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B. Background

B.a. Scope of this Essay The' dialectical meta-model’ exposited and narrated herein, using the ideogralph

language of thgg dialectical arithmetic, the @rché» of all of theF.E.D. dialectical ideographies, is, clearly,
not a ‘meta-model’ of an “objective”, past, pre-humaatural -- nor even of a contemporary, but extraréi-
natural -- progression, gfhysio-ontologies’,unlike F.E.D.’s ‘Dialectical Theory of Everythingmeta-model'.

It is, on the contrary -- and in several dimensiohsuch contrariety at once -- a ‘meta-model’ gpleglagogical
strategy of presentatioof the human, “inter-subjective” totality, or uense[-of-discourse], of th&tandard
Arithmetics”, i.e., of the arithmetics built upon that humate®-ontology’ of the “kinds” of number standardly

denoted today as N, W, Z, Q, R, C, etc. -- in the form o& systematically-ordered progression of higher-
order-logic axiomssystemf arithmetic, presenting the totality of thesstsyns as they appear from the
vantage point of the present development, and-tkelfrization’, by the contemporary consensus ef th
community of mathematicians, of mathematics as alevhThat-.E.D. pedagogical strategy seeks a best,
optimal ordering for the exposition of these “qualitatively diffet® -- ‘ideo-ontologically different’ -- axioms-
systems, and for their sub-topics. This stratbgg involves choices among alternatives, by thagegue --

in this case, by thE.E.D. research collective. The ‘meta-model’ presen&e@in is thusqot one ofF.E.D.’s

‘[ psycho]historical-dialectical meta-models’ irF.E.D.’s terms. That is, it doast address, among other issues
not addressed, the actual, chronological order oéffextive birth-dates of related systems of arittinie
Terran human history to-date. It dawat explain the differences in the semantic ‘self-timagion’, and in the
timing of emergence, of related number-kinds ‘idgwelogies’ in the past-historical, geographicadtigalized
‘sub-phenomes’ of the total Terran ‘Human Phenoag’key chapters in the story of thaldung» of that total
Terran Human Phenome.

Moreover, this essay dogst instantiate théDialectical Meta-Axiomatics method of presentation, which is the planned
futureE.D. standard for presentations of such material [lidé&finition & diagram for ‘Dialectical Meta-Axiomatics'].

B.B. The " Driver™ for the Progression of the' Standard Arithmetics” The Solution of“Unsolvable’ Equations.
Despite those limitations of its scope, the ‘metadei’ presented herein does capturiae Godelian Dialectic’ of this
progression of the axiomatic systems of the StahAathmetics. That is, this ‘meta-model’ captusepedagogically-
selected, pedagogically-optimized progression aid€ formulae” analoguée‘.or this progression of Arithmetics.

Each such Gddel formula “deformalizes” into a p&ipon asserting that a certain “diophantine” algébequation
cannot be solved within the [“incompleteéiijumber-ontology; or ‘number-kind ideo-ontologyof the given arithmetical
axiomatic systemnsidewhich it arises as a ‘well-formed equation’ ofttegstem. Also, as a ‘Godel formula
proposition’, asserting the unsolvability of suchemjuation in such an axioms-system, such a prigosivould be true
of the axioms-system within which it arises, butiebbe neither deductively provable nor deductivdiftprovable --

i.e., would be' undecidable” -- from the axioms of that axioms-system, within the logical-language resources,
syntactical and semantic, of that axioms-systerariviation of such a well-formeghsolvable equation, anghprovable
theorem, within such an axioms-system precipitatesnmanent formal-logicalaporia», impasse, quandary, or
predicament, for that axioms-systema logical inadequacy -- the‘a-pore’, or‘ not-pore’; the absence of a “passage”, of
an “opening”, beyond the presérimpasse”, which appears, at first, to be a hopelead dnd.

However, such an equatigrould be solvable within the consecutivext arithmetical axioms-system, the “successor
system” of that “predecessor” arithmetical axiongstem, by means of the néeo-ontology’-- by means of the new

kind of ‘numberontology’-- which first fully arrives in that successor tm. That same equation would also be solvable
in all subsequent arithmetical axioms-systemsigmphogression, using that neideo-ontology’, which isconservegdas

well as qualitatively/‘ideo-ontologicallyfurther extendedn all subsequent arithmetical axioms-systenthis‘meta-
system’, or systegprogression. Such a ‘Godel formula propositi@sserting thensolvability of that equatioin that
predecessor system, will becopr@vablytrue, via the expanded logical-language resourcesabfsiiccessor arithmetical
axioms-system, as well asall of its “successor systems”, in which those new logicagleage resources are also both
conserved determinately-negated/changed/elevated/furtherrslddin a qualitative/‘ideo-ontological’ sense.
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B.Y. The ‘Dyadic Seldon Function Meta-Equational Meta-Model of the “ Standard Arithmetics” Progression
The starting-point, beginning, governing sourcergwesent origin, oraxché», of the£ncyclopedia
Dialectica_‘meta-model’ of the ‘Meta-Systematic Dialectic bktSystems of the Standard Arithmetics’ is --

3
¢:N,9
-- connoting the firsend-higher-order-logic axiomatization of the arithmetic of th®l&tural Numbers”,
N ={I, Il, Ill,...}. The centralN, symbol in this ‘symbol complex’ is surroundedthyeeE.D.

‘dialectical diacritical marks’. They serve tocate’ the “‘ideo-eventities”” being modeled/defined liyeir
‘dialectical meta-models’, in an encyclopedic, sysétic, ‘ideo-taxonomic’ structure. In particuldrese three

‘locator’ marks consist of 3 as'pre-supescript’, anh as‘pre-sutscript’, and a# as post]subscript The ﬁ

& b are the special kinds of “ope®& “close” parentheses used to enclose symbols dengsynchronic’™,
presentational, [meta-]systematic-dialectical ontological constants and variables. thindicates that the
‘ideo-ontology’ implicit denoted by thﬁu# ‘symbol complex’ is sourced inyenos» humanity, that is, in the
human[oid] “«pecies»” of ‘cosmo-ontology’ & its ‘human[oid] Phenome’. Th8 indicates that this ontology

is categorized into taxonomy lev@lof theE.D. Universal Taxonomy, hence, for the« », consists
primarily of ‘ideo-ontology’, unlikeh’s taxonomy leveR, consisting mainly of ontological mixtures or higsr
of ‘ideo-’ [memetic] andphysio- components [e.g., objects of “economic value”, bé“exchange-value”],
and likewise unlikéh’s taxonomy levell, consisting almost entirely gphysio-ontology’, e.g., ohuman
physicalandphysiologicalartefacts, ‘sociofacts’, and ‘biofacts’ in themas, as such, e.dapman physical

remains]. The ‘post-subscrip#; -- the “number sign”, “count sign”, “hash sign', pound sign”, with single
underscore -- signifies thgzneral topic of thedialectic which ﬁﬂ# rates: “number” in the specific sense

of “cardinal number”, or‘counting number”.
The dialectical process tifleo-«auto-kinesis»’ that is rooted and seeded |ﬁﬂ# will give rise to a series of ‘ideo-ontologically

heterogeneous, irreducible, non-amalgamative “‘stipor ‘cumula’, generically denoted I:}I‘(, which will represent sums, or
mutual “‘super[im]positions’, of the different galitative determinations, or characteristics hef differentkinds of number

immanently and progressively evoked starting frominitial‘ self-critique’ of hu#' The ideographical symbolization of these

‘cumula’ will involve the sign —g—"", signifying ‘oppositional addition’.[Note: The operation-signs for generalized ‘pure-ideigdition,
‘—P— & $ are formally equivalent. We us——", signing ‘mutual-negation {*’] addition’, when we want temphasiz¢he opposite qualities

connoted by a -- typicallgrdinally consecutive- pair of ‘connotograms’, ‘categorograms’, or$&ymograms]’.

l.e., an expression of the fok —g—Y signs the external, additive combination, or cesgnce, of aX & a
Y which are opposites/“‘negations’ of one anothertheirprimary qualities/characteristics/determinations.
The compound symbosﬂ’, with no underscores under tr&#' or under the T ’, means thst# is a

monotonically increasing “purely-quantitative” vaile, in this caskl W. Given those preliminaries, we can
now present the ‘Dialectical Meta-Equation’ whiamnstitutes thé&.D. ‘dialectical meta-model’ of thE.D.
‘Meta-Systematic Dialecticdfethod of Presentation of the Progression of the Systemghe Standard
Arithmetics':

47

# o
HH » = 6N
#

The following page contains a JPEG graphic of theva-presented ‘meta-equation’, with its symbolengents defined via call-outs.
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Dialectical ‘Meta-Model

for ‘The Gddelian Dialectic of the Standard Arithmetics’:

Its Symbolic Elements Defined via Callouts

‘post-superscript’ or ‘post-subscript’ OVErscore,
;. ; ; it @ indicating the
dialectical diacritical mark: "
d 2 unit nature of
i on.ram' . B the symbol
of the eventity's Encyclopedia Dialectica ‘sub-universe’. overscored:
analytic-
‘pre-superscript dialectical diacritical mark: indicates a gfﬁ;”:;:f;gly
indicates the fevel of the Encyclopedia Dialectica BHE S RIrow ‘Dyadic Seldon represents a
universal taxonomy to which the eventity is assigned. Function unit length
‘meta-model’ ‘dialector’, with
its own unique
dimension,
T orthogonal to
multl-;)ntlc) those of all
cumuium other unit
[heterogeneous 4 ) S#(P ‘dialectors’
qualitative sum] it Vg D4 interpreted
‘poly-qualinomial’ A 4 forthis
5‘/;““' _ — ‘meta-model’.
or -
2 h — N v
synchronic,
method-of- S, (P h E
presentation, \_/ iz
[meta-]systematic
dialectic
“synchronic”,
or
‘“systematic «arché»-mnemonic symbol: The axioms-
_un.der.score, dialectic” system of the “Natural” Numbers, N
indicating the special
- - . - - contra—Bo.oIean parentheses
‘pre-subscript’ dialectical diacritical mark: fl::ham; I
v N . - - ¢ s s, of € SYymbol
indicates the Encyclopedia Dialectica ‘sub-universe tind ersg’ Srad
of the universal taxonomy to which the eventity is assigned.

‘post-subscript’, or ‘post-superscript's superscript’
dialectical diacritical mark:
indicates the present step/stage of the presentation
[independent variable / driver].

As thestepktage of presentation advances, asdiaectical selfargument’ensues, this ‘dialectical meta-
equation’ takes as a “given” the sequence of ‘¢ate series’/‘ideo-cumula’ given on the next pag&ach
also expresses yet a negperia» orquandary regarding the nature of “cardinal”, or “countingiymber, by
way of each *“[syn]thesis™ “Standard ArithmeticAxioms-System symbol being ‘oppositionally-addemian
‘anti-thesis’/‘contra-thesis’ symbol, symbolizing anmanently-arising “‘Lakatosian counter-examgleas a
‘supplementary-opposite’ to the new [syn]thesigisian/definition of “[counting] number”.

By a ‘meta-equation’, we mean thautheben» ‘metamonadization’, or «aufheben» ‘metaunitization’, of an
equation asmonad» orunit: a ‘meta-equationunit is a metaudnit of equations aanits, made up out of a
heterogeneous multiplicity of equationits. The ‘meta-equation’ above “‘contains’™ a quiiively different,

‘ideo-ontologically different’ equation for evergle of its independent variabse# -- seven qualitatively

distinct equations total for the rangg = 0 throughs , = 6.

[F.ED]
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That sequence ofaporia» is as follows --

# 0
0. stage /step0, s, =0: ﬁ]—I—(O = ﬁﬁﬂﬁbz = ﬁﬁﬂﬁbl = ﬁug
# 1
L. stage istepl, s, = 1: ﬁ]_:[_(l = ﬁﬁugbz = ﬁ?ﬁﬁbz = Ne—lta,
#
ez, =2 (L = GNYT = €M) = eopm,
# 3
3. stage /step3, s, = 3: ﬁ]—I—(3 = ﬁﬁﬂgbz = ﬁﬁﬂgbs = ﬁg.—ﬂ;—lﬁfg;
-4 3 # — 3 2 _ 3N 6 _ 3 3.4.
. stage /step4, S, = 4: h]_I_( = ﬁhﬂgb = ﬁh—gb = Qe
# 5
5. §tage/§tep5,sg=5: ﬁ]—I—(S = ﬁﬁuﬁbz = ﬁﬁﬂgbsz = ﬁg'_m_'ﬁi_;
3 # 2° 64
o saesepss,=o FE(, = ENY = €M = g0,

7
— . 3 B — 3 2
7. stage istep?,S,=17: '—I—' , = ﬁhNgD

-- wherein we are now utilizing, as in the coretgecof this essay, visible-light-spectrwrdinal color-coding
-- red, orange, , green, , indigo, andviolet -- to emphasize therdinality of the successive dialectical

, S 3 3., 3., 3. 3. 3 3
syntheses signed by the ‘dialectical formulae’ &z. -- | N, W, £, 1 Q, 1R, 1€, & H,.... Each

increment of number-system ‘ideo-ontology’, showpgositionally-added’ to each arithmetic’s axiongstem
“dialectical [syn]thesis” symbol in each presermdastep above, is also a ‘pre-given’, as follows --

6§ﬂgb128 = ﬁug,_m_lﬁg#,

3 — . . . .
hg# = axioms-increment for the set of M self-subtractions, named herein tleight numbers'a = {I =1, Il =11, 111 =11, ... };

= axioms-increment for allVl “negative result” subtractions, named herein tigrfus numbers'm = {0-1,0-11,0- 111, .. };

Sw Sw
13

! = axioms-increment foZ'’s [ ] divisions, named herein théractional numbers'f = {f=n/d | n, d Om} [| =“such that’]

{e,m..}}%

= axioms-increment for the Hiagonal numbers™d = {{ SBT

# E M

!# = axioms for the imaginary numbers” incremerit, = { di }, whereint = +/=1, & i

COIAP__(x)=0& x#%f,0& DQWC}DSBT

M
PEE Fil&[i”#i1& 1 €1

W T w

oo

o w

h = axioms for the “hamiltonian quaternionic incrementh = {dj +dk}]| | -1- k&% =k = -1, & +k = =Ki;
hs(_) = axioms for the “octonionic ideo-ontological increment’® = {d{+dm +dn +do} | £ -1- m —1— n -1— 0.

