or “EEuukkaarryyoottaa”, but 

oonnllyy to the uunniicceelllluullaarr “EEuukkaarryyoottaa”.  Much contemporary ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒio-systematics recognizes oonnllyy these ttwwoo “Empires”.  In 

effect, there is an «aauuffhheebbeenn», ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall, ‘qualo-fractal’ classification system, a new ‘ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒio-taxonomy’, iimmplicit in this 

‘meta-model’.  It calls for further division of the present “EEuukkaarryyoottaa Empire” into �� additional “Empires”, for a total  

of  “Empires” within the present “EEuukkaarryyoottaa” taxon.  This system[atics] overall would then consist of �� “Empires”  

[using ‘ ’ to signify ‘ssyynnchronic synonymy’] --    

��
    

**

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������
**ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ�������� ��

  “Empire” ‘PPrrookkaarryyoottiiaaee’ [stipulated «aarrcchhéé» “Empire”, or ‘Sub-Universe’];

��
    

****

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������
++ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ������ ������

 “Empire” ‘11uukkaarryyoottiiaaee’, or ‘MMeettaa-PPrrookkaarryyoottiiaaee’ [uunniicceelllluullaarr eeuukkaarryyootteess oonnllyy]; 

��
    

++++

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������
,,ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                

                        “Empire” ‘MMeettaa-KKaarryyoottiiaaee’, or ‘MMeettaa-,,iioottiiaaee’; 

        ��
    

,,,,

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������

��������ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ                ��
   “Empire” ‘SSoocciiaa��������iiaaee’. 

-- a less arbitrary, less procrustean partitioning, in our view, than lumping all ‘trans-microbials’ into �� class, “EEuukkaarryyaa”.  
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[The ccooggnniittiivveellyy eexxppeerriieenncceedd ‘self-motion’ of the ‘finitary set of all sets’, which is the “eexxtension” of the “iinntension” of the set idea, the eexxtensional or set-theoretical  
   definition of the “set” idea itself, is also a generic ccoonncceeppttuuaall model for such pphhyyssiiccaall processes of ‘self-recurring’ ‘‘‘self-re-entry’’’. If we render such a set-process  

   as including oonnllyy a singleton content, αααααααα, in the «ααααααααrrcchhéé» set for this sets-progression, �� including oonnllyy the “iimmproper subset” in each successive set, in the scope of  

 this ‘‘‘self-re-entry’’’ process, to simplify exposition, we get {{         αααααααα }} → {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}} → {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}, {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}}}} → {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}, {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}}, {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}, {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}}}} }} →......,  

   a ‘self-union’ progression of sets-as-elements:  {{αααααααα}} → {{ αααααααα        }} ∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ {{ {{ αααααααα        }} }} → {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}} ∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ {{ {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}} }} → {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}, {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}} }} ∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ {{ {{        αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}, {{         αααααααα, {{         αααααααα }}}}}} }} →...... .      

   Full rendition of the definitionally self-driven ‘finitary set of all sets self-movement’, for a finite “UUniversal Set”, UU; the set of all nnoonn-set objects of a given UUniverse  

   of discourse, and where ��
XX
 denotes the “power-set”, or “set of all subsets”, of a set XX, is SS

��
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ��

UU

→→→→→→→→   SS
��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ��
UU

∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��
��

UU

→→→→→→→→   SS
��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ��
UU

∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��
��

UU

∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��
��

UU
∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��

��
UU

→→→→→→→→ .. .. .. .   

  The pphhyyssiiccaallllyy-literal ‘‘‘self-re-entry’’’ of, for example, a number of “**rokaryotic” cceellllss, to form a pprroottoo-“++ukaryotic” cceellll, with the incorporated “**rokaryotic” cceellllss  

  destined to become “oorrggaanneelllleess” of  descendant, ffuullllyy-“++ukaryotic” cceellllss -- e.g., mmiittoocchhoonnddrriiaa and cchhlloorrooppllaassttss -- involves the sense that, by ccoommbbiinniinngg together,  

  multiple, heterogeneous “**rokaryotic” cceellllss create a new “inside”, a new ‘internity’, that of the pprroottoo-“++ukaryotic” cceellll, so that, indeed, the “**rokaryotic” cceellllss are  

  “[re-]appearing inside”, or ‘‘‘[re-]entering’’’, tthheemmsseellvveess as that pprroottoo-“++ukaryotic” cceellll, in the very act that creates that nneeww “inside”, of that nneeww kkiinndd of cceellll.  The  

  nneeww “inside”, into which the “**rokaryotes” enter, in which they “appear”, is created aatt tthhee ssaammee ttiimmee as, and bbyy, that very “[re-]entry” and “[re-]appearance”.  This  

  «aauuffhheebbeenn», ddiiaalleeccttiicc pprroocceessss is one of the ssiimmuullttaanneeoouuss sseellff-negation, sseellff-elevation, �� sseellff-conservation of the iinnvolved �� ‘‘‘self-iinnvolving’’’ “**rokaryotes”.].                             
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Note also the interplay of ‘eexxplicitude’ versus ‘iimmplicitude’ is these 
��
QQ ‘meta-models’.  The present ‘meta-model’ is 

eexxplicit for information at the ‘‘‘EEmmppiirree’’’ scale or level, as defined above.  However, all of the vast, ‘‘‘vertical’’’,  

[trans-]Platonian ddiiaalleeccttiicc of the greater detail -- of the greater “determinatenesses” -- at the KKiinnggddoomm, PPhhyylluumm, CCllaassss, 

OOrrddeerr, FFaammiillyy, GGeennuuss, and SSppeecciieess scales, is merely iimmplicit, elided from any ‘eexxplicitude’, in this ‘meta-model’.  Some 

of the later ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall aarriitthhmmeettiiccss evoked in the Seldonian, ssyynnchronic, presentational, systematic ‘ddiiaalleeccttiicc ooff tthhee

ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall aarriitthhmmeettiiccss tthheemmsseellvveess’ have capacity to eexxplicitly represent detailed taxonomic content at all eeiigghhtt of these 

classificatory levels concurrently.  In the ‘“slow”’ version of that presentational ddiiaalleeccttiicc, the ��,������th axioms-system, 

‘
���������

    
ΘΘΘΘΘΘΘΘΗΗΗΗΗΗΗΗΖΖΖΖΖΖΖΖΕΕΕΕΕΕΕΕ∆∆∆∆∆∆∆∆ΓΓΓΓΓΓΓΓΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΑΑΑΑΑΑΑΑ

’, has that expressive capacity.  In one ‘“fast”’ version of that ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall presentation, which 

uses the ‘meta-unit-ization product rule’, the nniinntthh ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall aarriitthhmmeettiicc, ‘
��

    
θθθθθθθθηηηηηηηηζζζζζζζζεεεεεεεεδδδδδδδδγγγγγγγγββββββββαααααααα

’, has that capacity.   

In terms of the ‘universal systematics’ iimmplicit in our total, ��omain ������ ∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀, ‘eevveerryytthhiinngg eeqquuaattiioonn mmeettaa-mmooddeell’, no 

longer restricted to the merely ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological systematics of the ��omain ������ ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ ‘mmeettaa-mmooddeell’, presented above, there are 

tteenn ‘‘‘Empires’’’, re-named ‘SSuubb-UUnniivveerrsseess’, such that ‘SSuubb-UUnniivveerrsseess’’ ��, 		, ��, and �� constitute a group of taxa 

conventionally known as the “Vitae”, ��omain ������ ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ, mapping to the ffoouurr ‘‘‘Empires’’’ cited above, and lumping what  

is sometimes termed “nnoonn-cellular lliiffee”, e.g., vviirruusseess, vviirrooiiddss, pprriioonnss, etc., into ‘SSuubb-UUnniivveerrssee’ ‘MMoolleeccuullaarriiaaee’ -- 
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∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀������ ��
  «aarrcchhéé»:  Sub-Universe “QQuuaannttiiaaee” [nnoonn-ccoommppoossiittee bboossoonnss �� ffeerrmmiioonnss]; 
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���� �� ������
Sub-Universe ‘MMeettaa-QQuuaannttiiaaee’�[ccoommppoossiittee bboossoonnss �� ffeerrmmiioonnss:  mmeessoonnss, pprroottoonnss, nneeuuttrroonnss, etc.]; 
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                Sub-Universe ‘AAttoommiiaaee’ [covering the many, “periodic table” ssppeecciieess of “22ttoommiicc” eelleemmeennttss]; 

        ��
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                ��
  Sub-Universe ‘MMoolleeccuullaarriiaaee’, or ‘MMeettaa-AAttoommiiaaee’ [“33oolleeccuulleess”-in-general]; 
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  Sub-Universe “PPrrookkaarryyoottiiaaee”, or ‘MMeettaa-MMoolleeccuullaarriiaaee’; 
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�������� ������
Sub-Universe ‘11uukkaarryyoottiiaaee’, or ‘MMeettaa-PPrrookkaarryyoottiiaaee’ [uunniicceelllluullaarr ++uukkaarryyootteess oonnllyy]; 
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                        Sub-Universe ‘MMeettaa-KKaarryyoottiiaaee’, or ‘MMeettaa-BBiioottiiaaee’ [“mmeettaa-pphhyyttaa” and “mmeettaa-zzooaa”]; 
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  Sub-Universe ‘SSoocciiaa��������iiaaee’; 

        ����		
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                        ��
  Sub-Universe ‘HHuummaanniiaaee’, or ‘MMeettaa-SSoocciiaalliiaaee’’ 
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∀∀∀∀∀∀∀∀

                ��
  Sub-Universe ‘MMeettaa-HHuummaanniiaaee’ [our predicted nneexxtt ‘cosmo-ontology’, for the “eeuucatastrophic” 

versus for the “ddiisscatastrophic” branch of pprreesseenntt-iimmmmaanneenntt ffuuttuurree possibility, based upon ��uummaanniittyy achieving, in “social formation” terms, the status of a unified, 

ddeemmooccrraattiicc, ‘ppllaanneettaarryy ppoolliiss’ form of ‘ppllaanneettiizzeedd ��uummaanniittyy’, later followed by formation of a ‘meta-uunniitt-ary’ ffeeddeerraattiioonn of Earth’s ‘ppllaanneettaarryy ppoolliiss’ uunniitt with tthhoossee of 

other ‘intra-solar-systemic’, nearby, “Terraformed” planets, e.g., Venus �� Mars, �� requiring tthhrreeee new ‘‘‘species’’’ of ‘mmeettaa-hhuummaanniittyy’, only minimally �� fractionally 

pprreesseenntt ttooddaayy, of ������ 55eennoommiiccaallllyy sseellff-rree-eennggiinneeeerreedd ssuuppeerr-hhuummaannss, ������ “aarrttiiffiicciiaallllyy-iinntteelllliiggeenntt” 22nnddrrooiidd rroobboottss, �� ���� 22��55-hhyybbrriidd bbiioonniicc��pprroosstthheettiicc 66yybboorrggss.] 

-- wherein we have standardized on the ‘-iae’ suffix for ‘SSuubb-UUnniivveerrssee’ nomenclature. 

Example  of :  The DDiiaalleeccttiicc of the FFiirrsstt TTrriiaadd of Hegel’s «Logik» -- ‘‘‘Set-Theoretical Interpretation’’’.  It behooves 

us to include at least �� example wherein Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ for ddiiaalleeccttiicc is applied to one of Hegel’s own ddiiaalleeccttiiccss.  

Why not choose, for such an example, the most classic of aallll of Hegel’s ddiiaalleeccttiiccss, the very example that his description 

of his ‘‘‘algorithm’’’, quoted herein, above, was most intended to address, and the very ddiiaalleeccttiicc that forms the ddeeeeppeesstt

ffoouunnddaattiioonn of Hegel’s «Logik» entire, namely, the ‘‘‘BBeeiinngg NNootthhiinngg BBeeccoommiinngg’’’ ddiiaalleeccttiicc that ooppeennss

Hegel’s «Logik» itself??  ‘UUnnii-aarrcchhééoonniicciittyy’ characterizes Hegel’s -- “ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall” -- PPhhiilloossoopphhiiccaall System aass aa wwhhoollee.  

IImmmediate, iinndeterminate, abstract BBeeiinngg is Hegel’s ultimate «aarrcchhéé» category for his System aass aa wwhhoollee.  TThhaatt «aarrcchhéé» 

ccaatteeggoorryy forms the ultimate rroooott category of Hegel’s categorial ddiiaalleeccttiicc for aallll of that which constitutes the [pprreesseenntt] 

‘‘‘Absolute Totality’’’ per Hegel, namely, for Hegel’s oovveerraallll ‘‘‘«LLooggiikk»  «NNaattuurr»  «GGeeiisstt»’’’ ddiiaalleeccttiicc.  
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Thus the category of iimmmediate, iinndeterminate, abstract BBeeiinngg is nnoott just the ssttaarrttiinngg category for Hegel’s ffiirrsstt

progression of categories -- the oonnee that constitutes Hegel’s «LLooggiikk» -- aalloonnee.  

Instead, that ffoouunnddiinngg ddiiaalleeccttiicc, of ‘‘‘BBeeiinngg NNootthhiinngg BBeeccoommiinngg’’’, forms the ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall ffoouunnddaattiioonn for 

Hegel’s PPhhiilloossoopphhiiccaall System eennttiirree, for all of his ‘‘‘«LLooggiikk»  «NNaattuurr»  «GGeeiisstt»’’’ ddiiaalleeccttiicc. 

Therefore, a more central example of Hegelian ddiiaalleeccttiicc -- upon which to test Hegel’s ‘‘‘algorithm’’’, and our

ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall aallggeebbrraa as a model thereof -- we felt, could not be found.   

We see Hegel’s «Logik» as a legitimate, non-mystical, bona fide ddiiaalleeccttiicc, still of potential sscciieennttiiffiicc value, and also of 

‘‘‘ppssyycchhoohhiissttoorriiccaall’’’ value, today, to the extent that -- and oonnllyy to the extent that -- his «Logik» is an attempt to present 

and elucidate the systematic interconnection of the concepts, or categories, that are most fundamental to ��uummaann ccooggnniittiioonn

within the mmooddeerrnn ‘��uummaann pphheennoommee’��«mmeennttaalliittéé», circa �� C.E. to ���������� C.E., and given that some of the categories 

that are fundamental to that mmooddeerrnn ‘��uummaann pphheennoommee’��«mmeennttaalliittéé» had antecedents and homologues in the ‘��uummaann

pphheennoommeess’��«mmeennttaalliittééss» of the aanncciieenntt epochs of ��uummaanniittyy as well [i.e., for the epochs located in the << �� C.E., or B.C.E., history-span].

We do nnoott, however -- as Hegel ‘statedly’ did -- account Hegel’s specific and exact ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categorial 

progression in his «Logik» as being the oonnllyy possible, or even, necessarily, the ooppttiimmaall or bbeesstt, rendition for 

such a systematic exposition of the mmooddeerrnn ‘��uummaann pphheennoommee’, or of the iinntteerrccoonnnneexxiioonn of the ffuunnddaammeennttaall

categories upon which mmooddeerrnn ccooggnniittiioonn and lliinngguuiissttiicc ccoommmmuunniiccaattiioonn depend. 

And, even if we assign ‘  eeiinngg      
77��
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    �� ��

’, �� also solve ‘
77
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77

88
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’, we do 

nnoott hold that Hegel’s particular progression of ‘«77ooggiikk»-al’ categories constitutes the uunniiqquuee solution, the oonnllyy possible 

�� plausible solution, for that ‘ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall mmeettaa-eeqquuaattiioonn’ modeling the ffuullll, ttrraannss-ttrriiaaddiicc, and possibly trans-Hegelian, 

��omain of «77ooggiikk», ��������77 -- 
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Note also that, herein, we will be exploring, and mathematically modeling, this ffoouunnddiinngg Hegelian ddiiaalleeccttiicc, 

that of the ‘‘‘BBeeiinngg NNootthhiinngg BBeeccoommiinngg’’’ ttrriiaaddiicc ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall ccaatteeggoorriiaall pprrooggrreessssiioonn, by way  

of a mmooddeerrnn, “ttoottaalliittyy”-tthheeoorreettiiccaall, i.e., sseett-tthheeoorreettiiccaall, iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn. 

But, here, we should also hasten to add that the ‘‘‘set theory’’’, or ‘‘‘class theory’’’, that we shall be employing, for this 

‘ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall meta-model’, is a nnoonn-Cantorian, or even an ‘‘‘aannttii-Cantorian’’’, set theory, in that we shall invoke only 

ffiinniittaarryy sets, sets of “ffiinniittee cardinality”, i.e., sets “containing” only a ffiinniittee number of “elements”, albeit a vast number.  

In this ‘‘‘set theory’’’, a “totality”, i.e., a sseett, like an «aarriitthhmmooss» for the aanncciieenntt Mediterranean «mmeennttaalliittéé», is, typically, 

both a uunniittyy �� a mmuullttiipplliicciittyy.  Such a sseett is like a ccaatteeggoorryy, which is, per Tony Smith:  “a principle (a universal) for 

unifying a manifold ... (different individuals, or particulars) [HdN:  that] thus articulates a structure with two poles, a pole of 

unity and a pole of differences”$$.  A sseett typically expresses the uunniittyy, the uunniiffyyiinngg qquuaalliittyy, or “iinntteennssiioonn”, shared in 

common by a ggrroouupp of “logical iinnddiivviidduuaallss”, of ‘‘‘uunniittss’’’, or of sseett “eelleemmeennttss”.  IItt does so by means of displaying their 

“eexxtteennssiioonn”.  I.e., iitt does so by iittss constituting the “sseett ooff aallll eelleemmeennttss” that share that given qquuaalliittyy, or “iinntteennssiioonn”.  IItt

does so by being “the sseett of”, or the sseett “containing”, aallll of the eelleemmeennttss exhibiting the qquuaalliittyy��“iinntteennssiioonn” in question.   

So how do we want to express, by means of a sseett, or “totality”, the qquality of [�AAll] present “Being”, the qquality 

common to all presently existing things, the qquality of ‘‘‘Being-in-general’’’, the ggeenneerriicc qquality, shared by all 

things that [presently] “be”??

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

$$[Tony Smith, The Logic of Marx’s Capital:  Replies to Hegelian Criticisms, Albany:  State University of New York Press, ��������, p. ��.].
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What is that “iinntension”, here, e.g., that of the word “being”??  What ssppeecciiffiicc qquality is “intended” by that word??  What 

“eexxtteennssiioonn”, what multiplicity of “eelleemmeennttss”, express that uunniittaarryy “iinntteennssiioonn” set-theoretically, i.e., “eexxtteennssiioonnaallllyy”??

Presumably, that “eexxtteennssiioonn”, that set, must be tthhee sseett ooff aallll tthhiinnggss pprreesseennttllyy eexxiissttiinngg.  It would nnoott be out of place -- nnoott

aatt aallll -- to call this set, or “totality”, “TThhee TOTALITY”!!  Suppose, then, that we mmeennttaallllyy ffoorrmm this sseett, this iiddeeaa-oobbjjeecctt

representing the category of aallll presently existing BBeeiinngg. This will be a vast, but still finite, sseett, that should embrace the 

greatest rreeaall diversity that wwee can iimmaaggiinnee. 

• IItt will have to include, e.g., as one of iittss iimmplicit sub-sets, the sseett of the extant sub-��uclear “particles”, that is, of the  

������oonn-ccoommppoossiittee bboossoonnss aanndd ffeerrmmiioonnss. 

• IItt must include momentaneously extant ((ub-atomic “particles” [ccoommppoossiittee bboossoonnss && ffeerrmmiioonnss:  mmeessoonnss, pprroottoonnss, nneeuuttrroonnss, hhyyppeerroonnss, etc.]. 

• IItt will have to include 22toms, of all of the “22tomic species”, of the “elements” of the “periodic” table, presently extant. 

• IItt will have to include 33olecules -- those of planetary lithospheres, hydrospheres, atmospheres, and biospheres, if any, 

as well as interstellar 33olecules, including those of the “33olecular clouds” of “stellar-nurseries”. 

• IItt will have to include the “**rokaryotic” living cells of planet Earth, and, perhaps, of many other planets too. 

• IItt will have to include the “++ukaryotic” living cells of planet Earth, and, perhaps, of many other planets also. 

• IItt will have to include the ‘‘‘meta-,,iota’’’, the “meta-phyta” and the “meta-zoa” -- the “multicellular” living organisms 

of planet Earth, and, perhaps, of other planets as well. 

• IItt will have to include the ssoocciiaa���������aanniimmaa��������ss, the aanniimmaa����������ssoocciieettiieess, and what we call the ‘ssoocciiaa�������� pp��������aannttss’, of Earth, and, 

perhaps, of other planets, e.g., of other planets beyond oouurr solar system. 

IItt will also have to include present, ��uman[oid]s-led ‘mmeettaa-ssoocciieettiieess’ -- internalizing multiple pp��������aanntt and aanniimmaa�������� mere 

ssoocciieettiieess, mutually incorporating��internalizing, and mmuuttuuaallllyy-domesticating, one another, co-evolving to mutual and  

‘co-amplifying’ Darwinian ‘fitness-symbiosis’ [mutual reproductive rate enhancement], and thereby producing the ‘ssuuppeerr-ssoocciieettyy’

that constitutes contemporary [Terran] ��umanity.  Moreover, the ontological category of ��umanity includes, as “beings”, 

all of the “things” of ��uman “ccuullttuurree”, all of ‘the ��uman pphheennoommee’ -- all of “material culture”, but also including all of 

the “intangible”, shared “mmeennttaall oobbjjeeccttss” of ��uman languages, etc.; of shared iiddeeaass; of “mmeemmeess” in general.  Admitting, 

as “oobbjjeeccttss”, as “bbeeiinnggss”, as “tthhiinnggss” iinn tthheeiirr oowwnn rriigghhtt, those mmeennttaallllyy-ppeerrcceeiivveedd qqualities shared in common among 

every ����or more of the eelleemmeennttss so far evoked, we must include also [the set of] all of tthheeiirr subsets.  That means all of the 

elements of the “power-set”, of this base “UUniversal Set”, call it UU, so far ccoonnssttrruucctteedd��iimmaaggiinneedd, �� iittss ‘self-progression’ 

of ever more ‘‘‘rarefied’’’ qqualities, out to some finite stage of this ‘‘‘rarefaction’’’.  Iteration should go on to that stage of 

‘‘‘rarefaction’’’ whose subtle qqualities are sufficiently ppeerrcceeiivveedd to make a “mmeemmee”; to enter ‘tthhee ��uummaann pphheennoommee’ --  

UU UU ∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��
UU

        UU ∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��
UU

∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��
UU ∪∪∪∪∪∪∪∪ ��

UU

......  

-- those of, namely, the progressively actualized, definitionally self-expanding, but ever-finitary “set of all oobbjjeeccttss”.  Each 

subset represents the qquality shared by all of the members of that subset [some subsets in each ‘self-iteration’ of this “set of all oobbjjeeccttss” will 

be redundant, due in part to the involvement of “the empty set”, which we interpret as a symbol for “the presently real but presently uunnknown”, in many of the subsets].   

This sseett will also have to include all of the presently extant��ppeerrcceeiivveedd ‘‘‘hybrid’’’ ‘ideo-physio-ontological uunniittss’, i.e., 

those ‘‘‘hybrids’’’ or ‘‘‘syntheses’’’ that are combinations from among aallll of the uunniittss or eelleemmeennttss described above. 

So far, many of those eelleemmeennttss of “BBeeiinngg”, described above, have at least oonnee ‘‘‘qquality’’’ in common:  they all iinnvolve, 

at their bbaassee, those sub-��uclear “particles” known as qquuaarrkkss and gglluuoonnss.  But this sseett will have to include, as well, the 

ontological categories of “time” and of “space”, of “Dark Energy” and of “Dark Matter”, which are nnoott, at least nnoott to oouurr

present knowledge, “made of” qquuaarrkkss and gglluuoonnss.  Nominally included as dark matter is the denser-than-neutronium but 

still finite-density “substance” that, we hypothesize, composes the cores of “black holes”, and that we call ‘holonium’.  

This sseett will also have to include among its “elements” the “gravitational waves” that can be generated by coalescences of 

“black holes” of large mass, and by other cosmological processes.  When wwee ccooggnniizzee this mmeennttaallllyy-ccoonnssttrruucctteedd��iimmaaggiinneedd

“sseett of aallll [kinds of] beings”, which we interpret as modeling Hegel’s «aarrcchhéé» category of “BBeeiinngg”, for his ��omain of 

‘99eterminateness’, ��������99 -- ‘
99

  
��≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡��  

99�� �� ��

’ -- wwee are, perhaps, at ffiirrsstt, made breathless by iittss vast, if still finite, 

but apparently hopelessly ‘un-unifiable’, qqualitative diversity [Notational Note:  The ��omain inherence of the BBeeiinngg category, when expressed 

as ‘
99
�

  
’, is indicated by the ‘99’ ‘pprree-superscript’; when expressed as ‘  

99
’, by ‘ppoosstt-subscript’ ‘99’.].   
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This is what wwee ccooggnniizzee when wwee vviieeww the “BBeeiinngg” category from the ssiiddee of iittss “multiplicity”, i.e., from iittss ‘“iinnssiiddee”’, 

iimmaaggiinniinngg what the uunnordered, “chaotic” collection of aallll of these vastly different kinds of eelleemmeennttss might look like.  

That is what wwee sseeee when wwee llooookk “uunnddeerr tthhee hhoooodd” of this sseett’ss oouutteerr ccoonnttaaiinneerr, inside of iittss “bbrraacceess”, inside of iittss

‘“sspphheerree”’, inside of iittss ‘‘‘sspphheerree-iiccaall eenncclloossiinngg bboouunnddaarryy’’’, if you will. 