Assuming the meanings “given” to us in advancelerfirst twelve symbols listed above [i.e., notieting
3 3 o . . . 3 64 .
hﬂg and hgg], we will, in the core section of this essay, sofer the remainin®2 terms oiﬁ N_ b , using

the'Organonic Algebraic Method’, which is defined for you further on in this baokgnd section.
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The ‘meta-model’ of th&ddelian Dialectic of the” Standard Arithmetics’, described above, is, peIE.D.’s
parlancenot amodel/an ideographical/equational description, or ‘chtegization’, of the* ideic evolution™

of, orwithin, asingle axioms-system, for just one of theséStandard Arithmetics’, say theShQ# system. ltis,

on the contrary, aneta-model’ of their‘ideo-meta-evolution’; of the first sevestages of theifmeta-system’.

By the evolution™ of anaxioms-system, F.E.D. means the process of proving more and more thesoofambout/-
within thatsystem, formally and rigorously deduced from tldoms of thatsystem, and/or from other, previous
deductions therein, thereby adding to / expandgm@wing the ‘explicitized’, comprehended meanitfigamd therefore
also the known nature of, thatioms-system, by the ‘qualitative super[im]position’ of the gving ‘cumulum’ of such
theorems, and by the human-cognitive perceptighetinivocal unity, or genos», of all those theorems, taken together.

By the"* meta-evolution’™ of/from a single arithmetical axioms-system -- gfigm the beginning orakché»-system of

a ‘diachronic meta-system’, oar’chéonic consecuum’, of su@xioms-systems -- F.E.D. means the process of leaping,
from an @poria» arrived aimmanently, within thataxioms-system, to the outside of thaystem, and thence to the inside
of a new, higheaxioms-system; to a “‘consecutive’’/successa@ystem, “higher” in the Gddeliai& “logical type” senses.
Such a ‘Gddelian successor-system’ is a “‘congiveaextension’, or @aufheben»-negation, of its predecessxioms
system, retaining, if with some madification, most of taxioms of its predecessor, but becoming-succesysiem
principally by adding new “comprehensiaxioms’ to the old/modified axioms-set, tiefine to ‘semantify’[to establish
the arithmetical meaning of] the sets of highegltal type” added to the previous, predecessor sklswer “type”,

with the latter representing [“modeling™’] theikds of numbers that were already comprehended santantified’, by
the predecessor arithmeticgystem’s axioms, and with the former representingw kinds of numberheyond the latter.

This process ofixioms-system “* meta-evolution™ is not a process adeductive formal logic, as is the process
of axioms-system *“* evolution’ -- the process of moving from axiomatically assuraed/or previously proven
propositions to newly-proved theorems. Gddel hifmssted thisnon-formal-logicalcharacter ohew-axioms
discovery: “...in the systematic establishment of the axiommathematics, new axioms, which do not follow byfal
logic from those previously established, again again become evident. ... it is just this beconanigient of more and
more new axioms on the basis of the meaning optimeitive notions F.E.D.: on the basis of the very notion of the
meaning and nature of “number” itself] that a maehtannot imitate. ...thigtuitive grasping of ever newer axioms that
are logically independent from the earlier onesndcessary for the solvability of all problemsrewéthin a very limited
domain..” [Kurt Godel, “The Modern Development of the Founolasi ofMathematics in the Light d?hilosophy
(*1961)", in S. Fefermanet. al, editors Kurt Gédel Collected WorkgVolumelll: Unpublished Essays and Lectuxes
Oxford University Press [NY1995 C.E.], page385, emphasis added]. Plato, ifhe Republicoffered a similar
observation, somewhat earlieirca 388 B.C.E.], and made that observation the foundation of his notion of
dialectic: “These considerations point in particular towards &spect of dialectic which lay at the forefrohPtato’s
concern. He insisted upon two fundamerdehs: (1) that a starting point for rational anguntation cannot be merely
assumed opostulated but must itself beustified and (2) that thenodus operanddf such a justification can be
dialectical. He introduced the special device d&led“dialectic” to overcome this dependence upon unquestioned
axioms. It is worthwhile to see how he puts [tliishis own terms: “There remain geometry and ehatber allied
studies which, as we said, do in some measure lagpiereality; but we observe that they cannot yaglgthing clearer
than a dream-like vision of the real so long ay tkave the assumptions they employ unquestiondaan give no
account of them. If your premiss is something giounot really know and your conclusion and therimexiate steps are
a tissue of things you do not really know, yoursang may be consistent with itself, but how d¢agver amount to
knowledge? ... So.the method of dialectic is the only one which tattes course, doing away with assumptions ....
Dialectic will stand as the coping-stone of the iehstructure; there is no other study that desewvée put above it.”
[Nicholas RescheBialectics A ControversyOriented Approach to the Theory of Knowledg@UNY Press [Albanyl1977], page48].

Thus, the" logic™ -- the'ordinality-rules-system’ as tbwhat follows fromwhat” -- driving the' meta-model’ of the
““ meta-evolution™ of arithmetic introduced above, and to be expéidah the sequel, cannot teductive formal logic.

The ﬁﬂ#axioms—system of arithmetic doegat follow from theﬁu# axioms-system of arithmetic,nor the ﬁ 4 from

the 3W , nor the3Q,, from the3Z , nor the3R_ from the3@_, nor 3C_ from 3R, bydeductive formal logic.
h # h™ # h # h # h" # h # h #
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3 3 3 3 3 3
Instead, the rules of followership—=}'] for the hu#_:-' hﬂ#ﬂ h #—:.' hg#—:'_]h #ﬂ h Q#—:.l... Godelian Dialectic are

““intuitional” [cf. Godel, in quote aboveheuristic, connotational, “ intension-al” [versus'’ extension-al’], ‘ contental’, and fullysemantic, not
merely syntactic of* form-al”’. The *“ logic™ of this ‘meta-model’ is meant to satisfy timtuition of those to whom it is presented -- to be
“seen” [«eidBlon», image; eidos», look, form; eide»; «dea», ideo~ [v]ideo] by them -- not merely tcompel their* unknowing” [cf. Plato]
assent by rigorous formal prodifowever opaque and uncomprehended/unconceptualized the ‘conteatalons for that merely formal
‘followership’ may remain.

In summary, our Dyadic Seldon Function ‘meta-modél'connotational entailment’ --

s
# ZE‘T’

JH ¢ = 6N

-- invokes a rules-system ffeuristic followership’ or ordering [ofprogressive order or ‘ordinality’'], a higher “‘logic™,
as one which appeals to, and directly addressesamimtuition; the*followership’ of connotations, of “ intensions”, of
meanings. Itisnot a logic ofdeductive ‘followership’, but it is one with strong algorithmic guidancethastrong

. , — _— 3 # : L
syntactic and ‘qualo-parametric’ [‘epithetic’] cuasd underpinnings. For example, the terng“'\r'::]E7 , Which arises in
aN

stage? of our ‘meta-model’ othe Standard Arithmetics, has two [‘post-subscripted’] “‘epithets’/‘qualparameters’,
a andN, in addition to ‘pre-subscript’, ‘pre-superscripnd ‘post-superscript’ epithets/‘qualo-paramet&sh, and#,
respectively. This term corresponds to 3ne generic ordinal quality, ‘[ideo-Jontology’, ofideo-]Jontological category’,
denoted by%s, in the generic/“uninterpreted”/“unassigﬁe,j_g#dialectical arithmetic. l.e., the ordinal numeralue of

# # = =
N, (N), is 1, and that ofa, (a), is 2, so thai 3@&) ") = 39 t o= Q[] = QL , and is the first “algebraic”
h h +1 3
N (aN)
[ =initially of “ unknown” gualitative value!unsemantified’] term of this ‘meta-model’ that woudé solved for, in the
core section, using tH®rganonic Algebraic Method’, had we not chosen to ‘pre-stipulate’ its meanifige term
#
ﬁ @E " signifies acombination of thegualities/‘ideo-ontology’ oﬁ a, & of ﬁﬂ# a“ dialectical synthesis’ of
aN . R

3 3 3
“ thesis” hﬂ# &/with ‘ contra-thesis ha,a “real subsumption” / conversion ﬁﬂ# by/into ha, Our ‘pre-solution’,

making “known” the initially* unknown” meaning of this therefore initially “algelicaterm, ﬁ@b ﬁ, is that it

aN
represents the ‘ideo-ontology’ of, e.g., medielrado-Arabic place-value-notation arithmetic, wilkas “place-holder”,
e.g,aN={0..01,0..02,0...03,0...04, 0...05, 0...06, 0...07, 0...08, 0...09, 0...010, ... }, trumping the ancient
‘place-value-less’, ‘[subtractive/]additive/juxtagitional’ arithmetics, e.g., the Roman Numeralsi@r, N ={1, |1, |11,
IV, V, VI, VI, VII, VI, IX, X,...}. Thatvalue completes a process whereby the mgarithe' thesis™ , ﬁu#

3 3 3
step0, passeglialectically into the meaning of thesynthesis-sum, ﬁhﬂ#ﬂ—'h g#b'_m_'h @E g, of step2,
B B =N
2

via the mediation of th& anti-thesis™ , 3g#, and of thé antithesis-sum;, 3ﬂ#.—m—l 3g#, stepl. This ‘trans-
h % h *® h =

formal’, ‘trans-deductivelogic is meet for the tasks of such ‘meta-models’, bseahe intimation of incremental, new,
deductively-independent axioms in the Gddelian muant from predecessor arithmetical axioms-systegutoessor
arithmetical axioms-system, is, as we have sedhginvords of Plato and of Godel, aboret a process of deductive
logic. Indeed, eacktep in this axioms-system progression is a queisigoof the arché»-axioms of the arché»-
system, as of the added axioms of every subsegu@nrhs-system, througimnmanent critique, through the surfacing/-
‘explicitization’ of their immanent, implicit aporia»; thence “conservatively extending” --‘@ufhebening’ -- their
axioms in order to address, and in order to redlsss'supplementation™, the thus-surfaced daéaocies /-
incompletenesses of those axioms, and of the nbtefinition of “[counting] number” that they imyl
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A ‘Dialectical Meta-Equation’ is, first and foremost, an equating between multiplicity and unity. In the ‘Dialectical Meta-Equation’ above, the

#
‘cumulum’ of a growing multiplicity of terms?’)—I—( -- growing ass,, grows -- is related, indeed equated, to a soutéehahas unity at its core:
h Sy B

3 i
hu#’ i.e., to the ‘iterated self-re-flex-ion’ [the ‘bding-back-of-self-upon-self' /-‘operating-upon{sef-/by-self] of the ‘«arché»-ic’ unitly ],

3

b ﬂg — g[ll [wherein X F— g[]n means thassignmenbof ‘synchronic’specific categoryX to the ric nO meta—numeralg[]n].

A ‘Dialectical Meta-Equation’ is, furthermore gaalitative multiplicity, a heterogeneity of contents, one @rhfcontains” a growing richness of
opposing gualities; one which includes advancing instancesapbria» and of thelialectical resolution of those instances; a series of ever more

dazzling correctives to the original/originatingar ché»-ic’ posit, the ‘qualitativeirst approximation’, “‘named” SH#.

h ¢
The ‘Dyadic Seldon Function meta-model’ explicatedein is a self-iterated succession_of ‘selfifrontations’ of ‘ideo-ontologically’-distinctaporia» of
arithmetics, each representing a qualitativelyedéht -- progressively-expanding -- oppositionapesiting of two opposing notions/definitions ob[mting] number.

This ‘Seldon Function’ signifies the recurrent geiflection of a human mind, ‘mentally embodyinggi@en system of
arithmetic, X, and reflecting, asonscious subject, Kﬁ_b upon its ‘mental embodiment’ of that system, via

H_»Q gy = X —@— QQ X y Thisself-reflection of X, as it rises téull sef-reflection, i.e., aX* gradually and

“continuously”™ becomeé_(z, represents thdialectical [self-«aufheben»] self-negation of 51, which is equivalent to
adding the opposingorrection term’, Qﬁ xt b to X% X' —h— Qﬁ xt b The cognitivesalf-confrontation of X

denoted bgﬁ X b signifies a process in which implicit flaws, irapliacies, incompletenesses -- €.gnsolvable

reflection upon the same system indbiject [objecified], e.g., written, axiomatic “‘body"”, ﬁl 9 lﬁ X 9 =

equations’& “ unprovable theorems” -- of thX axioms-system are turned- turned-out/*‘outered”’/‘explicitized’ --
located, noticed, discerned, discovered, uncoveligdiged. It signifies a process iafimanent critique, i.e., of the

internal, self-critique, of that axioms-systenX; of self-critique of theimmanent ‘ideo-ontology’ of that ‘ideo-system’,
and of its concomitant calculative ‘ideo-technologlyor example, first, in --

# 2
i 0 = gD
S
#
-~ initssteps, = 1, the @rché»-systemX = ﬁﬂ#, confronts itself --
3y b a3 = a3yt =3yt . — 3N £3 — 3N u«nfr 3
hEo _jhEO =7 Eo - hEl = ﬁ ﬁuﬁb —3 ﬁﬁuﬁfp - hugﬁhugb - hu#_# of huﬁ
- 3 - 3 3
= huﬁb - hﬂﬁb' B Qﬁhuﬁb
2
cognitionrolls on toﬁ 3N. —p—3 a b , thes = 2 sdlf-confrontation/self-critique of that first @poria» itself --
h # h  # #

1 1 1 3 3 1 3 3
9 = ANH = I = @ oN,o—h2,9 o QhN,e—ha,)
1 1 1 . n . .