But what happens when we look at this self-same sseett from the ssiiddee of iittss uunniittyy, from iittss ‘“oouuttssiiddee”’ -- when we sseeee oonnllyy

that oouutteerr ccoonnttaaiinneerr, that ‘‘‘sspphheerree-iiccaall eenncclloossiinngg bboouunnddaarryy’’’, �� try to ddiisscceerrnn, from that vantage, the unifying, the 

‘unit-ifying’ qqualitative character, the ssiinnggllee qquality, shared by aallll of the diversity now hidden within??

Per Hegel, and per this set-theoretical interpretation of his category of “BBeeiinngg”, wwee sseeee nnootthhiinngg eeffffaabbllee, wwee sseeee only an 

“iinntteennssiioonn” so distilled, diluted, rarefied by the vast diversity within the sseett model of Hegel’s “BBeeiinngg”, that there is 

literally nnootthhiinngg wwee can ssaayy about aannyy uni-vocal qquality expressed by this sseett, except “BBeeiinngg”, which thus means nnootthhiinngg

ssppeecciiffiicc.  Thus, this “eevveerryytthhiinngg” sseett represents, vviieewweedd from without, Hegel’s category of BBeeiinngg’s opposite, “NNootthhiinngg”:  

‘
99

    
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                99

88
  ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                9988�� �� ��

’, net result of oouurr immanent critique��reflexion of the category denoted by ‘
99

  
’. 

WWee can therefore find oouurrsseellvveess vvaacciillllaattiinngg, in oouurr evaluation of this sseett, looking UUNNDDEERR iittss ‘“hhoooodd”’, and sseeeeiinngg oonnllyy

eexxhhaauussttiivvee qquuaalliittaattiivvee ddiivveerrssiittyy -- sseeeeiinngg ‘‘‘everything’’’ -- then llooookkiinngg again, AATT iittss ‘“hhoooodd”’, �� sseeeeiinngg “NNootthhiinngg”, nnoo

discernible uunniittaarryy qquality, then llooookkiinngg again, sseeeeiinngg ‘‘‘everything’’’ again, �� so on, in seemingly interminable, �� soon 

monotonous, oosscciillllaattiioonn between the categorial characterizations �� determinations of “BBeeiinngg” ����versus “NNootthhiinngg”. 

Per Hegel, as wwee come to nnoottiiccee, after some number of repetitions of this “stuck” cycle, and to ccooggnniizzee [and perhaps to be 

aannnnooyyeedd and iinnnneerrvvaatteedd and ddiissgguusstteedd by], this vvaacciillllaattiioonn, wwee come to sseeee it as constituting a tthhiirrdd category in iittss own right, a 

separate, tthhiirrdd “determination”, that ccoommbbiinneess “BBeeiinngg” �� “NNootthhiinngg” in the form of an oosscciillllaattoorryy, aalltteerrnnaattiinngg mmoovveemmeenntt, 

back �� forth between the ttwwoo.  This tthhiirrdd category, Hegel calls ‘“bbeeCCoommiinngg”’.  And, per Hegel, this tthhiirrdd category has 

ttwwoo species, ttwwoo sub-categories, ttwwoo “moments”.  OOuurr mmeennttaall mmoovveemmeenntt away from “BBeeiinngg” , [back] to “NNootthhiinngg”, Hegel 

calls ‘“CCeeaassiinngg-ttoo-BBee”’, i.e., ‘CCeeaassiinngg-bbeeiinngg-BBeeiinngg’.  OOuurr mmeennttaall mmoovveemmeenntt away from “NNootthhiinngg” back to “BBeeiinngg”, he 

calls ‘“CCoommiinngg-ttoo-BBee”’, i.e., ‘CCoommiinngg-bbaacckk-ttoo-BBeeiinngg’.  The latter sub-category, we notate as ‘
99

  88
’ [conversion of “NNootthhiinngg” 

into “BBeeiinngg”, catalyzed by “BBeeiinngg”], the former as ‘
99

88  
’ [conversion of “BBeeiinngg” into “NNootthhiinngg”, catalyzed by “NNootthhiinngg”], solving for both as --  

‘
99

88  
  ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                        99��

""
  ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                99""�� �� 

’ -- since 
99

  88������

������99

88  
, �� since 

������

��
��
����



��
��
����

������
.  

This set-theoretic model of Hegel’s ffoouunnddiinngg ddiiaalleeccttiicc is even a case of «aauuffhheebbeenn» ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt-iizzaattiioonn’ ddiiaalleeccttiicc, of a 

special sort.  It is nnoott, in this uunnusual case, that the sseeccoonndd category, or “sseeccoonndd determination”, “NNootthhiinngg”, is made up 

out of mmuullttiippllee uunniittss, each of which is a ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt’, made up out of [some part of] the vastly many uunniittss that make up 

the ffiirrsstt category, or “ffiirrsstt determination”, “BBeeiinngg”.  Instead, the “NNootthhiinngg” category is iittsseellff also a ssiinnggllee ‘mmeettaa-uunniitt’, a 

ssiinnggllee uunniitt, made up out of the totality of the heterogeneous multiplicity of AALLLL OOFF the uunniittss����eelleemmeennttss of the “BBeeiinngg” 

category.  Perhaps surprisingly:  in this sense, the “NNootthhiinngg” category is an «aauuffhheebbeenn» ssiimmuullttaanneeoouuss nneeggaattiioonn��-��

eelleevvaattiioonn����ccoonnsseerrvvaattiioonn of aallll of the uunniittss of��in the “BBeeiinngg” category, aallll aatt oonnccee; is the categorial, set-theoretical, 

“iinntteennssiioonnaall” uunniiffiiccaattiioonn of that ttoottaall “eexxtteennssiioonn”, of that “BBeeiinngg” sseett, all of this residing in Hegel’s “��omain” of 

“99eterminateness”, ��������99.  Our ‘ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall-iiddeeooggrraapphhiiccaall mmeettaa-mmooddeell’ for Hegel’s ooppeenniinngg ddiiaalleeccttiicc becomes -- 

((

99

                        �����   99        


((

:

-- for ��tep ����������:  
��

99

                    �����   99        


��

                    �������   99        

��
                    �������  99

, [re-]affirmation of the «aarrcchhéé»;             

-- for ��tep ����������:  
��

99

                        �����   99        


��

                        ��������   99        


                ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

��
�����  

99                        
99
88                                

��
99

88  
. 

For a diagrammatic expression of this ddiiaalleeccttiicc, see -- 

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,The_Dialectic_of_Hegel's_Logik,Book_One,Chapter_One,First,_Deepest_Triad,27JAN2014.jpg
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PART ����.  ASSESSMENT. 

CCoommmmeennttaarryy oonn TTwwoo WWrriitttteenn Summaries of Hegel’s ‘DDiiaalleeccttiicc AAllggoorriitthhmm’, as Published by Hegel himself. 

During his lifetime, Hegel published at least two major summaries of his ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall mmeetthhoodd.   

What we have termed, above, the ‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’ ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, among ootthheerrss, is elaborated upon further, by 

Hegel, in the ffiinnaall section of his «Wissenschaft der Logik», the section entitled [in English translation] “The Absolute Idea”. 

As noted in the Introduction, Engels once took an unfortunate and misleading cheap shot at Hegel’s work when he wrote, 

of the “Absolute Idea”, that it is “...only absolute insofar as he has absolutely nothing to say about it”.��  

In fact, the content of this ffiinnaall section, admittedly a relatively brief one, for Hegel, is no nothingness or nullity.   

Indeed, that content is a summary statement of Hegel’s concept of the overall unity of his ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall «��ogik», including a 

partial specification of what Hegel holds to be a uunniivveerrssaall mmeetthhoodd for the systematic presentation of ddiiaalleeccttiiccaallllyy-

ccoommpprreehheennddeedd ccoonntteenntt. 

Hegel stated a similar summary at the very oouuttsseett of the same work, «Wissenschaft der Logik», in the iinniittiiaall section of its 

“BOOK ONE:  THE DOCTRINE OF BEING”, i.e., in the section entitled “With What Must the Science Begin?”.   

In this, ffiinnaall main-body part of this essay, we will address both of these summaries, both in relation to the transcript 

statement of Hegel’s ‘‘‘aallggoorriitthhmm’’’ for ddiiaalleeccttiicc, quoted and analyzed in this essay’s PPaarrtt ��., and in relation to the 
��
QQ

aallggeebbrraa ffoorr ddiiaalleeccttiicc, in terms of the degree to which ��tt captures the ffeeaattuurreess ooff ddiiaalleeccttiicc cited in these two summaries, 

published by Hegel. 

What we call ‘tthhee eevvoolluutteenneessss ppaassssaaggee’ of the ffiinnaall section of Hegel’s «Logik» is extracted below, in �� distinct, and 

illuminatingly variant translations into English from the German original.  The ��st of these �� translations is as follows��:  

		

.��  ““We have shown that the determinateness which was a result is itself, by virtue of the form of simplicity 

into which it has withdrawn, a fresh beginning; as this beginning is distinguished from its predecessor precisely 

by that determinateness, cognition rolls onward from content to content.” 

“First of all, this advance is determined as beginning from simple[, and abstract -- HdN] determinatenesses, the 

succeeding ones becoming ever richer and more [HdN:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concrete.” 

“For the result contains its beginning [HdN:  as 
��

 is «aauuffhheebbeenn»-‘‘‘contained’’’ in 
����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                


, and in 
��

] and its course has 

enriched it by a fresh determinateness [HdN:  as 
��

��
��

������
����

��

�� is ‘‘‘freshened’’’ by a new determinateness��determination��qquality��category, that 

for��of ‘oney-ness’, in 
��

��
��

������
����

��

������ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ��
��

        



, i.e., by 


, and as 
��

��
��

������
����

��

������ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ��
��

        



,  is, in its turn, ‘‘‘refreshed’’’ by a ‘‘‘fresh’’’ 

determinateness��qquality��category, that for��of ‘ci��culation-ness’, in 
��

���� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ��
��

        



        

��
�

, i.e., by 
��

].” 

“The universal [HdN:  E.g., the presentees’ experiential knowledge of the ��omain as a whole, even if it initially exists as “a chaotic conception of the whole” 

[cf. Marx], i.e., as ‘uunntheorized’, ‘uunnsystematic’ ‘‘‘knowledge’’’ -- which is, precisely, to be ssyysstteemmaattiiccaallllyy ‘re-presented’ and theorized, ddiiaalleeccttiiccaallllyy] constitutes 

the foundation [HdN:  The presentees’ “chaotic” familiarity remains the basis for every ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall transition��advance to make sense to those presentees]; the 

advance is therefore not to be taken as a flowing from one other to the next other [HdN:  In our first example, 


 is “other” to 

��

, and 
��

 is “other” to both
��

 and 


, but none of them is “other” to their ��omain, that of the Capitals-System, the ‘‘‘universal’’’ for all of them -- their universe-

of-discourse -- and each of them is a qualitatively different, ‘‘‘holographic’’’��‘‘‘holonomic’’’�� particular[ization] of that whole����omain��univers[e][al], and is 

‘‘‘internally’’’, ‘ideo-meta-genealogically’ related to each of the��its ‘‘‘others’’’].” 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
�[See Frederick Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy -- https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1886/ludwig-feuerbach/ch01.htm ]. 
��[Hegel’s Science of Logic, H. D. Lewis, editor, A. V. Miller, translator, Amherst, NY:  Humanity Books, ��������, p. ������, underline emphasis by HdN, other emphases  

 as in original, paragraph partitioning by HdN]. 
�[Cf. David Bohm, Wholeness and the Implicate Order, Boston, MA:  Routledge & Kegan Paul, ��������, pp.  ������-������.]. 
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“In the absolute method the Notion [HdN:  Hegel’s special version of “The Concept”, of philosophically-perfected , or ‘‘‘absolute’’’, concepts-in-

general, or categories-in-general], maintains itself in its otherness, the universal in its particularization, in judgement and 

reality; at each stage of its further determination it [HdN:  “it” means the “absolute method” of presentation, i.e., the human agent��presenter 

who wields this ‘‘‘absolute’’’, universal method] raises the entire mass of its preceding content, and by its dialectical advance it 

not only does not lose anything, or leave anything behind [HdN:  The ‘‘‘eevvoolluutteenneessss’’’ ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc per Hegel], but carries

along with it all that it has gained [HdN:  E.g., stage���ddyynnaammiiss» ��, 
��

������
����

��

��  stage ��, 
��

���� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        ��
��

        



��     stage ��, 
��

���� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡        

��

        



        

��
�

��

�
...... ], and inwardly enriches and consolidates itself [HdN:  On the latter phrase, see commentary below.].””

Commentary on 		

��.  In a systematic, ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall presentation of a theory ‘‘‘explaining’’’ a given ��omain, each 

new��expanded stage of the categorial ‘cumulum’ modeling that ��omain, e.g., 
��

��

�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

��
�� ��


� , and  

��

��

�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
����

��
�� ��


� �

��
, is iinniittiiaallllyy confronted, by the presentees of a presenter who uses this “absolute 

method” of presentation, as a multiplicity of disparate, mostly uunnintegrated terms��qqualities��categories��determinations.  