3 3 1 . .
6 hﬂﬁ.—m—'hgﬁb , the first @poria». Then, next,

62H§'_$_' ﬁaﬁbﬁﬁ ﬁug'_ﬂa_' ﬁgﬁbb = 6 ﬁug'_m_' ﬁgﬁb“Of" 6 ﬁug'_m_' ﬁg_#b

=@ N,—o— 2,9 = ¢ N,~6— 2,90 a4 N,~o— 2,99 =

GE6N, 0 2,0 0= 39_ "9-0- 3,90 = €3, 0§, comaning o,

the ‘dialecticalsynthesis-sumY/first uni-thesis solution to thelst «aporia», and the irruption of th&nd «aporia». The

self-critique of theZnd <gporia»,ﬁ3ﬂ#.—m—l3 #bz, leads tcﬁs 4 — 3f#b, with 3 488 nd «@poria»
h =~ h =~ h = h™ h =

solution, but also precipitating thérd «aporia». ...and so on, as the valuesgfescalates.
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B.d. Dialectic: The Journey of the Progression of the «Aporia». We will endeavor to instill, herein, for
readers unversed in dialectic, the minimum backgudn that cognitive stage requisite for an aptrappation
of our narration of ‘The Dyadic Seldon Function Ei€quational Meta-Model of our Meta-Systematic
Dialectical Presentation of the Progression ofStendard Arithmetics’ in the core section of thésay -- the
same ‘Meta-Model’ introduced in the background sebtion immediately preceding this one. We wiliehe
present, with our commentary, an extended excevpt &n excellent source, recently published, ore‘Th
[Psycho]Historical Dialectic of Modern ScienceNlewton Maxwell, Marx, by Thomas K. Simpson, Green

Lion Press [Santa Fe2012]. Despite the ‘extendedness’ of this excergpritvides one of the most succinct

introductions tc~2500 years of Terran humanity’s [psycho]history of atings dialectic that we have so far
found, an introduction which is located toward #mel of the final section of the above-cited boblk, $ection
on the work of Karl Marx. Here it istWe have spoken earlier of two models of “sciene¢hat which aims to save
the appearances, and was exemplified by Ptolentyaaather, exemplified by Newton aitle Principig which seemed
the model that Marx follows i@apital in its aspect as formal science. Now, howevamIproposing a third, for |
believe that the dialectical reading@é#pital is not less “scientific” than the formal one, Ibather that it very much
enlarges the sense and scope of “science”. WedWmmitight, | believe, in speaking Gfpital in its larger aspect as a
work of dialectical science. Though this thougimmot be adequately developed here, | would liksugmest what it
might mean. To do so, however, we must take a mbteaeflect on the notion of “dialectic” itself-or though | have
often referred to the concept in the course ofghigly, and made certain claims about it in passihgve not explained
what | understand it to medn[op. cit., pp.261-262].

Thus, Dr. Simpson introduces his account of theohfsand meaning of the word “dialectic”, in thentext of a
concept of “dialectical science”. As regular readsf thewww.dialectics.orgvebsite will be aware, that
phrase names the stage of science to which weaefexork as well. Dr. Simpson next notes thedlon
history of the concept of “dialectic” in the tradih of the Occidental hemisphere of the Terran Hujid]
Phenome& that this history exhibits a [psycho]historicahldictic of its own, “the dialectic of the dialectic
[itself]” -- also a theme which guests of this sit#l recognize as seminal fé.E.D. [ dialectigdialectig link ]:
“Dialectic has its own history in our Western expace; we might speak of its own “dialectical” dehent -- or of
“the dialectic of the dialectic.” It will sufficéor the moment if we take just three great benchkmaf dialectic as
exemplars of this unfolding concept: the Platati@dogues, of course; the Hegelian dialectic; dreddialectic of
Capital.” [op. cit., p.262]. [Link to Publisher’s Page fadewton Maxwell, Marx: http://www.greenlion.com/nmm.htrhl

Aside from the writings of Heraclitus -- only sheedf which survived the turmoils of the last Darges -- Dr. Simpson’s
selection of dialectic’s “benchmarks” is one withish F.E.D. heartily agrees. However, the reader should thateit is
not clear, in Dr. Simpson’s account, that he wagddee entirely witlir.E.D.’s delineation of four ‘historical speci es»’

of dialectic, as constituting “the dialectic of thialectic| itself]”. Dr. Simpson’s account conties as follows: ... the
term “dialectic” suggests ... a certain structurgnquiry, and we need to consider the relatiomieein such a real
guestion on the one hand, and the pattern of dialea the other: not only the vividness of therfaun questions that they
ask, but a certain common form links Plato, Heged Marx. As we say this, however, it is very impot to avoid
possible misunderstanding: though the threadiitileg these stages of dialectic is very real, amtlamental in particular
to our understanding of Marx, to point to this coomprinciple is not at all to assert that diale&iaot very much
transformed in its passage from one stage to the’n@p. cit., p.262].

In the Encyclopedia Dialectica shorthand, this pattern of dialectic, common tt&IHegel, and Marx, can
be rendered generically aﬁﬁb —3 Xﬁlb = .,—"Iéxb = ﬁxzb = ﬁﬁ '_E'_'MD —3
Gx—a—vd = §xo—-vYe6x—a—vI) = ~ffx—o—vI) = ffx—o—vIY =
§6x —@— v 9 ~@—29... or, in words, as* thesis’ [ X ] becomes thesis self-reflected & immanently

[self-]critiqued = antithesis-sum’ [ﬁé .—m—lxb], which in turnbecomes * antithesis-sum’ itself self-reflected

andimmanently [self-]critiqued =*synthesissum’ —@—... [ ﬁﬁﬁ —hH— Mb —hH— b.—m—l] But,
before formulating any such pattern of dialectigémeral, Dr. Simpson cites and summarizes Pldialsgue
The Mengas a paradigmatic example thereof:
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“The dialogueMenoserves well as a paradigm of the dialectical nmoifoits Socratic mode ... To focus, then, for a
moment on thdlenoas a paradigm of the dialectical form: the opgmjnestion is developed in a variety of artful ways
that steadily reduce this brash young generalallyitconfident enough in the world’s ways, to atetof what may be
serious wonder and concern. He meets unexpedtealily in defining virtue (“excellence”), thoughe had evidently
never before doubted that he was himself a livigleh of it. His failure leads him to a certainrhpps petulant, despair,
and it is significant that here the dialogue comtoes dead stop -- at its effective center -- wittoatcry from Meno that
seems in its own terms unanswerable ... This mdideath of the argument -- which appears, | anptethto say at the
virtual center of all dialectic -- is often refedrto in Greek as theporia -- the sticking point, the passage of no passage,
the point of no return for the arguménfop. cit., pp.262-264].

What is at stake in the ‘self-dialogue meta-motiebe narrated and explicated in the core sectithi® essay,
is the definition of [counting] number, and itsgdd incompletenessemdself-antithesesstarting from the

definition of “cardinal number” that is embodiedthe Nl axioms-system for theNatural” Numbers as$first
thesis’. The succession ogporia», or ofquandaries, that are both evoked and transcended in the eairs
this ‘meta-model’ may seemuted in their conceptual and emotional intensity, ig&ato those encountered,
e.g., in Plato’sMeng with regard to what constituté&e good life” for humangndividually, and, e.g., in
Marx’s Capital, regarding the good and the bad of the life oftthan -- historical -- %ecies» collectively. It
will remain so muted, at leaattil theconnexion between the history of the concept of number a as
psychohistorical barometer of the initially uncaoss historical emergence of the “‘Law dZépital-]Value™
in human praxis, and, consequently, of that “‘Lai¥’shaping of the quality, for good and for itf the life of
the human gpecies», as an unconsciously-legislated, and continugdegislated’,by-collective-action-
promulgated collectiveunconsciouse f-imposition,by that life,uponthat lifeitself, both collective and
individual -- becomes a connexion that is far more widely grasped within the human «species» than itis at
present. Thiseffective affective muting will be amplified by the fact thidie readers of this essay, in their
majority, will already know the ways around and beyond theaporia» of the concept of [counting] number
that their ancestors have long since already desealv-- sometimes only after long and arduous quoeé
struggle. Such readers will thus tend not to fleebite of eachquandary personally -- théite that at least
some of their ancestodsd once feel, when suchgaiandary was stillunresolved -- here, in this present-
mathematical-viewpoint-based, essentigiigchronic, ‘ideo-systematic’, ‘ideo-taxonomic’ exptisn. Only
narration of aliachronic, [psychdjistorical-dialectical ‘meta-model’, of the actual historical order amshtent
of the successive human-phenommigmes of number, with careful exegesis of well-chosen selectiongftheir
still-extant ‘psycho-artefacts’ -- their writtenrooversies, etc. -- can serve to revivify andgélluminate the
heat and the rancor of past conceptual struggispeercome the illusory muting affect induced by already
knowing the historic resolutions of pagiperia». Such a historical narration is not the purvathe present
essay, but is, in part, that of the multi-voluneatiseD/alectical _ldeography , especially of its volumé.

Having so descried, and so described, #ppria» that irrupts in and as the middle of dleng Dr. Simpson leaves behind the
Mends specificity, and formulates the common patterdialectic in its generality, thusly! We cannot here trace that way by which
Socrates at once opens a path for Meno -- and, wet add, for us. ... Theporia of the dialectic will always lead us into the desk
obscurity; but if all goes well, we will emerge eonygered with knowledge we had not known we posses$ede schematic about
this, and as an aid in tracing something of thieesgattern in Hegel and Marx, we may say that thezehree parts to every
dialectical motion.

I.  The opening question, a real question, whédtes form through an intense searching in the noéd@estions and
answers, not yet fully articulate;

Il. The clarifying argument to the point of ccadiction and despair; the question becomes arteblat, at the same
time, leads taporia;

lll. The passage beyond thporia, through yet more serious questioning, which deldhatever knowledge is humanly
possible; not, however, in the mode of giltic consequence, but drawing on some largercsoafrhuman

intuition, in the form of image, myth and stgry” [op. cit., pp.264-265].

We would characterize the » of the items in Dr. Simpson’s list of larger se@s®f human intuition under the
category which one df.E.D.’s early mentors, Dr. Charles Musés, used to«®yimbdlos», «Symballein», or
«Symbolon» -- that ofThe Symbolic. This is a category which also includhe mathematical in its largest sense.
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In the core narrative of this essay, it is maathematical symbolizations, symbolizations ohew numbetideo-ontology’;
of new kinds of number(s) -- and, therefore, of n&deo-technology’, making possible useful calculations which could
not previously, on the “pre” side of each suideo-systematic«aporia», have been carried out -- that objectify our
ancestors’ subjective escape from dial ectical «aporia» of «arithmétiké»; from thedialectical «aporia» of the
concept of cardinal number”. Definitions for the term “‘ontology[-#general]”, for the term ‘physio-ontology’, and
for the term ‘ideo-ontology’, in thelEncyclopedia Dialectica__ senses, can be reviewed via the following link --

Link to E.D. Definition of the Term "'Ontology": http://point-of-departure.org/Point-Of-DepartureffficationsArchive/Ontology/Ontology.htm

¢But, given the above rendition of the pattern @lletitic in general, what do we mean'bye Godelian
Dialectic’ specifically -- the term at the root of this essdifle, ‘ The Godelian Dialectic of the Standard
Arithmetics -- and how does thispecific, Godelian, dialectic, fit the general pattern outlined by Dr. Simp8on

B.€. {The Godelian Dialectic’, or, “The Incompletability of Mathematics”.

Kurt Gdodel, arguably the contributor of the gretiteaps forward in the science of formal logic sirtassical
antiquity, described an ‘axiomatic dialectic’ of thhematics, albeit in “[‘early’#latonic”, “** a-psychological™
and“* a-historical’” terms, hence ifa-psychohistorical-dialectical’ terms as well, as follows --

“It can be shown thany formal system whatsoever whether it is based dhe theory of typesor not, if only it is free
from contradiction —must necessarily be deficient in its methods of @itoOr to be more exact: For any formal system
you can construct a proposition — in fact a profasiof the arithmetic of integers— which is certainly true if the
system idree from contradiction butcannot be proved in the given SystéRE.D.: the foregoing summarizes Godel's "First
Incompleteness Theorefa" NOw if the system under consideration (caB)iis based orthe theoryof types it turns out that
exactlythe next higher typenot contained irs is necessary to prove thasithmetic proposition, i.e., this proposition
becomes a provable theoreinyou add to the systethe next higher typeand the axioms concerning.it [Kurt Gédel,
“The Present Situation of the Foundations of Mathigrs (*19330)", in S. Fefermast. al, editors Kurt Godet

Collected WorkgVolumelll: Unpublished Essays and Lectuxabid., page46; bold, italics, underling andcolor
emphasis added ByE.D.]. Again --

“If we imagine that the system[F.E.D.: aformal, logical, propositional-/predicate-calcisystem inclusive dfNatural” Numbers’ Arithmetic,not
the full system of the positive and negatiweegers and zero[ which is both, [or neither] positivédnnegative], standardly also denotedZ}yiS successively
enlarged by the introduction of variables for céasef numbers, classes of classes of numbers cefadtis, together with
the correspondingomprehensioraxioms we obtain aeguence.of formal systemghat satisfy the assumptions
mentioned above, and it turns out ttie consistencyw-consistencypf any of these systenis provable in_all
subsegquensystems Also,the undecidablgropositionsconstructed for the proof of Theorem [F.E.D.: Godel's “First
Incompleteness Theorelnbecomedecidableby theadjunction of higher typesand thecorrespondingaxioms however,n the
higher systems we can construzther undecidable propositiongy thesame procedure...To be sure, all the
propositions thus constructed &pressiblen Z (hence ar@umbertheoretic propositiony they are, howevenot
decidablein Z, butonly in higher systems.” [Kurt Gédel; On Completeness and Consistefi®81a), J. van Heijenoort,
editor,Frege and GédelTwo Fundamental Texts in Mathematical Logi¢larvard University Press [Cambridge:
1970], pagel08, bold, italic, underline andcolor emphasis [and square-brackets-enclosed commentiagH byF.E.D.].

The cumulative aufheben»-progression of* conservative extensions” -- i.e., the advancingdeo-cumulum’
of axiomatic systems which Gédel describes aboweas viewedahistorically by him. Godel was an avowed
“‘neo- Parmenidean’’, and a professed “mathemaitielatonist” [in the sense of tiearlier rather than of the
later Plato]. He didn't intend thigneta-system’ — this cumulativemicro-diachronicprogressiorof [axioms}
systems— to serve as gemporal or psychohistorical-dialectical [meta-]model of the stages of human
mathematical cognition, as reflective of the stagfabe self-development of humanity’s collectivagoitive
powers as a whole; of thkaowledges to which each such epoch of those powers rendeess, and of the
“historically-specific” ideologies [or pseudo-knowledges] to which human thinking is susceptible and
vulnerable within each such epoch.
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We of F.E.D., however, do wish to explore its efficacy as sublote how, as Gddel narrates this axioms-
systens-progression above, each successor systanfhieben»-contains' its immediate predecessor system,
and, indeedall of its predecessor systems; how each higher Ibgipa‘«aufheben»-contains all predecessor
logicaltypes Can Gddel’s theory of thmumulative, ‘evolute’, «aufheben» progression of axioms-systems,
which we ternm The Gdodelian Dialectic’, or‘ The Godelian [Idea-Systemsl deo-]Metadynamic’, provide at
least an idealized [i.e., a distorted] imagediual history, of the actuabsychohistorical-dialectical struggle,
process, and progress of mathematical aspecte selirdevelopment of a humanitylsiversal labor [Marx];
of its collective cognitive capabilities, hencetsfknowledges andideologies? We say “yes!”. [To clarify our
terminology here: we mean, by adeéo-dynamic’, a pattern that characterizes ther@systemic’ process of,
e.g.,deductively proving ever-more theoremagithin a single axioms-system, in the context of a diawically
presentedmeta-system[atic]’ progression of axioms-systest We mean, on the contrary, by the neologistical
term‘ideo-meta-dynamic’, the pattern characterizing the &nisystemic’,’ non-deductive-logic-al’ process of
moving frominside a given predecessor axioms-system, to outsitieiitside its successor axioms-system].

Each of Gédel’s “undecidable” propositions of amittic that plague each “‘epoch’ of this formatiamatic
expansion is a proposition assertiofjitself -- “* self-reflexively’’” -- that it is a formula which cannot be
deductively demonstrated from the axioms of its axioms-systéarithmetic. That is, each “‘Gddel formula™
states that| am not a theorem of my axioms-system.” -- not a formally provable statement of the axioms-
system of arithmetic inside which it immanentlyses, yet still as a well-formed formulathin that system.

If such a proposition irue within its axioms-system -- if thel am not a theorem of my axioms-system.”
proposition actuallgannot bedeductively demonstrated from the axioms of the axioms-systewhich it

arises -- then things avery bad from an immanent, formal-logical point-of-viewth the system in which that
proposition arises immanently is logicafhyincomplete” -- i.e., is incapable adeductively demonstrating all

of thetrue propositions which arise as well-formed formuhathin the rules of that system, because its Godel
proposition exhibits that there & least this onetrue propositionwithin it that it cannotleductively prove.

If such a proposition ifalse within its axioms-system -- if thel am not a theorem of my axioms-system.”
proposition actuallgan be deductively demonstrated as a theorem from the axioms ofxioens-system in
which it arises immanently -- then matters even worse, immanently, from a formal-logical point-of-view.
For then the axioms-system of arithmetic in whiais proposition arises immanently is exaantradictory;

“ self-inconsistent™ , i.e., iscapable ofieductively demonstrating at least ofedse proposition, as well as the
[true] negation of that proposition, and thusdefluctively “demonstrating” two [or more] mutualfprmally
contradictory propositions, because its Godel proposition exhihiat there is at least this diaése proposition
within it that it can, erroneousldeductively “prove”. That is, the axioms-system can deraga theorem, a
proposition which, in effect, asserts, of itsdifat” | am not a theorem of my axioms-system.”, and which, thus
deductively provable as a theorem, is thereby shown tofiaése proposition.

That is the “meta-mathematical” content of a *“*@bdrormula’, its meaning at the level of the faarogical
“meta-language”, which talks about axioms-systgmasyability from axioms, etc. But the real se@gthe
meaning of such *“‘Godel Formulae™, seldom memntex in the standard accounts of Godel’s “First
Incompleteness Theorem”, is their “deformalizedihtemt, their “mathematical”, i.e. arithmetical asdebraic
content; their meaning in the “object languageg, ldnguage which talks about numbers, algebraic
[“diophantine”] equations, and their solvabilityce At that deeper, more concrete level, a “*Gldgermula’™

is a proposition asserting thasolvability of a specific* diophantine” [F.E.D.: referring to the famous, foundationaitca 250
C.E. ‘proto-ideographic-algebraic’ work IBiophantus of Alexandria, entitled theA«ithmetica»] algebraioeguation. l.e., each “Gddel
formula”, or “Gddel sentence”, which, at the “mebathematical” level, asserts tbi¢gher-self-incompleteness-
or-self-inconsistency of its axioms-system, “deformedi” to one which asserts thasolvability -- within that
system of arithmetic, and given thmitations of thekindsof numberdhat are at that axioms-system’s disposal
-- of a specific, algebrai¢,diophantine equation” --
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“... The Godel senteneg... asserts its owandeducibilityfrom the postulates....Deformaliziky.. we see that under the
standard interpretation it expresses a fact ofdha [F.E.D.: for everyn-ary list of number-components ofsuch that each number-component is
a member of the set of ‘diophantine numbers’, ef:Natural” numberk fX #0X..., wheref andg aren-ary polynomialSg§.E.D.: l.e., more
accurately, ara-ary polynomialfunctions, whereag'x andgx denote theifunction-M....An equatiorfx =0X, Wheref andg are two such
polynomialffunction]s, is calleddiophantine .... By a solution of the equation we meamaiuple a of natural numbers
such thatff a = ga... . So@... asserts thansolvability of the...equatiofix = gx, and the proof of{e.D.: Goder's “First
Incompleteness Theorefnproduces... a particular diophantine equation that isreally unsolvable, but whose unsolvability

cannot be deduced from the postulates...” [Moshé MachoverSet Theory Logic, and their Limitations Cambridge
University Press [Cambridgd996], pages268-269, emphases and square-brackets-enclosed commenéaiged by F.E.D.] .

Each of the [*“locally™] unsolvable algebraic equations that we will evoke, in theeceection of this essay, in
our narration of the Dyadic Seldon Function ‘metadel’ of the dialectic of the Standard Arithmetics, will be
seen to formulate, and texplicitize’, a paradox for that concept of [counting] number whichngplicit in the

. . : . . . . , 3 3
[syn]thesis” arithmetical axioms-system terﬁ)_(ﬁ, of the aporial antithesis-sum’, hlﬁn—ﬂi—'g Xy

Per themodern definition, a “diophantine equation” is an equatishoseparameterge.g.,coefficientyand
whosesolutionsare restricted to the “integers”, or, sometimesyational” numbers [in the case of Diophantus
himself, positive rational numbers only, exclud@ego, etc.]. Each “Goédel sentence”encoded equéatidy is
unsolvablewithin the given axioms-system. However, the propositiat it is socannot be deductively
provenwithin that axioms-system. But that propositgam be so proven within theext axioms-system, its
immediate successor — tlatter being created through thaufheben» ‘self-internalization’ of the

11 IR

vanguard’”’, ‘meristemal’, highest [in' logical type’ ] set “‘idea-objects™ of the universe of discag of the
predecessor axioms-system, aelf-internalization’ which produces sets of thext higher “logical type” .
That proposition can also be piven within all subsequent successor-systems, creatgdtsfurther such
«aufheben» ‘self-internalizations . “Logical type” works like this. If we say that the *“universalts, or
“universal class™, containing all of the finiteumber ofnon-set, “logical individuals”, e.g., all of the
individual numbers, that constitute a given “unaeeof discourse [of arithmetic]”, e.§0Q, 1}, for the
“universe of discourse” of the arithmetic of Boaleslgebra, is defined as being‘dbgical type’ one, then the
set of all of its subset§{0}, {1}, {0, 1}, {_} }, with ‘{_}'denoting the “empty set”, is dflogical type’

two, and the set of subsets of that set of subsets --

{{{0}, {{1}}, {0, 13}, {3} {{O}, {1}, {0, 1}, {_} }, {0}, {1}}, {0}, {0, 1}}, {{O}, {3}, ... }

-- is of“ logical type” . That is, we are, in effect, counting the “déptif the braces of a set -- including
counting the main, outer, braces -- to asses$ltigical type’ of that set, i.e., to measure the “‘depth’ diet
‘setsas-elements content of the set in questidhthe “logical individuals”, or ‘arithmetical idea-objects’

“existing” per the‘comprehensioraxiom$ of a given axioms-system, are limited Matural” Numbersclasseof
“Natural” Numbers,..., all the way up ¢tasses of classes. ofof “Natural” Numbers, e.g., to ‘class-objects’ up taweg
“logical type’, then the next system witlmulatively expand those “‘existential™ limits by one stef include also
classes of classes of classesf “Natural” Numbers, i.e., ‘class-objects’ of next-teghlogical type’. Starting from the
“universal class”, each second and higher cladsisian of previous ‘class-objects’ can model [irdthg viaadjunction
of those object’s correspondificpmprehensioraxioms , defining thécomputative behaviordf these new entities] --
e.g., via the new, highélogical type” -level of those special kinds of sets called “oedigpairs”, that arise, for the first
time, in the second step of universal class selfigion -- anewkind of arithmeticalidea-object’, indeed,a new, higher
kind of number. Thereby, thigjualitative expansion of eagedecessor axioms-system, in the formation of its
successor axioms-system, together with the adjunction of the additiorfabmprehensioraxiom$ to the previous,
predecessor axioms, corresponds togaalitativeexpansion of thédea-ontology’-- of the‘arithmetical ontology; i.e.,

of the‘ number-ontology -- of thatpredecessor axioms-system, thereby transforming it into itsiccessor axioms-system.
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Hypothesis B Specifically,the diophantineequationthat wasunsolvableas suctwithin thepredecessor
axioms-system itself becomesolvable, albeit in anon-diophantine sense, i.e., bynen-diophantine type of
number -- a number beyond tHidNatural” Numbers-- within thenext [as well as within all subsequént
successor axioms-systems in thiscumulative sequence aixioms-systems, precisely by meansd thesenext
higher kinds / logical types of “ordered pair” sets, abg means of theew kinds of numbers which they

ground, which willnot be ‘diophantine numbers’, e.g., which witit be * Natural” Numbersii

The result is a progression of qualitatively-distjriideo-ontologically’ distinct, ‘number-spacestinct’, axiong-systens
of arithmetic. Each successor arithmetical axi@ystem “contains” the kinds of numbers, and attlsase of the
axioms, of all of its predecessor arithmetical axgesystems. It also contains a new kind of nunibésorbing” and
“converting” into itself -- into its kind -- all ofhe previous-systems’ kinds of number that it ‘tedms”, and, with this new
kind of number, solving a kind of algebraic equatibat wasunsolvable in its immediate predecessor arithmetical
axioms-system, and proving a kind of propositicat thas* undecidable” -- neither provable nor dis-provable-its
immediate predecessor arithmetical axioms-systBut.this successor arithmetical axioms-system laésoits own, new
kind of undecidable theorem, and its own, corresponding, kied/of unsolvable algebraic equation, thus exhibiting a
‘self-incompleteness’ which leads on to its own successonme-system of arithmetic. We term such a pragjogsa
‘Godelian Dialectic’. What we present herein, in the core sectiohisfdssay, is, preciselyihe Gddelian Dialectic of
the Standard Arithmetics *, as encoded in‘alialectical meta-model’ of its systematically-ordered method-of-
presentation, expressed via thiyadic Seldon Function Dialectical Meta-Equation’ introduced in the third sub-section
of this background section. Given tipetentially-]infinite character of thiglialectical, «aufheben» systens-progression
of axioms-systems of arithmetic, driven by the pimility-incompleteness and the equatiouatolvability that
characterizes every possible axioms-system ofraétit in this progression of axioms-systems ohanitic, Godel
himself describes this progression as manifestthg incompletability or inexhaustibility of mathematics’, which, from
our point of view, represents also t@tential interminability of ‘[ The Gédelian] Dialectic’ --

“The metamathematical results | have in mind areeaitered around, or, one may even say, are offdyelit aspects of,
one basic fact, which might be calld incompletability or inexhaustibility of mathematics. ... The phenomenon of the
inexhaustibility of mathematics, however, [is] alwaresent in some form, no matter what standp®iatken. So |
might as well explain it for the simplest and mieatural standpoint, which takes mathematics a&s without curtailing it
by any criticism. From this standpoint all of metiatics is reducible to abstract set theory. .th8@roblem at stake is
that of axiomatizing set theory. Now, if one akimthis problem, the result is quite different frarhat one would have
expected. Instead of ending up with a finite sedaxioms, as in geometry, one is faced withd.: apotentially] infinite
series of axioms, which can be extended furtherfartder, without any end being visible and, app#ye without any
possibility of comprising all of these axioms ifiirgite rule producing them. This comes about tigtothe circumstance
that, if one wants to avoid the paradoxes of strh... the concept of set must be axiomatizeddstepwise manner. If,
for example, we begin with the integers, thaths, finite sets of a special kind, we have at finstintegers and the
axioms referring to them (axioms of the first [Qyéhen the sets of sets of integers with theioard (axioms of the
second level), and so on for any finite iteratiéhe operation “set of”. ”’.[Kurt Gédel, “Some Basic Theorems on the
Foundations of Mathematics and Their Implicatioti®©61)”, in S. Fefermargt. al, editors Kurt Gédel Collected

Works (Volumelll: Unpublished Essays and Lectuyabid., pages305-306].