But once these presentees have comprehended a given such new-stage ‘cumulum’, including the unity of its diversity, it 

becomes, for them, ssiimmppllee again, becomes ‘‘‘withdrawn [back] into simplicity’’’  for them; becomes a ‘re-simplicity’, a new, 

univocal ‘ssiinngglleenneessss’, almost a [neo-]«aarrcchhéé» in its own right.  That ‘multi-ontic cumulum’ becomes a new ‘‘‘complex 

uunniitt[y]’’’, from which their process of [directed] discovery, e.g., their presenter’s presentation, can [re-]launch anew.  That 

is ‘‘‘the form of simplicity into which it [HdN:  “it’ ��  The resulting ��eterminateness(es)��qqualit(y)(ies)] has withdrawn’’’, as a result of the 

presentees’ comprehending that new ‘cumulum’, thereby making that result ‘‘‘a fresh beginning’’’.  That process of 

comprehension, of ‘re-simplification’, of ‘re-univocal-ization’, sometimes including the ‘single-naming’ of the 

complex��compound multiplicity of qqualities of that new-stage ‘categorial cumulum’, is the process by which the 

presentees’ comprehension of each step of an ‘absolute-methodic’ presentation ‘‘‘inwardly enriches and consolidates itself’’’.                                                   

The ��nd of the �� translations of the same passage from the final, “Absolute Idea” chapter of Hegel’s «Logik», is 

the following��: 

		��.��  ““It has been shown that the determinateness which was result is itself a new beginning by virtue of the 
form of simplicity into which it has collapsed; and, since this beginning is distinct from its antecedent by 

precisely this determinateness, cognition rolls forward from content to content.” 

“This progress determines itself, first, in this manner, that it begins from simple determinatenesses and that each 

subsequent one is richer and more [HdN:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concrete.” 

“For the result contains its beginning [HdN:  Each stage’s result contains the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’, as well as its immediate-predecessor ‘cumulum’ of 

categories], and the [HdN:  sseellff-]development of the beginning [HdN:  i.e., the ‘‘‘self-reflexion’’’ of the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’] has made it 

richer by a new determinateness.  The universal is the foundation [HdN:  I.e., the ��omain is the ffoouunnddaattiioonn; in our example, the 

��omain is ������ «KK», the ‘«KKaappiittaallss»-System’ ��omain]; the progress therefore must not be taken as a flow from Other to Other.” 

“In the absolute method the Notion preserves itself in its otherness, and the universal in its particularization, in 

the Judgement and in reality; it raises to each next stage of determination the whole mass of its antecedent

content, and by its dialectical progress not only loses nothing and leaves nothing behind, but carries with it all

that it has acquired, enriching and concentrating itself upon itself.””

Commentary on 		����.  Above Hegel states the epitome of what we mean by an ‘eevolute progression’ of 

concepts or of categories -- of [qqualitative] ‘‘‘determinations’’’:  ‘‘‘For the result contains its beginning, and the

development of the beginning has made it richer by a new determinateness. ... In the absolute method the Notion preserves 

itself in its otherness, and the universal in its particularization, in Judgement and in reality; it raises to each next stage of 

determination the whole mass of its antecedent content, and by its dialectical progress not only loses nothing and leaves 

nothing behind, but carries with it all that it has acquired...’’’. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[Hegel’s Science of Logic, H. D. Lewis, editor, W. H. Johnston and L. G. Struthers, translators, New York, NY:  Humanities Press, Inc., ��������, pp. ��������� , underline
 emphasis and paragraph partitioning added by HdN.]. 
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Our 
��
QQ algebra for ddiiaalleeccttiicc fits Hegel’s description above, again in terms of our first, Marxian example, as follows: 

• Stage �� [�ddyynnaammiiss» ��]:  
��

��

����
��

������ ��
; the ‘‘‘simple beginning’’’ [simple rreellaattiivvee to all that follows it in this categorial progression]; 

• Stage �� [�ddyynnaammiiss» ��]:  
��

��

����
��
������ ��

        
��������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ���� �� 

; stage �� raises all of the ‘‘‘antecedent 

content’’’ of stage �� up into itself, ‘‘‘losing nothing’’’ of that stage �� content [namely, ‘
��

’], ‘‘‘leaving nothing of 

it behind’’’, and also accreting [an] additional determination(s) [namely, ‘


’].  ���� does so by means of, 

ultimately, ‘‘‘the [self-]development of the beginning’’’ [e.g., via the [oouurr] ‘self-reflexion’ of the category CCoommmmooddiittiieess, as modeled by the 

self-multiplication of ‘category-symbol’ ‘
��

’].  This may ccaattaallyyzzee, in the presentees, tthheeiirr mmiinndd-ffoorrmmaattiioonn of a 

superposed, integral��integrated ccoonncceepptt of the 
���� �� 

 ‘ideo-cumulum’, as a [partial] positing of 

the ‘ideo-physio-ontological’ content, �� processes, of this ��omain, that of ������ «K»;   

•• Stage �� [�ddyynnaammiiss» ��], ��st evocation of category 
��

, ‘‘‘oonniieess-mmeeddiiaatteedd CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss ooff CCoommmmooddiittiieess’’’:  ��

        ��

��
������ ��

������

��
���� ������

��
���� ������

��
����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������

�� �� ��

����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������
�� �� ��    

            ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ �� ��

�� ��

��

    
��

        
��

������
����������

��

    
��

        
��

����
��
����

��

    
��

�� ����
��
����

�� ��

        
����

�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡������

�� ��

��

    
��

        
    

����
��
������

        ��

        
��

���� ����
��

        
    

����
��
��        

        ��

        
����         ����



                
��    

����
��
��    

        ��
�� ����


�� ��


�� ����

��

����
��
������

��
�� ����


��        ����

��
; in this stage, stage ��  

   

  of the “determination” of ��omain ������ «K.», the ��omain of the ‘«Kapitals»-System’, once again, the  

      method “raises ... the whole mass of its antecedent content” -- i.e., of the “entire ... content” of stage ��, namely,  

  
���� �� 

, [which also contains ������ own “antecedent content”, the content of stage ��, 
��

��

����

��
������ ��

 itself], and, “by its dialectical  

  progress” [i.e., by its, alternating, evocation of new “opposites”, new “others” [e.g., 
����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                 


], alternating with new ‘‘‘resolutions’’’ of previously- 

  evoked oppositions [e.g., 
��

], “loses nothing and leaves nothing behind” [e.g., “loses nothing and leaves behind” nothing of stage ��,  

  
���� �� 

], but “carries with it all that it has acquired”, in stage ��, as part of ������ overall “result”, namely,  

  
��
�� ����


��        ����

��
.  ���� thereby also “inwardly enriches and consolidates itself” [i.e., unifies, in the mmiinnddss  

  of the [successful] presentees, the ‘‘‘old’’’, formerly separate mmeeaanniinnggss, e.g., of 
��

, and��versus 


, and��versus 
��

, into a single, ‘‘‘consolidated’’’,  

  univocal ‘cumulum [of] mmeeaanniinngg’, a “richer” ‘cumulative mmeeaanniinngg’ than that of the preceding stages, here, than that of stage ��, 
���� �� 

, and  

  than that of stage ��, 
� ����

].  Note, here, that ‘‘‘the [sseellff-]development ooff the beginning’’’, here, ooff
��

��
, in stage ��,  

  here, 
��

�� ����
��
��

��

��
, has made the stage �� “result” one that is ‘‘‘richer’’’ in determinateness -- ‘‘‘has made  

  it richer by a nneeww determinateness’’’ -- namely, by the new, ‘‘‘third determination’’’, here, by their combination  

  category, 
��

, denoting ‘‘‘the unity of the first determination’’’, here 
��
, ‘‘‘with the second determination’’’,  

  here, 


, ‘‘‘in which the contradiction’’’ [here, the ‘‘‘opposition’’’, between 
��

, and 


] ‘‘‘is resolved’’’.  
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  Note also that, once again, this stage �� “result”, 
��
�� ����


��        ����

��
, ‘‘‘contains its beginning’’’,  

  here, 
��
.  ���� does so not only in the sense that 

��
���� ��

��
�� ����


��        ����

��
, but also in the sense  

  that, in the stage �� ‘‘‘development ooff the beginning’’’, 
��

�� ������
��
��

��

����
��
��

��

����   

��

��
��

  

��
, and in the  

  further, syntactic, sense that 
��

��������
����    ��

�� ����
����

��        ����
������

��
  

��
.  

  

•  Stage    ��    
[�ddyynnaammiiss» ��], ��st evocation of category 

��
, of ‘‘‘«�apitals»’’’ [as ‘‘‘self-expanding [onetary] values’’’ [cf. Marx]]:

  

            ��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��

��
������

����

��

�� ��

����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������ ���� ��     

��

������
����

        ���� ��     ���� ��     ������
��
������������

��

        ���� ��             
�� �� ��            

���� �� ��            
�� ��         �

���

        ���� �� �� �� ���� �� 
������

����

���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��
; in this stage, i.e., in  

  

  stage���� of the “determination” of ��omain ������ «K.», the ��omain of the ‘«Kapitals»-System, once again,  

  the ‘‘‘result’’’, here 
���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��

, ‘‘‘contains its [own] beginning’’’, here 
��
, in  

  multiple senses --��

((aa.))  
��
����

���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��
;

((bb.))  
��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��

��
������

����

��

�� ��
������

����

��

��

        
��

�� ��
����

   

��

��
, and, syntactically, as;

��������

((cc.))
��
��

����
,
    ��

��

������
,
    ��

��

��������
, so:  

��
����

���� �� ������ �� �������� �� ��������
  ����

   

       
������ �� ������ �� ������ �� ����

  
���� ������

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
. 

‘‘‘The [further] development ooff the bbeeggiinnnniinngg’’’, i.e., ooff
��
, has made the stage �� ‘‘‘result’’’ [relative to the stage ��

‘‘‘result’’’] ‘‘‘richer by a new determinateness’’’, namely, richer by ‘‘‘addition’’’ of a, ‘‘‘new’’’, ��th category��-

ddeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonn --  by the ‘‘‘addition’’’ of 
��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                


. 

This “development”, the transition from stage �� to stage ��, has also ‘‘‘raised’’’, into the ‘‘‘resulting’’’ stage ��

‘categories cumulum’ -- i.e., up to the ‘‘‘next stage of determination’’’ -- ‘‘‘the whole mass of its antecedent 

content’’’ -- e.g., ‘‘‘the whole mass’’’ of its stage �� content, namely, 
��
�� ����


��        ����

��
 -- and, 

‘‘‘by its dialectical progress’’’, has ‘‘‘not only lost nothing and left nothing behind’’’, but has ‘‘‘carried with it all that 

it has acquired’’’ -- in stage ��, 
��
, in stage ��, 


, and in stage ��, 

��
 -- on and up into the stage �� ‘‘‘result’’’ 

of this ‘‘‘[self-]development [of the «aarrcchhéé»-category]’’’, namely, 
���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��

 -- 

���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��     �
�����

     

��
�� ����


��        ����

��
. 



F.E.D. Essay:  Hegel’s ‘‘‘AAllggoorriitthhmm’’’ for DDiiaalleeccttiicc.  Part ����., �.��.��, ����JJAANN��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������� �                                                              by Hermes de Nemores, for Foundation Encyclopedia Dialectica [F.E.D.] ����

We can see also, again, in this stage �� ‘‘‘result’’’, that ‘‘‘the determinateness which was a result’’’, namely,  

���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��
, ‘‘‘is itself, by virtue of the form of simplicity into which it has withdrawn’’’, 

i.e., by virtue of the ‘re-simple’ form �� [��
��                

��
����

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��  �� ��
],  

‘‘‘a new��fresh beginning’’’, i.e., the base upon which the next [nnoott “stage”, but] ��tteepp, ��tteepp ��, 
��
, such that --  

��
����

������
��                

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
������

��

�� ��������
≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈����

��  �� ��

��

 -- begins.

We can see as well that, ‘‘‘as this beginning is distinguished from its predecessor precisely by that determinateness’’’, 

namely, here, by the new ‘‘‘determination’’’, 
��
, ‘‘‘cognition rolls [‘ ’] onward from content to content’’’, i.e. --  

��
�� �� ��

��
��



�� ��

��

��
��


�

��

�� ��

��

��
��


�

��
��

��

��

...... ��������. 

We can see in this stage, as in previous stages, that ‘‘‘first of all, this advance is determined as beginning from simple 

determinatenesses’’’ -- ultimately, here, as beginning from 
��
, �� that ‘‘‘the succeeding determinations become ever 

richer’’’, i.e., the  ‘‘‘determination’’’ 
��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
��������

, is ‘‘‘richer’’’ than the ‘‘‘determination’’’ 
��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
������

, 

which is ‘‘‘richer’’’ than the ‘‘‘determination’’’ 


≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
����

, which is ‘‘‘richer’’’ than the uullttiimmaattee

‘‘‘bbeeggiinnnniinngg’’’ determination for this ��omain, 
��
.   