¢éls thisGadelian ‘Dialectic of Arithmetics -- this “inexhaustibility” and “incompletabilitydf arithmetics -- still alive

and in evidence tod&y ¢Are new, ‘ideoentologically expanded’ -kinds-of-numbers-expanded -- arithmetics still being
discovere@ ¢l.e, do we todawneed to search for a Godelian “next” arithmetic, with new kinds of numbers: an
arithmetic that has eluded us sog;Do weneed that next, new arithmetic, and its new kind of fvemns, in order to
solve equations that have remairiemsolvable” ever since their discovery, so far, agttrup until to today ¢Do we
need it to enablealculations that we cannot perform even with today’'s most aded mathematics, hence to enable
predictions that we cannot, even with today's most advarickm-technology, discern, hence to enable the rise of new
‘physio-technologies’, new technologies that ate@ to the very survival of the Terran humapecies», e.g., to
mitigate external hazards -- ‘exolithic bombardns&rdolar coronal mass ejections; solar and ottedlas mega-flares;
magnetars; gamma ray bursts/hypernovae -- andtigate internal hazards, e.g., of a New/Final Igge Aand of a
New/Final Dark Age, due tdialectical, internal, immanent, ontological [self-]contradictions of the descendant phase of
our present gpecies» of global [proto-Jhuman civilizatid? ¢l.e., do we need this new math. to gritne human-societal
self-force of self-expanding human-societal self-re-production to ‘“‘the next level™?
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Consider the greatest scandal of modern sciendehydtespite its vast magnitude, is mainly menttbas such
only in whispers: théunsolvability” of “most” nonlinear integrodifferential equations. This problem has
fettered the advance of modern science since thyeiveeption of modern science, since the veryaliscy of

such equations, ov800 years ago, and it encompasses‘tim@solvability” of the most important of such
equations, those that constitute Terran humanimygst advanced formulations of its “laws” of nattoalate.
These include the “many-body” Newtonian *“‘gravitiequations, the Einsteinian General-Relativistic
“‘gravitic”’ equations, the Navier-Stokes equatis of*“ rheid” dynamics [the dynamics dfrheological”, or
flowing, matter, in the form of electrically neasheutralized liquids and gases, thus of weather], ¢he
Maxwell-Boltzmann-Vlasov equation [for electricatipn-neutral, plasmd' rheids™], etc. Thiscentral
failure of modern science is not some merely esoteric, ethereal, rarefiegtety conceptual failure, of concern
only to specialistsitisafailure also in deeply practical terms. Were we to discover how to analytically solve
the Navier-Stokes equations, we would probablyegithe disproportionalities of cause/effect inhenen
nonlinearity, be enabled to stop hurricanes in their tracksgplying a presently-‘harnessable’ amount of
energy to their “Achilles-heals”; and to nip toreadn the bud. Were we to learn how to analytycsdilve the
Vlasov equation, we could design a global griderbzpollutionfusion power reactors, harnessing
radioactivity-free advanced fuel regimes, emittimdy electrons. The irruption of human capabiliy t
analytically solve “mosthonlinear integrodifferential equations would represent aareous leap forward in
“universal labor” [Marx], that could quickly translate into an enaus upsurge in the level of development of
the humarsocial [self-]forces of [human society’s self-expanding self-gdduction, if the core -- thewil,
craven, technodepr eciation-terrified, andtechnol ogically-educated-middle-working-class-terrified ruling

faction -- of the global ruling plutocracy could be prdediupon by popular insistence, to desist from their
strategy of globaénfetterment andreversal of those productive, creative forces [i.e., frdrait strategy of
“negative growth”]. Sansthat irruption, and that persuasion, Terran hutgasiheaded downwards, into a
new, global, and, this time, likefinal Dark Age. We have mentioned that thaperia» of the* unsolvable
equations” that motivate our [meta-Jmodedizl ectic movement from arithmetic to higher arithmetic will seem “reat’ --
because we already kndhat they were eventually solved, and because we aligaav how they were eventually
solved, and because we already knowrttae kinds of numbers which made those solutions possible. Many satnti
and mathematicians are wont to say, today -- atitbwi proof -- that mosnonlinear differential equations must
remain*‘ forever unsolvable’”. The aporia» of the* unsolvability” of most suchnonlinear equations iglrastically
alive today, but the perception of that ‘drasticity’ is mutieyldespair, by an unfounded ideology of eternal unsolvabhility.
Still, new “closed-form”, “exact”, “analytical” sations to vast classes of ‘““minimallyonlinear™ partial-differential
“evolution equations”including to thenonlinear [cubid Schridinger equation keep being discovered -- e.g., those
called“ nonlinear wave”, or “solitary wave” solutions; the “solitosblutions, for waves that act like “particles”.aky
such “exact solutions” don’t even requirew"“transcendental functions'Old “transcendental functions”, e.g., the

hyperbolic-tangen& hyperbolic-secant functions, provide their “exattihalytical”, “closed-from” solutions

Are nonlinear differential equations possibly a kind of Godeltdiophantine equation”, such as could be the silijé

a “Godel Formula” for thele factoaxioms-set of today's most advanced system of emagtics? Yuri Matiyasevich, on
the way to his solution of Hilbert’s Tenth Problems proof that arbitrary diophantine equations“asmidecidable” as
to their solvability [in terms of ‘diophantine nues’] -- including the proof of the ‘diophantinigitof the prime
numbers, and the derivation of diophantine algeHraite] polynomial equations with only integer coefficisnwhose
positive solution sets, the sets of all positiviuga that they yield for integer values of theiriables, is exactly the set of
all prime numbers -- found that, indeed, “the peoblof the existence of the solutions of a Diophren&quation in

natural numbers can be reduceit][to the problem of the existence of a solutiomafystem of polynomialifferential
equations of first order.” [Yuri MatiyasevichHilbert's Tenth Problem MIT Press [Cambridge1994], pagesxix-xX,
46, 54-56, 85, 176, emphasis added)].

But let us consider ahunsolvable”diophantine equation that is, apparently, a little less “esoteric”, &ndich
simpler”, than axonlinear differential equation -- that is a little “closer home”: X = z/0, for anyz in

[including forz = 0 O Z: x = 0/0]. That kind ofdiophantine equation is unsolvable among thiNl, the W,
theZ, the@, the R, theC, theH -- is still, to this very dayunsolvable in any ofhe“ Standard Arithmetics’ .
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This «aporia», thequandary of division by zero, is still very much alive in our own times, andaa, its
intensity is muteanly by despair, only by thehopel essness that most of us are taught to feel about ever
“fixing” this locus where ouBtandard Arithmetic breaks down, where itfails to work; by the official,
consensus denial that there can exist any axiostersyof arithmetic in whickero division could* make
sense” ; in which this kind of diophantine equation coblelusefully solved.

Actually, ournonlinear differential equation example is not so remotafi@mur “more homeyZzero division
example after allzero division is the proximate cause tife problem of sinqularity, of the “meaningless” or
“undefined” values that plague, especialhd essentially, thenonlinear differential equations, which are so
inherently prone taingularities, helping to thwart their solvability/“integrabiit under their present-day

“ standard” arithmetical undergirdings.

If you want to feel thé bite” , theintensity, thefierceness, the searing mental mood, of areal dialectical
«@aporia» -- still alive and still burning anmuted, then simply let yoursd#t go of your despair about ever

finding an arithmetic in whose context, erdQ = X, r [ R is rendered intelligible. Simply imagine beliegin
that a solution is “out there”, ready to be foutadthat “diophantine equation”. Simply imaginetthiading

that arithmetic will solvehe singularity problem, and, even more, help to unlock the door to tlceete that

will habilitate to a full breach of th€ Nonlinearity Barrier™ -- including its aspect of the ‘patterned-ness’ of
the never-repeating -- a breakthrough to beyonavttréd-historical @poria» that presently blockades Terran
humanity from access to the higher theories, artdagdigher technologies, that reside beyondBlaatier, and
upon whose acquisition the matriculation of thisiamity, from its loomingMeta-Darwinian Planetary
Selection Test’, and from its’ prehistory” , in Marx’s sense, so vitally depends.

The “solutiori that r/0 = co = X, r O R is known to incur devastating problems in physinaldels -- indeed,
it leads td'infinity residuals’, to‘infiniteerror’, to ‘infinitely wrong answers . There is almost equal despair,
in the consensus view of today’s physics and agphathematics communities, that gnegularities of the
extantnonlinear partial differential equation models of theaws’ of nature can ever be “solved”’¢Canthe
Godelian Dialectic, pursued to a sufficiently advancsihge, overcome this “‘incompleteness’™ t@o

B.{. The Inherent, Ineluctable ‘ Self-Problematicity’ of ‘Ideo-Formations’ [as of' Physio-Formations? .
We assume herein, throughout, that, as with thegsiohformations’ of extra-human/pre-humisiature, so with the ‘ideo-formations’
of human[oid]Nature: they all inescapably carry inside themselvessties of their owrsélf-«aufheben»’ self-supersession.

We assume further that the primary impetustfieir [[self-]be]Jcoming[as] self-supersession arises in response to conditions that are
inescapably present -- if each such formation imémifestlybe what itis -- “ inside” them; conditions that they ‘essence-iallylan
necessarily “contain”. These conditions induceanstitute a process of progress, of ‘perfect-tiwithin them, which can never
eventuate in any final state of absolute “perfectibut which does eventuate, beyond a criticadshold in thignternal process of

*“ sdlf-development™, in taking them, in part, definitilye ontologically outside of and beyond themselves.

We assume that such ‘ideo-systems’ are, in padictdaporia»-prone’. They are, in this sensenstable” -- surpassable, and,
indeed, tend to be, over sufficient time, surpassddct, owing to the agen®f their own internal causes. That is, they fall, in the
course of their development, evigrternally, by their own native criteria, based uploeir own [“internally self-ravaged”] ground,
their own™' inside agitators™, and hence, must ‘ideo-ontologically’ extend that ground in order to overcome their own,
immanent failing(s), ogelf-failing(s). But that veryextent-tion’, as redress gélf-failing(s), in turn engendersrew, unprecedented
kind of internal inadequacy, @elf-failing, requiring a furthemew kind of * self-extent-tion’ of ground for its rectification. Arsb
on. Human-phenomic ‘ideo-systems’ are inherefgdif-problematical’. That fact expresses the vesgencef their’ dialecticality’.

The Godel incompleteness theorems represent a farmdepredictable way in which formal-logical systeencompassing at least
“ Natural Numbers™ arithmetic will beself-problematic’, and demanding mhmanent critique, i.e., gef-critique, in the sense of
being “‘formal-logically, immanenthyincomplete” [or, far worse, in the sense of being formal-ladjicself-inconsistent!]. But
there are other ways as well in which tbaf-problematicity’ of Terran human ‘ideo-formations’, as componeifitthe Terran
‘Human Phenome’, will manifest. Our assumption aridciple of thedialectical ‘ self-problematicity’ of human ‘ideo-formations’ is
applied by us -most decidedly and without the slightest exception or hesitation -- to all [psycho]historical human[oid]-phenomic
‘ideo-formations’,including to those ‘ideo-formations’ developed by weFgE.D. ourselves.