These ‘‘‘becoming-ever-richer determinations’’’ concurrently ‘‘‘become ever more [HdN:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concrete’’’ -- i.e., 

become less abstract:  ever closer to the phenomena that wwee see ‘‘‘on the surface of oouurr society’’’ [cf. Marx].�

Thus, the category of ‘‘‘«�apitals»’’’ -- which iimmplicitly ‘‘‘contains’’’, or eexxppeerriieennttiiaallllyy and ccoonncceeppttuuaallllyy

presupposes, bbootthh ��oommmmooddiittyy[-«�apitals»]� �� oonneeyy[-«�apitals»]�, and their ‘ccoo-CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss’, what Marx 

called ‘‘‘TThhee CCiirrccuullaattiioonn ooff tthhee TToottaall SSoocciiaall CCaappiittaall’’’
� -- names a more complex, more detailed category, or 

‘container of oouurr experience’, than does the ‘‘‘oonniieess-mmeeddiiaatteedd CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss ooff CCoommmmooddiittiieess’’’.  In turn, the 

category which we named the ‘‘‘oonniieess-mmeeddiiaatteedd CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss ooff ��oommmmooddiittiieess’’’ stands as a more complex, 

more detailed -- stands as more ‘tthhoouugghhtt-concrete’ as a ‘container��reminder of oouurr experience’ than does the 

‘‘‘oonniieess’’’ category, since tthhee ffoorrmmeerr ‘‘‘contains’’’ bbootthh the ‘‘‘oonniieess’’’ category �� the ‘‘‘��oommmmooddiittiieess’’’ 

category.  Lastly, for this example, the ‘‘‘oonniieess’’’ category stands for a more complex, more detailed, less 

abstract[ing], ‘container��reminder of oouurr recurring eexxppeerriieenncceess’ of oouurr ‘Capitals-society’ than does the 

‘‘‘��oommmmooddiittiieess’’’ category, tthhee ffoorrmmeerr being less omissive of oouurr central eexxppeerriieennccee of that society -- the 

eexxppeerriieennccee of tthhee ccaasshh nneexxuuss -- than is the llaatttteerr.   

		��.��  We conclude this section by quoting the following passage from the writings of symbolic ffoorrmmaall logic 

pioneer Charles Saunders Peirce, the ‘‘‘logic’’’ of which reads a lot like the opening of Hegel’s ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall

«Logik»:  ““The first is that whose being is simply in itself, not referring to anything nor lying behind anything.  

The second is that which is what it is by force of something to which it is second.  The third is that which is 

what it is owing to things between which it mediates and which it brings into relation to each other.”” ��
�  

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[First ¶, Karl Marx, «Das Kapital.», Volume III, ‘‘‘Shapes of the Reproductions-Process of Capitals in Total’’’, Part I, Chapter I., NY: New World, ��������, p. ����]. 
��[“The Circuit of Commodity-Capital” is the title of Chapter III. of Volume II, ‘‘‘The Circulations-Process of Capitals’’’, of «Das Kapital.», by Karl Marx.]. 
��[“The Circuit of Money-Capital” is the title of Chapter I. of Volume II, ‘‘‘The Circulations-Process of Capitals’’’, of «Das Kapital.», by Karl Marx.]. 
��[“The Reproduction and Circulation of the Aggregate Social Capital” is the title of Part III. of Volume II of «Das Kapital.», by Karl Marx.]. 
��[Charles Saunders Peirce, “A Guess at the Riddle”, p. ������ [��.��.����] in The Collected Papers of Charles Saunders Peirce, Cambridge:  Harvard Univ. Press, ��������. 
 Peirce is aware of Hegel’s work, but also pointedly disavows Hegel’s philosophy, in this same text, p. ������ [��.��.����, ibid.].  Peirce’s “nor lying behind anything”  

 would be more Hegelian if it read, instead, ‘‘‘nor having anything else lying behind it’’’.]. 
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At this point, we will ‘‘‘shift gears’’’, from the ‘stages-based’ [or ‘‘‘�ddyynnaammiiss»’’’] exposition format, to our more 

standard, ‘DDyyaaddiicc Seldon FFuunnccttiioonn’, ‘��teps-based’ [‘mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss»’] exposition format.  We can, thereby, 

abbreviate this part of our pprreesseennttaattiioonn, by ‘‘‘cutting to the chase’’’.  That is, via this next, ����������, ��tep,  

we will jump to the ffiinnaalliittyy of this ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall ccaatteeggoorriiaall pprrooggrreessssiioonn ‘pprreesseennttaattiioonn mmeettaa-mmooddeell’, narrating  

iittss ‘fitnesses’ to Hegel’s ‘‘‘aallggoorriitthhmm’’’ ffoorr ddiiaalleeccttiicc in iittss ffiinnaall iteration.  

•• ��tep �� [mmeettaa-«ddyynnaammiiss» ��], ��st evocation of categories 
����

, 
��

, 
����

, ��
����

, ffiinnaalliittyy of the «K.» ��omain:  ��

        
������

������
��
��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
������

��

��
��
��������≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈����

����
�

��

�

����
�

����

��������

������  

����
�

��

�

����
�

���� �

�

����
�

��

�

����
�

����

����

����[by applying Miguel’s rule
�
 -- ] 

��

���� �

�

����
�

 �� ����
�

����             �
�
����������

   

    ��

� �

������
���� ����

��

� �

�
���� ����

��

� �

���
���� ����

��

� �

��    
����
��
��        

   

    ��

� �

������
���� ����



� �

���
���� ����

��

�

��

�������
���� ����

��

�

��

�����

����

����

����
��

��
�� ����

����
�� ��


�� ����

���
���� ����

��

�

��

�����
���� ����

��

�

��

�����

��    

    
��
��

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

����

��

�����
���� ��

�����

����

 [the latter transition via ‘categorial ordinality’ and via ‘categorial additive commutativity’
�]. 

Thus, in ��tep ������ ����, we have 
����

������
��
��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
������

��

��
��
��������≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈����

����
�

��

�

����
�

����

��
, 

i.e., as --  
����

�

��

�

����
�

���� �

�

����
�

��

�

����
�

����

����≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

��,,��,�� ����
�

��

�

����
�

����

.  

This means the iimmmmaanneenntt critique��nneeggaattiioonn [the sseellff-critique��sseellff-nneeggaattiioonn] of 
����

�

��

�

����
�

����

as to ������ representing an adequate, ‘categorial cumulum meta-model’ summary of oouurr eexxppeerriieennccee of oouurr

pprreesseenntt “state of society” [cf. Marx], namely, that of the ‘«KKaappiittaallss»-System’.   

The ‘‘‘result’’’ of our ‘immanent critique algorithm’ is the syntactic generation of ffoouurr additional ‘‘‘algebraic’’’ 

‘category-symbols’ -- i.e., of ffoouurr ‘category-symbols’ that, as they first emerge for us from their algorithmic 

birth-process, are initially of uunnknown meaning for us -- namely, 
����

, 
��

, 
����

, ��
����

.   

If we successfully solve for the meaning of these ffoouurr further ‘category-symbols’, then we will have evoked 

ffoouurr additional categories needed to more adequately describe oouurr ‘Capitals-System’ eexxppeerriieennccee, such as can 

be provided, by our algorithm, for our categorial progression pprreesseennttaattiioonn of ��omain ��������«K.».  This sample 

presentation uses the category of CCoommmmooddiittiieess as its ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’, whereby we “solve for” the meanings 

of its subsequent ‘category-symbols’ by means of ‘ccoonnnnoottaattiioonnaall eennttaaiillmmeenntt’�
��
.   

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[See:  http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Vignettes_files/v.4.4,Part_II.,Miguel_Detonacciones,F.E.D._Vignette_4,The_Goedelian_Dialectic_of_the_Standard_Arithmetics,last_updated_29NOV2012.pdf , p. II-8]. 
��[See:  http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Briefs_files/Hermes_de_Nemores,F.E.D._Preface_to_New_Guest_Author_E.D._Brief_6,revision,posted_20FEB2013.pdf , p. 2]. 
��[See:  http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_files/Glossary,E._D._Definition,'Connotational_Entailment',19SEP2015.jpg ]. 
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Before we pursue the solutions for these ffoouurr further terms, first note that, in this ��tep, i.e., in ��tep ����������, of the 

“determination” of ��omain ������ «K.», the ��omain of the ‘«Kapitals»-System’, once again, the ‘‘‘result’’’, here 

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

�� ��

��

�����
���� ��

�����
, ‘‘‘contains its [own] 

beginning’’’, here 
��
, again, in multiple senses --��

((aa.))  
��
����

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

����

��

�����
���� ��

�����
;

((bb.))  
��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��

��
������

����

��

��
��
��
������

����

��

��

        
��

��

        
��

��

        
��

��
��
��
����

  

��

��
, and, syntactically, as;

��������

((cc.))
��
��

����
,
    ��

��

������
,
    ��

��

��������
��

����������
��

������������
��

��������������
, and so on, so that --   

      
��
����

���� �� ������ �� �������� �� ���������� �� ���������� �� �� �������������� �� ����������������
......

��

   

       

      ������
������ �� ������ �� ������ �� ������ �� ������ �� ������ �� ������ �� ����������

  
���� ������

��

   
������������

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

��
�� ����

���
. 

‘‘‘The [further] development ooff the bbeeggiinnnniinngg’’’, i.e., ooff
��
, has made this ��tep �� ‘‘‘result’’’ [relative to the stage �� ‘‘‘result’’’] 

‘‘‘richer by new determinatenesses’’’, namely, richer by ‘‘‘addition’’’ of �� ‘‘‘new’’’, categories��ddeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonnss, 

i.e., by the ‘‘‘addition’’’ of  
����

, 
��

, 
����

, ��
����

. 

This “development”, the transition from stage �� to ��tep ��, has also ‘‘‘raised’’’, into the ‘‘‘resulting’’’ ��tep ��

‘categories cumulum’, ‘‘‘the whole mass of its antecedent content’’’ -- e.g., ‘‘‘the whole mass’’’ of its stage ��

content, namely, 
���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��

 -- and, ‘‘‘by its dialectical progress’’’, has ‘‘‘not only 

lost nothing and left nothing behind’’’, but has ‘‘‘carried with it all that it has acquired’’’ -- in stage ��, 
��
, in stage ��, 


, in stage ��, 

��
, �� in stage ��, 

��
  -- on �� ‘‘‘up’’’ into the ��tep �� [i.e., into the stage ��] ‘‘‘result’’’ of this 

‘‘‘development’’’, i.e., it has ‘‘‘carried’’’ aallll of 
���� �� �� �� ���� �� ��

, ‘‘‘up’’’ into ��tep �� -- 

�� �������� �� �� �� ���� �� ��     
����   [i.e., “is contained in” -- ]

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

�� ��

��

�����
���� ��

�����
. 

We can see also, again, in this ��tep �� ‘‘‘result’’’, that ‘‘‘the determinateness which was a result’’’, namely -- 
  

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

�� ��

��

�����
���� ��

����
  

-- ‘‘‘is ..., by virtue of the form of simplicity into which it has withdrawn’’’, i.e., by virtue of the ‘re-simple’ form -- 

��  

-- i.e., which implies��expands to: 
��                

��
����

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
����

��

��
��

��≈≈≈≈≈≈≈≈
������

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

�� ��

��

�����
���� ��

����
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-- ‘‘‘a new��fresh beginning’’’, i.e., the base upon which the next [nnoott “stage”, but] ��tteepp, ��tteepp ��, 
��
, such that --  

��
����

������
��                

��
��

����
������

��

�� ��������

������  

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

�� ��

��

�����
���� ��

����

��

  

-- begins, if, in this particular case, we were to decide to retroactively expand our ��omain, to encompass also 

the new, successor ��omain that begins with 
����

.

We can see too that, ‘‘‘as this beginning is distinguished from its predecessor precisely by those determinatenesses’’’, 

namely, here, by the ‘‘‘new determinations’’’, �

������
����

����

��

�����
���� ��

�����
, ‘‘‘cognition rolls 

[‘ ’] onward from content to content’’’, i.e. --  

��
�� ����

��

��
��



�� ����

��

��
��


�

��

�� ��

��

��
��


�

��
��

��

��

        .. .. ..        

��
�� ��


�� ����

��

�
����

����

�

������
����

�� ��

��

�����
���� ��

�����
. 

We can see in this stage, as in previous stages, that ‘‘‘first of all, this advance is determined as beginning from simple 

determinatenesses’’’ -- ultimately, as beginning from 
��
, �� that ‘‘‘the succeeding determinations become ever 

richer’’’, i.e., the  ‘‘‘determination’’’ 
����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
����������������

, is ‘involutively richer’ than the ‘‘‘determination’’’ 

����
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

������������
, which is likewise ‘‘‘richer’’’ than the ‘‘‘determination’’’ 

��
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                

������������
, which is 

similarly ‘‘‘richer’’’ than the determination 
����

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡                
����������

, . . ., which is ‘involutively richer’ than the 

uullttiimmaattee ‘‘‘bbeeggiinnnniinngg’’’ determination that we [and Marx] have chosen for this ��omain:  
��
.   