Every “intension” harbor&in-tension’ --‘internal tension’ -- ‘intra-duality’; ineluctablée self-duality’.
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B.n. The Pedagogical Strategy Guiding System Order Chaés for Our Presentational' Meta-Model'.
F.E.D. could have chosen to present tkekinds of* unsolvable diophantine equations” listed below in another possible
order than the order in which they are listed belhich is also that in which oumeta-model’ actually presents them --

3
1.[n +x; = n], forn in N, posing theparadox, forp u#’s notion of numberNatural-ness’, of

‘non-increasive addition’. Solution[-set]:x; =0, orx; 0 a O W. This equation jumps us froﬁN to 3ﬂ ;

v+ = 0; %, w # 0], forw >0 in W, posing theparadox, for 3Ws notion of numberWhoIeness of
‘ . Solution-set:x, O m O £. This equatlonjumps us fronW to h "
3. [Ixax z| <|z|; X3, z # £0], for z in Z, posing theparadox, forh #s notion of numbef* [€]r-ity™, of

‘decreasive multiplication’. Solution-set:xs O (+0, +1)* O f O Q. This [in]lequation in3 Jumps us mt@Q
h
x> =p = #0],+0<p O Q, p aQ prime number, posing thearadox, forh Q s notion of numberratlo—nallty

of“ ” . Solution-set:x, O O d O R. This equation jumps usfro?’rQ toﬁ "

3
5. [x5" + = ], or[-xs =( )IXs = X5 ], posing theparadox, for p, S notion of numberReal-ity’,

of ‘the i unit’s additive inverse/multiplicative inverse equality or identity’. Solution-set:xs 0 +V=1 =+ 0i0C.
. L 3m .
This equation jumps us fFOIﬁI i‘Eto h%,

6. [+x6y6 = Y X X Ve # 0], posing theparadox, for €’s notion of number€omplex-ity’, of “ multiplicative
anti-commutativity” , or ofsign-reversal as a result of multiplicative factor-reversal.
Solution- set(x Ye Y O{(L1), (IL,k), (l,k), ...} [a set of “ordered pairs’( a, b) from the “‘Cartesian

product™ ‘Onion space’}d O 1K O JK]. This equation jumps us fronﬁc to hH
EquationZ is inexpressible |ﬁ|ﬂ , because it involves [0 N. It would take us next t% " If we started with equation

3, which is not well-formed |nCN because it uses the useless- or meanmglepﬁ#ﬁabsolute value” operator|.:.|’,
h _
it would take us next to Q Equation4 is inexpressible 'H N because it involve€ [0 N. It would take us next to

ﬁ , Equatiorb is alsoinexpressible in h3ﬂ# because it involve8 O N. It would takes us next usﬁg#. If we started

with equation6, whichis not well-formedin 3 ﬂ# because it uses the useless- or meaningleﬁ!—;ﬁﬁsigns”, ‘+' and
hot #
-, it would take us next oﬂ#! * [Note *(+0, +1)’ means alfractions between +0 & +1, i.e., excludingt & +1].

F.E.D. came to the conclusionthdN , 3W , 3Z 3@, 3 C & 3H . were the right gpecies» for the « »
- h"#n #h # n# p #p
of [counting] number, the best progressive parntitig of the generlcStandard” number concept, the best division
[«diairesis»] of that « » of number into gecies» of number, the best “‘speciation” of numberdkis for ready
assimilation by those to whom we planned to preth@it Standard Arithmetics’, given the contemporary view of
arithmetics, and of mathematics in general, andrgthe total psychohistorical / phenomic / ideatagcognitivecontext
of ‘recent-modern’ humanityF.E.D. came to the further conclusion that the sequeiem@bove was the right
sequence of presentation of these numbpesies», representing the right simplicity-to-complexigigstractness-to-
thought-concreteness gradient, with the right “eangivestep-sizes”, in terms of the “‘sizes™ of the quative
increments in ‘ideo-ontology’, for optimal easeaskimilation. The inspiration for tleeder of presentatiorthatF.E.D.
has selected for thBtandard Arithmetics' systems-progression is partly pictorial. It is ferceived coherence of the
“order of filling-in” of ‘ Standard-Numbers-Space', as expressed by the ‘spaces-progression’ ofiggaims/depictions
of the ‘number-spaces’, or of the “‘analytical geetries’, of the" Standard” systems of arithmetic, as shown via the
two graphics on the following page.
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Note We are herein rendering explicit throughouthath our ideographic renderings of the individuatiers/-
numerals of the various numbers-systems, and inl@epictions thereof, below, certain key featureg.[¢he “leading

zeros” place-holders i@...01 within W, for example], i.e., various syntactic attributesignifying semantic attributes of
the concepts of those numbers -- which are usuallgpmmon uses of these numbers, left impliciigaored, but which
are of crucial conceptual significance in trackihg cumulative changes in ‘number ideo-ontologghireactstage and
predecessor system of arithmetic to its succestage and system, throughout the entire progresdiepstems ofthe

“ Standard Arithmetics’. We also, in the depictions below, ug—3’ as ‘assignment sign’, or ‘interpretation sign’,
from one “‘synchronic’, systematic representatito another

Number-Line Cumulative Progression Analytic-"Geometric” Model
of the Gddelian Dialectic of the Standard Arithmetics
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We note, in passing, another dimension of the gradi the gradual gradations, escalating fromxénehé»'s
maximal relative simplicity, to the maximal relagicomplexity of the final ‘counter-supplemeftulminant’

3

that we consider, that runs through the entireusieke ‘qualitative interval’ﬁhﬂ#,gh#b, in the progress

from ﬁﬂ# to ﬁh#. This further so-‘gradated’ dimension is thatled increasing relative thought-complexity of
thearithmetical operations ‘aporialized’, or ‘paradoxicalized’, in the sucsém of* unsolvable” diophantine
algebraic equations that catapult our core seclistourse from arithmetical system to next high@hmetical
system. Equationk & 2 involve paradoxes of the arithmeticahddition operation. EquatioB involves
paradoxes of the arithmeticainultiplication operation, definable, in tHe.D. dialectic of such operations, as
the ‘meta-addition’ operation. Equatiofsand5 involve paradoxes of arithmetical , definable,

in that samelialectic, as the ‘meta-multiplication’ operation. Togethéth equatiorf, equationg} and5

involve quadratic nonlinearity -- Znd degreealgebraic equation nonlinearity [albeit not integrodifferential
equation @Ilnearlty] For maore, Seehttp:/feddialectics-miguel.blogspot.com/2013/08tia-c-interlude-dialectic-of-basic.html

B.0. The 'Evolute-ness and ‘ Cumulativity * of Dialectical, Ontological-Categorial Progressions
The dialectical ‘meta-models’ rendered by ‘dialeatimeta-equations’ formulated using '[N@# dialectical arithmetic,

all take the form ofcategorial progressions -- of a stepwise-advancing, all-predecessors-auntg sequence of
“series™ [of inhomogeneous *“sums™; of ‘qualitate superpositions’], via ‘category-symbolizing agams’, or
‘categorograms’ -- for whatever gpecies» of the « » of Dialectics-in-general, in whateversgecies» of ‘the
dialectic of the dialectic itself’ -- be itSystematic Dialectics, Historical Dialectics, ‘M eta-System Dialectics, or
‘Psychohistorical Dialectics' -- that ‘meta-model’ resides.

¢But what is dcategorial progression’? It is an advancing, non-amalgamative “sum™ téntological categories
symbols; i.e., ofkind of being” categories’ symbols, wherein the symtegdresentetkinds of being” include, not only
tangible, physical beings, but ‘human-mental beirgsdeo-beings’; ‘idea-objects’; ‘idea-material- as well.

¢Are there any common, everyday examples we cart twimhich involve, or instantiate, “progressioriontological
categories? jYed Some of the best ‘exhibitors’ of such “advanciagegory sums” are books, especially books whose
contents involve ‘ideo-systematics’, and ‘ideo-taxonomicsich as Hegel'sLogik» and Marx’s Kapital». Consider
thetables of contents of such books. Volume, Part, Section, Chapter,satdchaptetitles in such books -- such as
Quality [Determinateness], Being, Nothing, Becomibgterminate Being, Being-for-self, Quantity, didasure, or
such as Commaodities, Money, and “[The General Ftarfar |Capital”, are also theames of the central, principal
‘ideo[-physio]-ontological’categories that “‘contain™, capture, classify, and comprefd the ‘ideo-meta-anatomy’, and
the ‘ideo-meta-physiology’ of the universes of disrtse that these books attempt to systematizecacmhtprehensively
theorize. Suclmables of contents thus spell out, as a whole, frozen at completioacategorial progression that a reader
experiences progressively as that reader readsghrbe contents of such books from start to finglnch tables do so by
listing those categorgames, which also serve as divisiditles, in the exact order of their presentation to saickader.

A reader is not expected to entirely forget thetents of every chapter that the reader has readdn a book as soon as
that reader reads it, as if the reader had ingesstexd [Tansient Gobal Amnesia] TGA-inducing statin drug. Yes, the
previous chapters read are expected to fade iretiter's mind, relative to the vividness of theptbapresently being
read, and to merge into a background which frames$areground of the chapter presently being rézaat. the full
comprehension of present reading depends uponrasdpposes the remembrance of material alreadyegad given
the relative attenuation of that remembrance. Mbesage of such a book isumulative one. The full communication
of its content to the reader depends upon a ggrtiatonscioussemantic summation’, or‘ gualitative superposition’, of
the entire material already read, in the readeisinuntil the end of the reading, when the follmulum’ of its meaning
should have been conveyed to that reader.

Each new chapter read is supposed to “‘add’’litkethe cumulative effect of all of the previoyskad chapters, in the
mind of the reader; to ‘cumulate’ in the readeriaanand to superimpose itself -- its new contastincremental
meaning -- on the retained content of each of tagters read before it. Or, as with a lecturejriport of the whole
previous discourse heard is supposed to ‘cumuiatie mind of the hearer, and each new enunciaisopposed to
operate upon, in the hearer's memory, and to néigl@ach element of that previous heard discaurse
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Please consider, in the light of the examples gateove, the following description dfalectical categorial progressions
from the work of Tony Smith. Prof. Smith wrotefallows regarding “Systematic Dialectics”, the qpieal progression
method of systematic presentation of theories azbéiy Hegel:" Hegel attempted to provide an immanent orderingpef
basic categories ... To see this we have firsbtsider what a category is. It is a principle @arsal) for unifying a manifold of
some sort or other (different individuals, or pautars). A category thus articulates a structuith two poles, a pole of unity and a
pole of differences. In Hegelian language this ebstructure, captured in some category, candseribed as a unity of identity in
difference, or as a reconciliation of universal amtlviduals. From this general notion of a catggee can go on to derive three
general types of categorial structures. In onertbenent of unity is stressed, with the moment &&dénces implicit. In another the
moment of difference is emphasized, with the monoéninity now being only implicit. In a third botmity and differences are
made explicit togeth€r.[Tony Smith,The Logic of Marx's Capital Replies to Hegelian CriticismsSUNY Press [NY:1990], pp. 5-8].

Thusly, Dr. Smith notes what we term a ‘trans-Ri&n’ «arithmos eidetikos», adialectical ‘ideo-systematic cumulum’.
This «arithmos» is an ‘ideo-taxonomy’, in which thezenos» category-monad» of ““categories-in-gene»-ral™ is also
the «@ufheben» ‘ meta-«monad»-ization’ of its 3 «species» category-[sub-Jronads» -- «species» d., unity-biased

categories; pecies» [3., difference(s)-biased categories, argie es» V., unity/difference(s) combined-emphasis
categories. Thisarithmos eldetikos» can be modeled byTaiadic Seldon Function --

c 1
D = o) = §€a o0 ~e-3)

-- which forms a ‘tri-oppositional synthesis-surat this dialectical theory of the tripartite ‘idemtology’ of categories.

Hegel's Dialectic of the ‘Meta-Categories Meta-Kinds’, per Tony Smith

Used to Sort the Categories of The Gdodelian Dialectic of Arithmetics

c ~ 31 Ll - Ea
Wi =€) - C€hge- 00 ey
«Genosy»: )
5 i P g e o 3
Dialectical Meta-Categories-in-«Genex-ral: nJH,
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h~—¢ h%u_ r—@—' s hsbm e — h~g 0%y,

e S

for categories for categories
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simple unity difference
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Prof. Smith notes next how these three categorgskaan be sequenced to constitute a dialecticel &ddtri-categorial
oppositions’: “Hegel's next claim is that there is a systematitleoimmanently connecting these three categoriatstres. A
structure of unity in which differences are meiiehplicit is simpler than one in which difference® @&xplicitly introduced; and one
in which both unity and differences are expliciyet more complex still. Similarly, the first satt structure is the most abstract,
while the other structures are successively meeed.: thoughtjconcrete. Yet another way of speaking about tfanent
connections here is through the idea of a dialectiontradiction. Hegel's views on contradicticavhk been quite controversial. But
at least in the context of constructing a systeerthtory of categories he appears to have meargthong fairly straightforward. If a
category is in general a principle that unifiesanifold, then if a specific category only explicatbe moment of unity, leaving the
moment of difference implicit, then there is a “t@liction” between what it inherently dgia category (a unifier of a manifold) and
what it is explicitly (the moment of unity alonePvercoming this contradiction requires that tHédahcategory be “negated” in the
sense that a second category must be formulatedtilees the moment of difference explicit. But whieis is done the moment of
difference will be emphasized at the cost of havirgmoment of unity made merely implicit. Oncaiaghere is a contradiction
between what a category inherently is and whatéixplicitly. Overcoming this contradiction demarHat the second sort of
category also be negated, and replaced with a@at@gwhich both poles, unity and difference, aaeh made explicit
simultaneously. Hegel is well aware that “contctidn” and “negation” are not being used here mgbnse given to them in formal
logic. Following a tradition that goes back totB]éne asserts that in the above usage “contradicéind “negation” are logical
operators for ordering categories systematicatiyg@posed to logical operators for making form#rences. The logic with which
we are concerned heredilecticallogic.” [Tony Smith,The Logic of Marx's Capita) ibid., p. 6].