These ‘‘‘becoming-ever-richer determinations’’’ concurrently ‘‘‘become ever more [HdN:  tthhoouugghhtt-]concrete’’’ -- i.e., 

become less abstract:  ever closer to phenomena that wwee eexxppeerriieennccee ‘“on the surface of oouurr society”’ [cf. Marx]. 

Thus, the -- here -- as yet uunnsolved, or ‘‘‘algebraic’’’, ‘category-symbol’, denoted by 
����

 -- which iimmplies the  

[bbootthh pprraaccttiiccaall and tthheeoorreettiiccaall] ‘‘‘sseellff-critique’’’, the ‘‘‘iimmmmaanneenntt critique’’’, or the ‘«aauuffhheebbeenn» sseellff-negation’, of the 

‘‘‘«�apital»-relation’’’ as predominating “social relation of production” [Marx]�� -- names a more complex, 

more detailed category, than do the ‘category-symbols’ denoted by 
����

, 
��

, ��
����

, each of which pprreesseennttss

a combination of less complex categories��determinations relative to what ‘category-symbol’ 
����

pprreesseennttss.  In 

turn, the ‘category-symbol’ denoted by 
����

, exhibits more determinations than does either ‘category-symbol’ 

��
 or ‘category-symbol’ 

����
.  Similarly, the here-nnoott-yet-solved ‘category-symbol’ 

��
 exhibits a more 

complex, more detailed determination, in the form of ‘


’, than does ‘category-symbol’ 
����

, in the form of ‘
��
’.   

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[Marx discusses this ‘‘«aauuffhheebbeenn» self-negation of the capital-relation’ in the penultimate chapter of his «Das Kapital.», Volume I, Chapter XXXIII., whose title is:   
 “Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation”’, New York, NY:  New World, ��������, pp. ������-������.  This, predicted, process is also discussed in «Das Kapital.»,  

 Volume III, Chapter XXVII., whose title is:  “The Role of Credit in Capitalist Production”, New York, NY:  New World, ��������, pp. ������-������.]. 
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The category of CCoommmmooddiittiieess is a ‘‘‘circulations-process’’’, ‘circulations-value-form’ category, and nnoott a ‘‘‘productions-process’’’, 

‘‘‘PProductive Capital’’’
�
 category.  As a result, this ‘presentation meta-model’ is limited to the ‘circulations-categories’ of oouurr

Capitals eexxppeerriieennccee, eelliiddiinngg the ‘productions-process categories’, given the workings of our algorithm.  These “workings” include the 

‘‘‘inheritance’’’ of the ‘‘‘circulations-process’’’ character of the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ by aallll of the categories which algorithmically 

‘‘‘follow from’’’ that ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ in this categorial progression ‘presentation meta-model’. We solve for the meanings of 

these ffoouurr further ‘category-symbols’ as follows -- 

• ��omain ��������«K.» Category ��: 
    ��

    
����

   ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ��oommmmooddiittyy-«��aappiittaallss» ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡  The ccaatteeggoorryy eeaacchh of whose uunniittss is an inventory of 

commodities [to be] offered for sale on the market, and that is owned by a single “individual capital” entity; the pprreesseenntt ‘‘‘appropriation’’’ 

   [cf. Marx], or ‘‘‘real subsumption’’’ [cf. Marx], of the ‘‘‘commodities’’’ ‘socio-ontological category’, 
��

, by the «�aappiittaallss»-‘socio-ontological  

   category’, 
��

.  Critique by 
��

 of 
��

 as, leaving iimmplicit��ignoring��leaving out ������
��

 involvement;    

• ��omain ��������«K.» Category ��:  
��

    
��

  ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ oonneeyy-«��aappiittaallss» ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡  The ccaatteeggoorryy eeaacchh of whose uunniittss is an aggregate of liquid assets -- 

monies -- potentially available for re-investment, and that is owned by an “individual capital” entity; the pprreesseenntt ‘‘‘appropriation’’’ [cf. Marx], or 

‘‘‘real subsumption’’’ [cf. Marx], of the ‘‘‘monies’’’ ‘socio-ontological category’, 


, by the «�aappiittaallss»-‘socio-ontological category’, 
��

.  

Critique by 
��

 of 


 as, leaving iimmplicit��ignoring��leaving out ������
����

involvement.   

• ��omain ��������«K.» Category ��:  
��

    
������

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ oonneeyy-«��aappiittaallss»-MMeeddiiaatteedd CCiirrccuullaattiioonnss ooff CCoommmmooddiittyy-«��aappiittaallss» ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡  The category 

of “circulations” of “the total social capital”�, made up out of the interconnected movement of individual-entity ownership-uunniittss of capital-

value, eeaacchh of which moves by a recurring partial alternation among the “Commodity-Capital”, “Money-Capital”, and “Productive Capital” 

embodiments of that uunniitt of capital-value, owned by a single “individual capital” entity, each uunniitt of this ccaatteeggoorryy being such an individual 

entity ownership-uunniitt of ccaappiittaall-vvaalluuee-iinn-mmoottiioonn; the ‘‘‘appropriation’’’ [cf. Marx], or the ‘‘‘real subsumption’’’ [cf. Marx], of the ‘‘‘simple 

commodity-circulations-process’’’, 
��

, by the «��aappiittaallss»-relation, 
��

.  Critique by 
��

 of 
��

 as, leaving iimmplicit��ignoring��leaving out 
��

;    

• ��omain ��������«K.» Category ��:  
��

    
������ ��

≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ SSeellff-CCrriittiiqquuee ooff tthhee «�aappiittaallss»-CCaatteeggoorryy. The category of the [self-]critique ooff the capitals

category, bbyy the capitals category, as to whether or not it completes the description of [the ‘circulations value-forms’ of] the ‘«��aappiittaallss»-

SSyysstteemm’ ��omain.  I.e., is the capital “social relation of production” [Marx] the [only and] highest “social relation of production” manifested by a 

zenith-state, mature, fully-developed ‘«��aappiittaallss»-SSyysstteemm’??  It may be the case that this ��omain necessarily��predictably mmuusstt contain at least 

the ‘‘‘fractional’’’ presence of nnoonn-capitalist, including of successor [as well as predecessor] “social relations of production”, able to accommodate 

more advanced “social forces of production” [Marx].  This means seeds, embryos, harbingers of ppootteennttiiaallllyy [«ddyynnaamm[ee]iiss»] higher, more 

advanced “social relations of production”, such as those identified by Marx in Chapter XXVII. of volume III of «Das Kapital.»:  joint-stock 

‘‘‘share capital’’’, and the ‘wwoorrkkeerrss’ ccaappiittaall’ of worker-owned producers’ cooperatives.  This ‘‘‘iimmmmaanneenntt ccrriittiiqquuee’’’, ‘‘‘sseellff-ccrriittiiqquuee’’’, or 

‘«aauuffhheebbeenn» sseellff-negation’, of the ‘‘‘capital-relation’’’ [Marx] category -- of capital as predominating ‘‘‘ssoocciiaall rreellaattiioonn ooff [human-societal 
    [self-[re-]]pprroodduuccttiioonn’’’ -- is both a “pprraaccttiiccaall critique”, a critique in objective human action, in human practice, and a scientific, tthheeoorreettiiccaall  

    critique, of that core of the ‘«��aappiittaallss»-SSyysstteemm’.  It connotes aallll of the stages �� degrees of that pprraaccttiiccoo-tthheeoorreettiiccaall ccrriittiiqquuee, the different  

    «ssppeecciieess» of this «GGeennooss».  These include the self-criticism of oouurrsseellvveess aass enacting, �� as continually re-enacting, �� thus as eemmbbooddyyiinngg, the  
    capital-relation, in terms of the recurring episodes of mass impoverishment �� immiseration of the majority, working-class, population, that  

    inhere in the ‘«�aappiittaallss»-SSyysstteemm’; of the recurring global economic crises of contracted social reproduction -- the recessions �� depressions --  

    that ���� inherently brings, often followed by global wars �� genocides; of the ‘Keynesian state-capitalism’, that arises in response to these  

    depression-crises and their consequences; of the “market failures”, including the deadly pollution “externalities”, which ���� pours down upon the  
    “third party” publics, of, primarily, the working class; �� of the vicious racist, ‘genderist’, ethnicist, religionist, etc. ideologies which ������ ruling  

    class inculcates �� amplifies so as to “divide �� conquer” the majority, working class.  This pprraaccttiiccoo-tthheeoorreettiiccaall ccrriittiiqquuee includes also the  

    emergence of critical-scientific theories, like that of Marx himself, that we are modeling here, “socialist” theories that foresee the emergence of  

    a successor system to the present system.  IItt also includes the recurring waves of attempted reform of the pprreesseenntt, ‘«��aappiittaallss»-SSyysstteemm’, e.g.,  

    institution of industrial unions by workers; of regulatory bureaucracies within the political state; of laws regulating the length �� other aspects of  

    the working day; of minimum wage laws; of systems of public education �� of public healthcare rights, of socialized unemployment insurance,  
    �� of other social welfare systems.  Advanced elements of this ccrriittiiqquuee include the self-organization, within the working class, of producers’  

    cooperatives, within which the workers may elect, �� may recall, their managers, by majority vote, �� in which the workers collectively own their  

    own means of production [fixed capital], �� may share equally in the profits of their cooperative enterprise.  IItt also includes joint-stock, capital- 

    equity, share-capital forms of “public ownership” of capital.  However, most of all, we take this term, 
����

, the nneett product of the multiplication  

    
��

� �

��    

��
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

��

�

��    

��
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

��

�

��    
, to connote the transition out of �� beyond the ‘«��aappiittaallss»-SSyysstteemm’, into ������ ssuucccceessssoorr ssyysstteemm .   

    Obviously, various forms of ssttaattee-capitalism cannot constitute ������ ssuucccceessssoorr ssyysstteemm, because they are ssttiillll ccaappiittaalliisstt.  Under our «ssppeecciieess»- 

    category of ‘‘‘state-capitalism’’’, we include, as sub-«ssppeecciieess», many �� varied socio-political-economic regimes, e.g., those that prevailed, for a  
    time, in Nazi Germany, in Fascist Italy, in “Soviet” Russia, �� that still prevail, e.g., in the Russian Federation, in the Peoples’ “Republic” of  

    China, in “Communist” Cuba, in “Communist” North Korea, ��, in [so far] “milder”, “mixed” forms, in the U.S., in Europe, �� in most of the rest  

    of the world.  By including connotations of the ttrraannsscceennddeennccee, by pprraaccttiiccoo-tthheeoorreettiiccaall ccrriittiiqquuee, of this pprreesseenntt system, this solution brings our  

    categorial description of the ��omain of the ‘‘‘circulations-categories’’’ of the ‘«��aappiittaallss»-SSyysstteemm’ to its end. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[“The Circuit of Productive Capital” is the title of Chapter II. of Volume II, ‘‘‘The Circulations-Process of Capitals’’’, of «Das Kapital.», by Karl Marx.]. 
��[As also noted in an earlier footnote, “The . . . Circulation of the Aggregate Social Capital” is the title of Part III. of Volume II of «Das Kapital.», by Karl Marx.]. 
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This solution for the term 
����

 also exemplifies a ‘ttrraannss-Hegelian’ phenomenon which we call ‘ssyynncchhrroonniicc

oovveerrssppiillll’.  By this term, we mean a phenomenon of the ‘‘‘oovveerrffllooww’’’ -- pprreedictively, or ‘pprreeconstructively’ -- 

of ontological content that originated within a given ��omain, into the initial ontological content of an adjacent, 

‘‘‘proximate’’’ ��omain that is the [e.g., expected] ddiiaachronic, hhiissttoorriiccaall successor ��omain to the given ��omain, 

with which the modeling began. By it, we also mean the ‘‘‘oovveerrffllooww’’’  -- ‘‘‘rreettrrooductively’’’, or 

‘rreeconstructively’ -- into the ontological content of an adjacent, ‘‘‘proximate’’’ ��omain that is the ddiiaachronic, 

hhiissttoorriiccaall predecessor ��omain to the ��omain with which the modeling began.   

We will have more to say, in the sequel, about this ‘ttrraannss-Hegelian’ phenomenon, in dialectical, presentational, 

categorial-progression ‘meta-models’ of a given ��omain, of ‘ssyynncchhrroonniicc oovveerrssppiillll’, as well as about the ‘ttrraannss-

Hegelian’ phenomenon of ‘tteerrmmiinnaattiinngg tteerrmmss’, or of ‘tteerrmmiinnaall tteerrmmss’, also exemplified in this ‘
����

’ solution. 

Hegel also addresses, at the outset of his «Logik», in the opening essay of Book One of that work, entitled 

“With What Must the Science begin?”, a further ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, one that we call ‘aarrcchhééoonniicc ppeerrvvaassiioonn’: 

““...the progress from that which forms the beginning is to be regarded as only a further determination of it, 

hence that which forms the starting point of the development remains at the base of all that follows and  

does not vanish from it.”   

“The progress does not consist merely in the derivation of another, or in the effected transition into a genuine 

other; and in so far as this transition does occur it is equally sublated [HdN:  i.e., is equally ‘«aauuffhheebbeenn»-ated’] again.”   

“Thus the beginning . . . is the foundation which is present and preserved [HdN:  i.e., is‘«aauuffhheebbeenn»-ated’] throughout the 

entire subsequent development, remaining completely immanent in its further determinations.””��      

We can see the way in which this ‘meta-model’ ssppeecciifically, and its ‘
��
QQ method’ in ggeenneeral, reproduces this 

ffeeaattuurree of ddiiaalleeccttiicc according to Hegel, via the following vantages thereof -- 
��������

������  
��
��

��
��

������
������

���� �� ������ �� �������� �� �������� �� �� ������������ �� �������������� �� �������������� �� ����������������
;   

��������

������  
��
��

��
��

������
������

��������������

��������

������  
��
��

��
��

������
������

���� �� ����������������

��������

������  
��
��

��
��

������
������

���� �� ������ �� �������� �� ��������������������

��������

������  
��
��

��
��

������
��������

���� �� ������ �� �������� �� �������� �� �� ������������ �� �������������� �� �������������� �� ����������������
��
������������

�� 		�������� 		�������� 		������		������ 		������		�������� 		������		������		������ 		������		������		�������� 		������		������		������		������
≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡
������������

���� ��  �� ���� �� 		���� �� 		������ �� 		�� �� 		���� �� 		��		��
�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡

������������

���� ��  �� ���� �� ���� �� ������ �� �� �� ���� �� ����
..

����������
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[Translation by Stephen Houlgate, in his The Opening of Hegel’s Logic, West Lafayette, Indiana:  Purdue University Press, ��������, pp. ������-������.]. 
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The vantage points, provided above, present, eexxplicitly, terms arising from the various �� rising degrees of ‘‘‘iinnvolution’’’ 

of the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ -- of 
��
 in this example.  By means of ‘nnoonn-amalgamative ssuumm-mation’, they ccoommbbiinnee the 

mounting-degree ‘sseellff-involution’ terms, wherein the cardinal count of occurrences of the ‘
��
’ subscript is of the form ���� -- 

���� �� ��, ���� �� ��, ���� �� �� [the terms ‘


’, ‘
��

’, and ‘
����

’, respectively] -- with aallll consecutive, inter[oopp]posed, intervening mutual 

‘iinntteerr-volutions’, whose subscripts are ccoommbbiinnaattiioonnss of �� or mmoorree subscripts that include the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’, i.e., via 

subscript, ‘
��
’, itself, and��or via subscripts that arise later, as solutions [‘ ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡ ’] to the meanings of various degrees of the 

‘sseellff-involution’ of that self-same ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ subscript, ‘
��
’, itself [the terms ‘

��

’, ‘
����

’, ‘
��

’, and ‘
����

’, respectively].  

‘Explicitization’ of Some Key Component Procedures IImmplicit in Hegel’s Methodological ‘‘‘Algorithm’’’. 

Several key cognitive procedures crucial to the implementation of ‘Hegel’s ‘‘‘Algorithm’’’ for Dialectic’, but that are 

only iimmplicit in Hegel’s statements quoted �� analyzed above, remain to be made eexxplicit here. They are --  

• 		���� ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ discovery��selection;  

• 		���� continuation of a systematic-dialectical categorial progression beyond its first triad of categories, when the  

   immanent ‘intra-multiality’ of its ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ exceeds that triadic exposition;  

• 		���� the discovery of, and the nature of, the ffiinnaall category in a systematic-dialectical categorial progression 

-- plus the ��th key cognitive procedure, in �� parts --  

• 		��.  .�� appropriation of the [‘ttrraannss-Hegelian’] possibility of the “pprreedictive”, or ‘pprree-constructive’ overspill of the  

     later��final categor(y)(ies) of a dialectical categorial progression, into a possible��expected future, beyond the  

     present, ‘ssyynnchronic cross-section’ that is the focus of such a systematic-dialectical method of presentation, and;
  

• 		��.!!.�� appropriation of the [‘ttrraannss-Hegelian’] possibility of a ‘“rreettrrooductive”’, or ‘‘‘rree-constructive’’’, overspill of the  

      ‘implicitudes’ of the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ of a dialectical categorial progression, into [some of] the possible  

      antecedents, coming before the present, ‘ssyynnchronic cross-section’ that is the focus of such a systematic- 

      dialectical method of presentation. 

• DDeeffiinniittiioonn, and SSeelleeccttiioonn, of an «AArrcchhéé» CCaatteeggoorryy for a DDiiaalleeccttiiccaall CCaatteeggoorriiaall PPrrooggrreessssiioonn ‘PPrreesseennttaattiioonn MMeettaa-MMooddeell’.

The beginning of a ‘‘‘systematic-dialectical’’’, or ‘ssyynnchronic-dialectical’, categorial-progression presentation, of��for a 

given ��omain, or ‘‘‘[sub-]totality’’’ -- its bbeeggiinnnniinngg category, or ffiirrsstt, ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ -- should be ‘‘‘iimmmediate’’’, 

as Hegel states repeatedly.   

For us, for general ‘‘‘systematic-dialectical’’’ categorial-progression presentations, this means that the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-

category’ should be the ‘‘‘seed’’’, or ‘‘‘cell-form’’’ [cf. Marx], of��for that whole ��omain. 

The ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ should be, as Hegel also repeatedly states, “simple”.   

For us, this means that the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ should be the simpleesstt category of its ��omain.  I.e., the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ 

should be the ‘‘‘determination’’’ that remains after all more complex determinations of the ��omain have been abstracted 

away.  And the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ should be the category of its ��omain for which, for the level of discourse chosen for 

the given categorial-progression presentation, there are no antecedent categories [cf. the axioms of the ffiirrsstt-order axiomatization of the 

“��atural” numbers -- the ffiirrsstt-order “Peano-Dedekind Postulates”, Postulate ‘P4’��]. 

There may presently exist, or there may have existed, (a) categor(y)(ies) that belong prior to such an ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’, 

historically, chronologically, or systematically��logically.  But there should be no such category that belongs, in priority, 

before the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ in iittss ��omain.  The ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ chosen for a dialectical categorial-progression, 

comprehending a given ��omain, should be ‘‘‘simple’’’ too in the sense that it eexxplicitly ‘‘‘contains’’’��involves nnoonnee of 

the other intuitively��experientially��“chaotically”-given categories inhering in that ��omain, but also in the sense that it 

iimmplicitly ‘‘‘contains’’’, or presupposes, aallll of them, and in the sense that it is also eexxplicitly ‘‘‘contained’’’��involved iinn

each of them. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[See:  http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Vignettes_files/Aoristos_Dyosphainthos,v.4.0,F.E.D_Vignette_%2321,On_the_Opposition_between_the_'First_Standard_Arithmetic'_and_the_Seldonian_'First_Dialectical_Arithmetic',09FEB2014.pdf , p. #21-12]. 
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• Continuation of a ��omain’s CCaatteeggoorriiaall PPrrooggrreessssiioonn ‘PPrreesseennttaattiioonn MMeettaa-MMooddeell’, BBeeyyoonndd an IInniittiiaall TTrriiaadd of CCaatteeggoorriieess.

The ffiirrsstt example that we pursued, both in Part ��., ��, already, earlier, here too, in Part ����., that of Marx’s ‘‘‘systematic-

dialectical’’’ presentation of the ��omain of the ‘Capitals-System’, does nnoott stop at its ��rrdd category, or with a ttrriiaaddiicc

categorial progression, i.e., with a ��-‘category-symbol’ nnoonn-amalgamative sum -- 

�� ����
������

��

��
��

�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡��
��

��
�� ����


�� ����

��
����

����

-- but, per our solution, “rolls onward”, to a total of eeiigghhtt nnoonn-amalgamatively-summed ‘category-symbols’ --   

�� ����
������

��

��
��

�� ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡��
��

���� ��  �� ���� �� ���� �� ������ �� �� �� ���� �� ����    
.
��

Likewise, the sseeccoonndd example of Part ��., that of a ssyynnchronic ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiological excerpt from our historical-dialectical, ‘Dialectic 

of Nature’, ‘Dialectical “Theory of Everything” Meta-Model’, does nnoott stop at its ��rrdd category, with a ttrriiaaddiicc progression 

of categories, with a tthhrreeee-‘category-symbol’ nnoonn-amalgamative sum, for ��omain ��������ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ -- 

,�� ��

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

    ��� ""ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

��
��

    ≡≡≡≡≡≡≡≡��� ""ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ        
��

� ##
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ

��
        �

##""

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
���� .
�� ��

Instead, per our solution, it too requires a total of [at least] �� nnoonn-amalgamatively-summed ‘category-symbols’ --   
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The tthhiirrdd example of Part ��., that of the ssyynnchronic, ‘‘‘systematic-dialectic’’’ of Hegel’s «Logik» itself, wwaass presented by 

us only up to a ttrriiaaddiicc progression of categories; only up to a ��-‘category-symbol’ nnoonn-amalgamative sum -- 
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However, that ��-‘category-symbol’ nnoonn-amalgamative sum is embedded in a work that evokes far more than tthhrreeee

“carried along” categories, categories which thus, eventually, become also “antecedent” categories.   

True, some of these many additional categories, or “determinations”, appear to be arranged by Hegel in the manner of a 

‘scaled self-similarity regress’, of triads ‘‘‘containing’’’ triads.  E.g., the ‘Being + Nothing + Becoming’ dialectic triad is 

contained in the “Being” chapter, Chapter I. of the ��-chapter ‘Being + Determinate Being + Being-for-Self’ dialectic triad, 

contained in the “Determinateness” or “Quality” section, “Section One” of the three-Section ‘Quality + Quantity + Measure’ 

triadic dialectic, which, in turn, is ‘‘‘contained’’’ in the ��st “book”, “BOOK ONE”, “DOCTINE OF BEING” triadic dialectic 

of the ��-“BOOK”��“VOLUME” ‘DOCTRINE OF BBEEIINNGG + DOCTRINE OF EESSSSEENNCCEE + DOCTRINE OF THE CCOONNCCEEPPTT’
triadic dialectic of Hegel’s «Logik» oovveerraallll -- aallll of which is, in turn, ‘‘‘contained’’’, that is, is presupposed, in Hegel’s 

oovveerraarrcchhiinngg ‘‘‘«LLooggiikk»  «NNaattuurr»  «GGeeiisstt»’’’ triadic dialectic, the dialectic of Hegel’s system aass aa wwhhoollee.  

But even Hegel’s «Logik» is nnoott strictly ttrriiaaddiicc.  For example, Chapter 2, on “The Judgement”, in the volume of Hegel’s 

«Logik» addressing the “DOCTRINE OF THE CCOONNCCEEPPTT”, features ffoouurr subdivisions, �� his next chapter, Chapter 3, on 

“The Syllogism”, features, again, ffoouurr subdivisions.  Moreover, elsewhere in his writings on his dialectical «Logik», Hegel 

explicitly addresses and endorses ffoouurr-fold, ‘tteettrraaddiicc’ [or ‘ddoouubbllee-ddyyaaddiicc’] dialectical categorial progressions.��  

Marx’s systematic dialectic of the circulation value-forms of capitalism suggests how some ‘ssyynnchronic-dialectical’ 

categorial progression presentations may need to continue beyond ‘ttrriiaaddiicciittyy’, �� beyond ‘tteettrraaddiicciittyy’ as well.  We have 

described, as ‘immanent dduuality’, or as ‘intra-dduuality’, the ‘internal [self-]contrariety’ within typical ‘«aarrcchhéé»-categories’.  

But the actual typical case is one of an ‘intra-mmuullttiiality’, one of a mmuullttiiplicity of greater than ttwwoo.  A ‘‘‘systematic-

dialectical’’’, ‘ssyynnchronic-dialectical’ categorial progression presentation of a ��omain should stop only once it has 

evoked enough solved-for categories to exhaustively ‘eexxplicitize’ that entire iimmplicit mmuullttiiplicity of ‘contrarieties’. 
  

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
��[See Hegel, The Encyclopedia  Logic: Part I of the Encyclopedia of Philosophical Sciences, New York:  Hacket Publishing Company, Inc., ��������,  p. ������]. 
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• The NNaattuurree of the CCoonncclluussiioonn of a ��omain-ssppeecciiffiicc, ��omain-iinntteerrpprreetteedd CCaatteeggoorriiaall PPrrooggrreessssiioonn ‘PPrreesseennttaattiioonn MMeettaa-MMooddeell’.  

The llaasstt category -- the ccoonncclluuddiinngg category -- of a ‘‘‘systematic-dialectical’’’ categorial progression theory��-

presentation of a ��omain, should be the one which represents the presenter’s solution for the llaasstt ‘‘‘algebraic’’’ 

‘category-symbol, ‘‘‘algorithmically’’’-generated, for which the presenter can find a solution.   

But this is so oonnllyy if that ‘category-solution’ still locates the meaning of that llaasstt-solvable ‘category-symbol’ as 

residing “inside” -- as belonging to, as inhering in -- that ��omain.   

If that llaasstt ‘category-solution’, per that presenter’s definition of the ��omain being presented��theorized, falls 

outside of that ��omain, then the immediate predecessor [solved] category of that llaasstt ‘category-solution’ becomes 

the ccoonncclluuddiinngg category.   