Thusly, Prof. Smith notes the ‘qualitative gradierfitincreasing complexity and of increasing ‘thbttgoncreteness’, or
‘thought-determinateness’ [‘determinations-richrigst runs through these three kinds of categonben arrayed in
their native order. He also so narrates the diakddogic of “‘categorial dialectical contradicin’™ -- one of categorial
insufficiency and incompleteness -- and one ofctitegorial ‘intra-duality’ of unity versus differees, that moves our

minds froma., to3., toy., and beyond. Prof. Smith notes next how seqseotthese three category-kinds can be
combined in layers, ['qualo-fractal’] scales, ovéés, to express a categorial-progression thedizabr comprehension,
of a given [sub-]totality of human experiencgSince a category of unity-in-difference on one leam itself prove to be a
category of simple unity from a higher-level perdpe, thereby initiating another dialectical pregsion from unity through
difference to unity-in-difference, we can constradystematic theory of categories by employingdigectical method. In this sort
of theory we move in a step-by-step fashion frompdé and abstract categories to those that arelearapd F.E.D.: thought-]

concrete, with dialectical logic providing the wamt for each transition ... At the conclusion & timear progression of categories we
once again arrive at the initial starting pointut B has now been apprehended in thought. Iediadal logic is rigorously adhered to,
the move from one category to the next isawhoc The linear progression from a category of imratgunity to one of difference,
and from there to a category of unity-in-differenisenot a mere formal schema imposed by Hegeteadly. It is instead “the
absolute method. .FE.D.: which does not behave like external reflection but satkee determinate element from its own subject
matter, since it is itself that subject matter'sriment principle and soul.” In this manner theeobjealm of f.E.D.: “chaotic”[cf. Marx,
Grundrissg] experience has beeRE.D.: ‘ideo-systematically’ / ‘ideo-taxonomically’/ ‘all-orderedly] reconstructed in thought.E.D.: i.e.,
comprehensively and ‘comprendingtiieorized].” [The Logic of Marx’s Capital ibid., pp.7-8].

But why do we bother at all, in Systematic Dialestii.e., in the dialectical theory-presentatiorthuod, with these known
inadequacies of defective category-kimdsto[3.? Why don’t we just jump from the of one level or scale of the theory
to they. of the next such level or scale? Or, why dorétjust jump once, to the of the highest scale of the theory, and
be done with it? The reasons are pedagogicatllifgibility for the learner is lost with such jurap If you are not already
a physicist, just try jumping to the penultimatéauiminant’ chapter of a modern physics textbowkhout having read
anything in the earlier chapters. If you're lik@st, you won’'t comprehend very much of modern pts/fiom that
chapter alone. New categories -- new conceptstraiddefinitions -- need to be introduced gratjyand with their
introduction motivated, in part, by the need farhthat is revealed by revealing the inadequadidseoold, preceding
categories/concepts/definitions. Similacomprehension would arise if we started kindergaisriearning of arithmetic

with € or H, instead of witHN.

Now, toF.E.D.’s reading of Prof. Smith’s account, extracted abtivere is an ambiguity about what, from our
perspective, is a key issue regarding the catdgmogression method of theory formulation/presgoita The following
guestion poses this issue most directils acategorial progression best described by a ‘sequence of single®ns’

ha  —3 g, 3 o
u—x U x u-x

-- or, ¢Is acategorial progression best described by a ‘sequence of series’ / ‘sempiefnon-amalgamative sum@’--
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-- with all earlier-emerged categorieauiheben»-conserved, “‘externally’”” & additively, as well as “‘internally
notated ‘subscriptally’] -- implicitly also consexd “inside” / as-“contained”-in[-by], later-to-enggr categories.

[as

Let's consider an early phase'tfthe dialectic of nature™ , for example, thaelf-conversion of the earlyub-atomic “particles” ‘physio-ontology’,

LT}

§D [using ‘0" to designate théll-inclusive level of theE.D. Universal Taxonomy], into that plus a new, ‘plasmic’, “‘ionizeétoms/naked

1 1 a]
tomic nuclei” ‘physio-ontology’,v o = ,ﬂ,@f} . We have therein a sub-phase of théormal subsumption™ of sub-atomic “particles” by
SS

tomic nuclei, called [primordial] “cosmological naosynthesis”, ofiroton-«monads» andneutron-«monads» «aufheben»-* self-meta-«monad»-
izing’ into, e.g., ionic, Helium-plasmatomic-nuclei. Next, we have a sub-phase*“ofeal subsumption™ of sub-atomic “particles” byatomic
nuclei, called [primordial] “stellar nucleosynthgsiln this sub-phase, thosgbrid bodies/orocesses that we call “first generation stars™, made up
out of both atomic nuclei, e.g., Helium ions, and, e.g:pton sub-atomic “particles” [i.e., ‘plasmic’ionized Hydrogen “ atoms’] convert, e.g.,
proton andneutron sub-atomic “particles’ into, e.g., even more Heliion-atomic nuclei, and, later, convert Heliuabomic nuclei intoatomic
nuclei of higher atomic goecies», in these “first generation stars’™. Note thaven in this* real subsumption” phasegub-atomic matter does
not disappear from the cosmos. Masses of matganared only up to theub-atomic level, but no higher, e.g., unboumdtons, continue to
coexist with rising, much smaller, masses of maitganized up to the ionigtomic level, but no higher. Thus, a ‘sequenceenfes’ description --

v

LIt}

u] u] u] u]

1. 1¢ 1 1. 1 1@5 = 1’% 1% 1@5
w O —* v—D$vEI — V_D$'\i|" EI$.H. s w S $"9" ss $V s

-- is more apt to the qualitative data of the sasi@ phases of this growing ‘physio-ontologicalhtent of the cosmos in

general, and of this phase of ‘universal meta-gi@ilin particular, than is a ‘sequence of singhet’ description --

O
o
1 1 1
S — —> e[,
¥ (] o (| o s -
Likewise, in the kind of example already consideetdthe outset of this sub-section, of an audienceteption of a lecture-
presentation, and of a reader’s reception of a fpwekentation, the content currently being encaedtshouldexlipse, but shouldchot
erase, the content encountered earlier. The whole adwgncontent should ‘cumulate’ in the reader’s minf.g., Chaptet. of
«Kapital», entitled ‘Commodities”, shouldchot be extinguished from the reader's mind in and &gding Chaptetll., entitled

“Money...”, and, likewise, the “‘impressions’ lefipon the reader’'s mind after reading both tl@®rhimodities” and foney”
Chapters shouldiot be lost-to-mind, but, on the contrary, should infp be ingredient in, the reading of Chapl¥ft., entitled
...« Kapital»...”, like this --
2 2 2 2 2 2
...hg«ﬁ»... — ...hg«ﬁ»... & mhM«K»"' - ...hg«ﬁ»... & ...hM«K»... B K
-- not, as if reading under the influence of an ingestdustance such as some TGA-inducing statin drkegyhiis --
2 2 2
...h_«ﬁ»... — ...h_«ﬁ»... e —F e ...h ko™

We of F.E.D. term the former atevolute process’, after the name used by, e.g., paleonsindo characterize the shell
of a marine organism, in which successive whorlthaf shell rise higher with each turn, thus reimggeall earlier whorls
visible concurrently to a sidewise view of thatsesl. We term the latter‘gonvolute process’, after the corresponding
seashell-type, in which succeeding whorls do ne#,rand hence cover-up all preceding whorls, hidivegn from a
sidewise view. Theéevolute-tion’ description is codified in thedouble-conservation «aufheben» evolute product rule,
axiom 89 of theNg# axioms-system [see sub-section immediately dfiisrfor a rendering of the core axiomsN@#].

The empirical arguments set forth above for modgdiialectic ‘evolute-ly’ would suffice. However, it is interesting to
note that Hegel is repeatedinequivocal about théevolute-ness’ ofdialectic [although, of course, not using the term
‘evoluté]. For example, in a series of lectures on thegik», noted down by his son, and recently publishefriglish
translation, Hegel stated:Thefirst determination [F.E.D.: = first ‘«soeci»-fication’] is immediate, while thesecond one constitutes the
sphere posited in itdifferentiation fromthefirst.

Within everysimple first determination, [e.g., ground,] what is determinately different from it [, e.g., theconsequence of the
ground] is at once also present, but it is at first pnéséthout beingexplicitly posited.

In thesecond determination, finitude [and with itcontradiction] againenters.
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The determination is the of thefirst and thesecond, in which thecontradiction is

The progression is as follows. Thebeginning is simple, immediate. ... Every newly emerging concept.p.: categor} is more
concretely determinate than its predecessor.

We are always carrying everything that went before along with ourselves into what is new, but everything prior is, within what is
new, put in its determinate place. Whereas, in what preceded, each [momentarityediate] determination ... passed asltimate, it

is nowdemoted into beingonly a momenit [G. W. F. HegelLectures on Logi¢ Clark Butler, translatotntroduction to the Lectures on Loghore Exact
Concept and Division of the Science of Loflic Being], Indiana U. Press [Indianapolig008], pp. 79-80, bold, italic, underline shadow, and color emphasis, plus

[F.E.D.-labeled square-bracketed commentadded b)F.E.Q.].

At the very outset of his boolkNissenshaft der Logik --“ The Science of Logit -- Hegel also asserts what we ctie
«arché»-onic’ and“* evolute” principle ofdialectical categorial progression’: “...theprogress from that which forms the
beginning is to be regarded as onlyfarther determination of it, hencethat which forms the starting point of the development
remains at the base of all that follows and does not vanish from it. Theprogress does not consist merely in the derivation of an
other, or in the effected transition into a genuatber; and in so far as this transition does odtus equally sublatedF[E.D.:
‘«aufheben»ated’] again. Thus the beginning ... is the foundation which is present and preserved throughout the entire subsequent

development, remaining completely immanent in its further determinations.” [G. W. F. HegelScience of Logic Translated by A. V. Miller,
Humanity Books [NY:1969 [originally published in1812]], Volume One,With What Must The Science Begifplacedbefore Chapter1], p. 71, bold, italic,

underline shadow, and color emphasis, plus [square-bracketed commentagifled byr.E.D.].

At the conclusion of the same bookVissenshatft der Logik, in itsultimate chapter, Hegel reiterates thisarehé»-onic’
and“* evolute” principle ofdialectical categorial progression once again:“... thedeterminateness [F.E.D.: ~ ‘«speci»-ficity’]
which was aesult is itself, by virtue of the form afimplicity into which it has withdrawna fresh beginning; asthis beginning is
distinguished from its predecessor precisely by thateterminateness, cognition rolls onward from content to content. First of all,
this advance is determined as beginning frasimple determinatenesses, the succeeding ones becomingever richer and more [F.E.D.:
thought-]concrete.  For the result contains its beginning and its course has enriched it by a fresterminateness. The universal
constitutes thdoundation; the advance is thereforenot to be taken as #owing from oneother to the nextother. In the absolute
method the Notionmaintainsitself in its otherness, theiversal in its particularization, in judgment and realitygt each stage of its
further determination [F.E.D.: = further ‘«speci-fication’] it raises the entire mass of its preceding content, and by its dialectical
advance it not only does not lose anything or leave anything behind, but carries along with it all it has gained, and inwardly

enriches and consolidates itself.” [G. W. F. HegelScience of Logicibid., Volume Two, Section Thre€hapter3, The Absolute Ideap. 840, bold-italic,
underline shadow, and color emphasis, plus [square-bracketed commentaagitied b)F.E.Q.].

In our ‘ideo-perception’ ofiature's ‘[ideo-]physio-dialectic’, as of its' ideo-[physio-]dialectic’, dialectical progression is
““ evolute’™ . ‘Evoluteness’is “ cumulative” . Dialectical progression ‘cumulates’. It presentsi{leo-][ physio-]ontological
‘cumula’, which** contain™ the past as the pre-sent’, i.e., as the ‘sent to now’s now fréptievious’, prior-nows’.

For more about thdialectic of the concepts ‘convolute’ and ‘evolute’, see --

http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Glossary_filedossary, The_Dialectic_of the_%27Voluteness%27Diaflectical_Progressions_in_General,07FEB2014.jpg
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B.1. Rules of Computation of theDialectic RulesSystem F.E.D.’s First Dialectical Arithmetic, ﬁ NQ#.

The ‘algorithmics’ ofF.E.D.’s ‘First Dialectical Arithmetic’, NQ#, undergird the Dyadic Seldon Function ‘meta-model’

of ‘The Gddelian Dialectic of the Standard Arithmetics, “whose story is told, by phonetic prose, as wellbgs
‘ideo/graph/ical’ formulas and diagrams, in theeceection of this essay. Some familiarization wlithse computational
‘algorithmics’ is therefore provided for you, theader, in this near-final sub-section of the Backgd section. Th8

basic rules of th% Q# rules-system -- rules traditionally termed “poatak” or “axioms” -- are stated formally at the end

of this sub-section. The subset of th@eules most essential for understanding the Dy&dildon Function ‘meta-
model’ of the systematics of the Standard systeiwithmetic can be informally summarized as follw'Dialectical

Addition’, €, of ontological category-units ing# is “ non-amalgamative” [cf. Museés], or isuper-amalgamative’, but
is never simply “amalgamative”, as N addition. ‘Dialectical Addition’ isunlike the addition operation of Boolean
algebra,” non-amalgamative” fot** unlikes™ [ for unlike category-unith -- ¥ —1— X = ﬁﬂz O Ng# |Z = Y& X As

in [later] Boolean logic, it issuper-amalgamative’, or “idempotent”, for “likes” -X & X = X, Y&Y = Y.
‘Dialectical Multiplication’ is ‘contra-Boolean’. It represents the cadi@lectical «aufheben» operation. It exhibits a
‘double-ness’ in the structure of itaufheben» conservation moment, which consists of two ‘sub-moments’, exiernal

and the othemternal - X2 = X @ AX = X B Y|Y = 8X = 4 .1.5 & ELZ =g+
ef}xx k k K(#)k

The external conservation ‘sub-moment’ is called ‘the Boolean termy’. It grals the* evolute™ character oflialectic,
already explicated in the sub-section precedingdhe. Thenternal conservation ‘sub-moment’, with its supplementary

term,gl, constitutes thelialectical corrective to the Boolean “fundamental law of thoughX? = X. It also grounds

interpretation of the “‘determinateegation” and“* elevation” moments of theaufheben» “times” operation. It does
so via the concept of ‘self-metait-ization’, or ‘self-meta-monad»-ization’, in which heterogeneous multiplicitieé o
the individuals constituent of t13€ onto[logical category] form the thus ‘metaadividuals‘meta-"units of thegl onto.