Alternatively, the presenter may decide to revise the definition of the ��omain being presented, so as to include 

the increment of ontology introduced by and as that llaasstt ‘category-solution’, in the ‘revisedly-defined’ ��omain.   

Sometimes, as with the eeiigghhtthh term, 
����

, of our categorial progression exposition of the ‘circulations-process’ 

formations of the ‘Capitals-System’ ��omain, the ffiinnaall presenter-solvable ‘category-symbol’ will straddle the 

[historical and��or systematic] boundary between the target ��omain and a��its successor ��omain.  

The general rubric that we use for ‘ttrraannss-ttrriiaaddiicc’ dialectical categorial progressions can be viewed via the 

following URL --  

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Applications_files/Revised,Application_Page_Posting,The_Seldonian_Psychohistorical-Dialectical_Equations,by_Aoristos_Dyosphainthos,20SEP2014.pdf ��

�

�������th image from ‘‘‘top’’. 
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• The TTrraannss-Hegelian PPoossssiibbiilliittyy of ‘SSyynncchhrroonniicc OOvveerrssppiillll’:  ‘RReettrroodduuccttiivvee RRee-CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn’ �� PPrreeddiiccttiivvee ‘PPrree-CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn’.  

• ��		��.  .�� appropriation of the [‘ttrraannss-Hegelian’] possibility of the “pprreedictive”, or ‘pprree-constructive’ oovveerrssppiillll of the  

      later��final categor(y)(ies) of a dialectical categorial ‘pprreesseenntt-ation’, into a possible��expected ffuuttuurree, beyond the  

      pprreesseenntt, ‘ssyynnchronic cross-section’ that is the focus of such a systematic-dialectical method of presentation. 

Aiming to continue a dialectical presentation categorial expansion, as described in the last sub-section, for oonnllyy as far as the new, 

‘‘‘algebraic’’’ ‘category-symbols’ generated by the extended ‘‘‘algorithm’’’ are interpretable��solvable for the ��omain being 

presented, may occasion a ssuurrpprriissee.  A ffiinnaall so-generated ‘category-symbol’ may, indeed, be solvable by the presenter, but nnoott for the 

��omain, or may be interpretable��solvable as a category that does nnoott belong wwhhoollllyy within that ��omain, but only ppaarrttiiaallllyy within ����, 

as with our final ��omain ��������«K.» ‘category-symbol’, 
����

. 

In the context of ‘‘‘historical’’’, or ‘ddiiaachronic’, dialectics, as well as in the context of ‘‘‘systematic’’’, or ‘ssyynnchronic’, dialectics’, the 

application of this dialectical method -- the continued iteration of the extended ‘dialectic algorithm’ -- may eventually generate 

‘‘‘algebraic’’’ ‘category-symbols’ which suggest presently uunnassignable categories -- representing presently nnoonnexistent, or only 

‘fractionally-existent’, incremental ontology.  However, that incremental ontology, may, nonetheless, be recognizable, to the 

presenter, as potentially representing expected, anticipated ffuuttuurree ontology.  This phenomenon may thus constitute a “prevision”,  

a ‘pprree-construction, a ‘categorial pprreediction’, or ‘ontological forecast’, of new, successor, uunnprecedented categories��categorial-

ontological content that is yet to come.   

We call this phenomenon ‘ssyynnchronic overspill’ of ‘the future-leaning kind’. 

The categorial contents of one nnoonn-zero duration ‘ssyynnchronic cross-section’, or ‘ssyynnchronic slice’, of history that includes ‘present 

history’, and that is inhabited by the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-ontology’ of a given ��omain oonnllyy -- is necessarily a ‘‘‘slice’’’ of history that is at least 

somewhat ‘temporally thick’, even if that ‘time-thickness’ is measured in only a few nnaannoo-seconds.  It will share a boundary with 

another, next, ‘presently-future’ such ‘‘‘slice’’’.  Eventually, as the dialectical categorial progression presentation of that ��omain’s 

native ontology extends to and through these formerly future ‘‘‘slices’’’, that contain ontology inhering in the successor categories of 

the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ for that ‘��omain-ontology’, that ��omain’s ontological progression will reach its end.  The next later ‘‘‘slice’’’ 

of history will manifest an ‘ontological singularity’, the ‘ontologically-revolutionary’ -- or ‘‘‘[ontologically] meta-evolutionary’’’ -- 

irruption of ‘next-��omain ontology’; of ‘new-��omain ontology’ -- for which wwee need a new ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’. 

After all, ‘ssyynnchronic, systematic dialectic’ is nnoott aabbssoolluutteellyy synchronic -- is nnoott aabbssoolluutteellyy nnoonn-diachronic.  Historicity, temporality, 

is all-pervading, and all-encompassing.  A ‘‘‘systematic dialectic’’’, a ‘ssyynnchronic dialectic’, is merely a ‘mmiiccrroo-hhiissttoorriiccaall dialectic’.  

It addresses a ffiinniittee, nnoonn-zero duration that is only ‘rreellaattiivveellyy ssyynnchronic’ -- rreellaattiivvee to the typically far longer durations of history 

addressed by ‘‘‘historical dialectic’’’, or ‘ddiiaachronic dialectic’.  Presentations too take time.  Thus, in truth, aallll ddiiaalleeccttiicc is ddiiaachronic. 

And the ffuuttuurree ccoonntteenntt of oouurr ccoossmmooss arises, and becomes pprreesseenntt, by (the) ccoommbbiinnaattiioonn(ss) of the pprreesseenntt��ppaasstt ‘«mmoonnaaddiicc» 

ccoonntteenntt(ss) of oouurr ccoossmmooss: by (tthheeiirr)(iittss) ‘aalllloo-ccoommbbiinnaattiioonnss’, but also by (tthheeiirr)(iittss) ‘aauuttoo-ccoommbbiinnaattiioonnss’.  How else could iitt arise??

The detection of «mmoonnaaddss», or uunniittss, inhering in, and constituting, a new, uunnprecedented, originating ‘«aarrcchhéé»-ccaatteeggoorryy’, for a new, 

uunnprecedented ‘ideo-ontological’ ��omain, or for a new, unprecedented ‘ideo-physio-ontological’ ��omain, inductively induces, in 

those of ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall mmiinndd, an expectation of the [later] detection of uunniittss of iittss ‘ccoonnttrraa-ccaatteeggoorryy’, partial [‘mmeerroo-ccoonnttrraa-ccaatteeggoorriieess’], ����or 

ffuullll.  Likewise, detection of uunniittss of iittss ‘ccoonnttrraa-ccaatteeggoorr(yy)(iieess)’ induces a ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall expectation of [later] detection of uunniittss of tthheeiirr

‘uunnii-ccaatteeggoorryy’, partial [‘mmeerroo-uunnii-ccaatteeggoorriieess’], ����or ffuullll. 

Therefore, such ‘ssyynnchronic overspill’ is rather to be expected.  
  

• 		��.!!.��appropriation of the [‘ttrraannss-Hegelian’] possibility of a “retroductive”, or ‘rree-constructive’, overspill of the  

      ‘implicitudes’ of the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ of a dialectical categorial progression, into [some of] the possible  

      antecedents, coming before the present, ‘synchronic cross-section’ that is the focus of such a systematic- 

      dialectical method of presentation. 

The given ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ may, quite properly, represent the ffiirrsstt category for the given ��omain.  But it may yet also  

‘back-implicate’, ‘‘‘retrodict’’’, ‘‘‘retroduce’’’ to, or suggest a ‘reconstruction’ of, (a) prior, predecessor categor(y)(ies), which 

inhere(s) in a systematically and��or chronologically prior ��omain.  A case in point is that of our Part ��. example of the [Terran, ++??] 

ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiology ��omain.  There the ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ symbol, ""
ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒ
, representing the category of ‘""rree-eeuukkaarryyoottiicc lliivviinngg cceellllss’, calls to 

mind pprriioorr ontological categories.  While typically ruled-out as categories belonging to the ΒΒΒΒΒΒΒΒiology ��omain, these pprriioorr categories 

nevertheless belong as ontological categories in a broader ‘dialectic of nature’, e.g., the ‘cosmo-ontological’ categories for mmoolleeccuulleess, 

aattoommss, ‘mmeettaa-qquuaannttaa’, ‘mmeerree qquuaannttaa’, “DDaarrkk MMaatttteerr”, and “DDaarrkk EEnneerrggyy”.  
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Assessment of the Scientific Scope and Limitations of Hegel’s ‘‘‘Algorithm’’’ for DDiiaalleeccttiicc. 

It is overwhelmingly likely, we hold, that nneeiitthheerr Hegel nnoorr Marx -- when Hegel wrote the «Logik», or when 

Marx wrote «Das Kapital.», respectively -- had in mind anything even remotely resembling the detailed, 

exacting, axiomatized ‘ccaatteeggoorriiaall ccaallccuulluuss ffoorr ddiiaalleeccttiicc’ that we have used, herein, to model, and to analyze, 

key portions of the [tables of] contents of their works.  

Therefore, even the degree of ‘‘‘fitness’’’ that we have found, above, to Hegel’s general descriptions of [his] 

ddiiaalleeccttiicc, and to the [tables of] content of both works, is quite remarkable. 

However, the ‘remarkability’ of this ‘‘‘fitness’’’ is reduced, somewhat, in our eyes, because we believe that 

both Hegel and Marx had, at work in the designs of these works, certain intuitive, informal notions of what 

might aptly be called ‘categorial combinatorics’. 

Moreover, there are ffeeaattuurreess of Hegel’s version of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, in particular, that we do nnoott wish our algorithms to 

emulate. 

Specifically, Hegel’s ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categories typically exhibit ‘‘‘ssuubbjjeecctt��object inversion’’’.  

This has been noted of Hegel’s work since Feuerbach at least.  This trait later rose to compose the core of 

Marx’s critique of ‘tthhee mmooddeerrnn iiddeeoollooggyy’ entire.  This trait is a central ‘psychohistorical symptom’ of ‘iiddeeoollooggyy-

formation(s)’ in tthhee wwhhoollee eeppoocchh of hhuummaann sseellff-aalliieennaattiioonn; of our tendency to [ccoolllleeccttiivveellyy] project oouurr hhuummaann

aaggeennccyy, oouurr ‘ssuubbjjeecctt-iivviittyy’, oouurr ‘ssuubbjjeecctt-hhoooodd’, our ‘ssuubbjjeecctt-nneessss’, onto [fetish-]objects -- onto ‘iiddeeoo-objects’ 

and ‘pphhyyssiioo-objects’ alike -- objects that we have in fact used our [ccoolllleeccttiivvee] ‘aaggeenntt-aall’, ‘ssuubbjjeecctt-iivvee’ creative 

power to create, but as if bbeehhiinndd oouurr oowwnn bbaacckkss. 

We wish our ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categories to be so formulated as to express aaccttuuaall aaggeennccyy -- the aaccttiivvee, ccaauussaall aaggeennccyy

of the «mmoonnaaddss» that those ddiiaalleeccttiiccaall categories represent -- whether those aaggeennttss be ‘pprree-%%uummaann’, and only 

‘pprroottoo-ssuubbjjeecctt-iivvee’, «mmoonnaaddss», such as ‘qquuaannttaaee’, ‘mmeettaa-qquuaannttaaee’, ‘aattoommiiaaee’, ‘mmoolleeccuullaarriiaaee’, ‘pprrookkaarryyoottiiaaee’, 

‘eeuukkaarryyoottiiaaee’, ‘mmeettaa-kkaarryyoottiiaaee’, [e.g., animal] ‘ssoocciiaalliiaaee’, or ‘hhuummaanniiaaee’; %%uummaann ssuubbjjeeccttss����aaggeennttss ffuullll-bblloowwnn. 

Moreover, for Hegel, the ultimate, ffiinnaall category of the ‘ddiiaalleeccttiicc-mmeetthhooddiicc’ categorial progression of his 

system is the same as its iinniittiiaall, ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’.  Hegel’s oovveerraallll categorial progression ‘‘‘returns into 

itself’’’.  The ‘«aarrcchhéé»-category’ ‘‘‘premise’’’ is, in a sense, ‘‘‘proven’’’, or ‘‘‘grounded’’’, by all of the 

categorial progression that follows it, and that returns into it.   

This ‘‘‘quasi-ssttaattiiccaall’’’, ‘quasi-eetteerrnnaalliissttiicc’ cciirrccuullaarriittyy vitiates the potential, truly historic ‘‘‘progressivity’’’ of 

Hegel’s ddiiaalleeccttiicc.  

The ‘pprree-ccoonnssttrruuccttiivvee, pprree-ddiiccttiivvee ppootteennttiiaall’ of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, that we addressed above, is ccoommpplleetteellyy ssqquuaannddeerreedd by 

this ��-��, ‘‘‘flatland’’’ cciirrccuullaarriittyy of Hegel’s account of ddiiaalleeccttiicc, as opposed to that open-ended, higher-��

‘hheelliicciittyy’ that he, immanently, within his own system, already had grounds for embracing.  
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