Axioms. Thecore axioms sub-sef theNQ# axioms-system for the genefist dialectical arithmetic is the following --

(§1) % O NQ [the axiom of arché» inclusion].
1
§2) [OnON][[z O = [sg =g O the axiom of inclusion of ontological su
( ) [ ] [[g[‘n NQ] [_g[‘n g[]n-'-l NQ]] [ e axiom of inclusion of ontological s ccess})rs
§°) [0, kON g,g O &”-1—” = S'_‘-i—S'_‘ the axiom of categorial distinct
(89) [0 ][[[[QLJ_ g W21 [QLJ_ gﬁk]] [‘QLJ- _gﬁk]]] [ the axiom o categorial distinctneks
(84) [Ox ON][ [ EEEX O NQ] | [§%X = %l] ] [ the axiom of thearchéonicity’ of the @rché»|.
(§5) [ On O N] [ % a NQ] [the axiom of aufheben» connexion / subsumption [of the subsumption offthby theNQ] ]
n
(§6) [Dj, kO N][ [j i k] = [EE -1— % ] ][the axiom of thejualitative inequality of distinct ontological-categorig@ifiers].
] k

(§7) [ On O N] [ % + E[] = % ] [the axiom ofdempotent addition of ontological category [of ontologicalgualifier] uniqueness].
n n n

(88) O, j, kKON][ ] E k] = [EE + EE -1— EE] ] [ the axiom of thérreducibility of ontologicalualitative differences |
j k i

(89) [Oj),k ON]| E[] X % = % + E[] ] [ double-conservation «aufhebens evolute product rule for ontological multiplicatior].
j k k k+
-- whereins denotes the “Peansuccessor operator(n) = n + 1, and whereirs denotes the‘g# version of that

successor functiors[ T ] = T =g .
g[‘n g[‘s(n) g[‘n+1
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B .K. Encyclopedia Dialectica_’'s‘Organonic Algebraic M ethod’ for the Solution of Dialectical-Algebraic ‘ Meta-Equations .
This sub-section is for the purpose of spellingtbetrecipe -- the “algorithm” -- that we applythre core
section of this essay. We use that algorithm theswolve successively for the meanings of eaah {ether
than for those of th&2 ‘pre-given’, stipulated-in-advance terms], thagénerated up through iGth stage/-
step, by the Dyadic Seldon Function ‘meta-modefeatly introduced above, ofhe Gddelian Dial ectic of
the Standard Arithmetics'. That algorithm is called, By.E.D., the ‘Organonic Algebraic Method'.

The term ‘organonic’ in the phras@rganonic Algebraic Method’ hails from an old Greek termprganon»,
meaning “instrument of thought or of knowledgetydt of cognition’, ‘organ of mind’, or *“system atiles or
principles of demonstration or investigation”. &purpose of this ‘synchronic/presentational’ braatthe
larger ‘Organonic Algebraic Method’ that we will apply herein is to provide heuristfcule-of-thumb”

support for the users of tug_z# dialectical arithmetic when they use it to model systems synchronicaitpre

precisely, this method provides checklists, hiats] clues, that can help to advance such a usegistye
grasp of a Dyadic Seldon Function ‘meta-model’ clSa user may initially have clarity on as littkethe
«arché» term of such a ‘meta-model’, plus on the epit)edf that @arché> only. TheMethod’s support
elements may aid a user to move cognitively froen'theta-model’ for the simplest, most abstract, tmos
generic pattern aialectic, as given by --

H, . [0

-- to the more complex, more ‘thought-concrete’ rengpecific pattern implicit in a ‘meta-model’ diet form --

x SxT
2
FEH ¢ = 6ha)

-- if the user already knows at least the “‘valtifmeanings ofn, U, andX, and ofﬂgx [the <«arché» term],

and of thes,, = O value of that ‘meta-model’'which focuses on the ‘meaning-value’ of traehé» in and by itself

A schematic summary of thi®Fganonic Algebraic Method’, in diagrammatic form, is provided at the end of
this sub-section. The rest of the text of this-sabtion is devoted to a narrative rendition ofdlgorithm that

the diagram depicts. Both employ the “is equdlytalefinition” relation sign, =, as a definitioroperator
sign, such thaté’ﬁgb’ means ‘the definition o@’, and such that . Dsﬁgb’ asserts  .] that ‘a definition

of a already exists for the user/is extant for the usgtnown by the user, or has been discoverethdyuser’.

Algorithm Narrative .
A. Procesdlpha: START.
a. GIVEN(s): The following two conditions must be give@ther givens may also apply, in particular cases.
a.l. s, =0: thestep parameter is “initialized’” to the arché» step, whose value is therché» term_alone-

X
g ea"}H = na

0

a.2. A definition of the«arché» term Eg , is known to the user --
X

g QEQEEXOQ.
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B. COMPUTE
s

B1 w=2 . compute current value of loop control parametiras indicated function of current valuesyf
B.2. Square the Seldon Function value for the cunvehte ofs,, to obtain its value for next value 8§, s, + 1 --

X 9 X x x
ﬁ u Sx D u sx+1 u Sk E ﬁ u Sx D
-- which stands for alantithesis-sum’that is, for anoppositional addition’of the first,un-negatedun-elevated,
‘Booleari conservation term of the right-most “side” of thquation above, ‘opposed/added’ to the secaladtd’

(E) term, of that rightmost “side”.

B.3. Reset the current value $f, to its next/Peano successor vasigi+ 1.

y. COMPUTE
Y.1. Reset the current valuewf, to its next/ Peano successor vaiwvet 1.
S
3. DECIDE ¢Isw greater tha2 ~?
d.1. If answer to questiod. is YES, go to Procesk
8.2. If answer to questiod. is NO, go to Process.

“ X
€. DECIDE ¢ls thewth term ingﬁu ]‘I‘(S D a‘'sdf-hybrid’ ternf?
X

Commentary A ‘self-hybrid’ term denotes a ‘contra-thesigpntra-category’, ‘contra-system’, or counter-exae

It is of the forrr% in the generic, minimally-interpreted arithmetiod is of the fornﬂ*‘é‘b *in the
YY

2°x

interpreted/assigned arithmetic/algebra, wzexex is the already known, just-prior-step’s ‘self-highiterm.

€.1. If answer to questioa is YES, go to Procesh.
€.2. If answer to questiog isNO, go to ProcesG.

{. DECIDE ¢Does user know of an apt definition for the “‘hidi’ algebraic term mapped to the arithmetinftl ?
w

l.e.: g,EEﬁE@EYX bu % ?

l.e: ¢Can the user define thigth term, either because its meaning is given, athe generic clues listed bel@w

» This term aptly represents theomplex unification’, dialectical synthesis, orreconciliation of Elx and/withzlx...;
» This term aptly represents thereal subsumption™ , assimilation, adjustment, or adaptation of 3 lx... by/to EXX;
 This term aptly represents tbenversion, by EXX, of [some of] the units constitutirE lx... into units ofEXX;

» This term aptly represents thppropriation, or subordination, by E!x, of [[some of] the units constitutinln lx...;

» This term aptly representybridization/formation of hybrid units, hybridizing units O'ELX... with units ofnlx.

{.1. If answer to questiod. is YES, go to Proces8.
{.2. If answer to questiod. isNO, go to Procesy.
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n. DECIDE ¢Does user know of an apt definition for tiself-hybrid’ algebraic term mapped to the arithmet‘jﬁil ?

w
. | = x - o
I.e..¢£EﬁueB DH g[] :
YY w
l.e: ¢Can the user define thigth term, either because its meaning is given, atheé generic clues listed bel@w

* This term aptly represents tiramanent critique, self-critique, self-reflexion, self-inspection, or «aufheben» self-negation of 3! ;
X
* This term aptly representself-subsumption’, ‘ self-incorporation’, or‘self-internalization’ of 3! ;
x

» This term signs the' self-re-entry’” of logical-individuals/units/elements Elx, generatingﬂ@b X _1_ Elx;
YY

 This term aptly represents thself-conversion’, by 3! , of [some of the] units constitutirnx ;
X X
 This term aptly represents theelf-appropriation’, by 3! , of [some of the] units constitutin 3! ;
X X

 This term aptly represents formation’ pfeta-units’ of 3! units, each made up out of a muItipIicityE! units.
X X

[ | ]

» The termueb “is a‘supplementary opposite’ of the teran! ;
X
YY

n &

* The term e[: ¥« outers” /externalizes/‘explicitizes’ aimner/internal/implicit duality of the termzl ;
X
YY

n.1. If answer to question). is YES, go to Proces8.
n.2. If answer to question. isNO, go to Procesy.

0. NAMING: The user ““‘names’ thisnth term, by means of a single-letlememonic epithet'taken from the phrase
or word which most aptly describes the meanintie term to the best present knowledge of the.us

Then shift control to Proceys

s n x
I. DECIDE ¢Hasat least the(2 x)th ‘vanguard term’, or ‘meta-meristemal’/highesitein Eﬁu ]_I_(S 9

X
I'semantified’/ceased to an]“ unknown”/determined as to its meaning to user’s &atton?

been “‘solved for

1.1. If answer to question is YES, go to ProcesB.
1.2. If answer to question isNO, go to ProcesQ.

Q. Process OmegaSTOP.
Caveat We will not always, in the core section of teissay, implement ProceBs Often, instead, we will

leave a “*hybrid”” term expressed in its full sgbript-epithetic regalia, even after having decodéu
Decisionl ., because of the mnemonic value, for the readeetaining the subscripted epithets.
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Algorithm Diagram: The F.E.D. ‘Organonic Algebraic Method’ for the

Solution of Dyadic Seldon Function Dialectical Equations
[for [Meta-]Systematic Dialectics ]

. GIVEN:
. 0,
=¢DE) 2,
v
B. COMPUTE:
u ¢£Has at least the
w=2° {2%3th, or 'vanguard term' in
X % X n n
2, = 0, @ 8@ o¢
been "'solved-for'"' 2
§ >85+1
L

wow+ 1

"'Name"
the with term
by a

single-letter
mnemonic epithet

drawn from the
wordiphrase which
defines that terrm.

3

Zlg the With term in

oG3x )

a 'selfhybrid’ term?

F 3

The Encyclopedia Dialectica ‘Organonic Algebraic Method’ for the solution of ‘Dialectical Meta-
Equations’ imot entirely the same for solvingy/gta-] System Dialectical ‘Meta-Equations’ as it is for solving
-- for the ‘semantification’ of the terms of Pgycho] Historical-Dialectical ‘Meta-Equations’.

‘Organonic Algebraic Method’, as it is applied to the ‘Qualitative [Meta-]Ediems’ of [Psycho]Historical-
Dialectics, to the solution/'semantification’ of each termtb& progression-series/“non-amalgamative sum” [cf.
Muses] generated for each epothyy a ‘Dyadic Seldon Function meta-model’ of tffgycho]Historical-
Dialectic, is a matter of mapping/correlating each termdphysically evident counterpart(s) in the empirical,
external-phenomenal worlif,any such counterpart is known.

This same ‘Organonic Method’, but as appliedMzif-]System Dialectical, “*‘Method-of-Presentation
‘[Meta-]Equations’, for ‘Dyadic Seldon Function nae¢quation meta-models’, typically involveedagogical
choices, and stipulated pre-assignments of the meaningslefist the ‘arché»-thesis’ term, and perhaps also of
someof the ‘contra-thesis’ terms, and perhaps evesoaie-- e.g., of the *“‘culminating’ -- full ‘uni-thesis’

terms, so that solution is a matter of filling-iefshitions, identifying, or solving-for, the impliebut initially,
explicitly ‘un[re-]Jcognized’, “*algebraicallyjunknown’, meanings of the terms that are intermégllzetweerthe

pre-stipulated meanings of the pre-assigned terms.
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Relative to cases of th®tganonic Algebraic M ethod’ as applied to the solution of the ‘purely-quédiita
Meta-Equations’ of Psycho]Historical Dialectics, the question here is an easier one. That queistiglf 7 of

our 64 terms "ﬁﬂﬁHﬁﬂl' EQEH%Z, ﬁ gHEEM ﬁngﬁﬂg'ﬁ #_#H%le' EEEH%@&

ﬁhg HELM -- mean what we have chosen, in advance, thatstheyld mearthen what isimplied as to the

best meaning to be assigned to/"solved” for eadh@terms remaining to be solved-for/assigned,toehe
57 generic‘ideo-ontologicaiﬁﬁualifiers’ in the inclusive interve[[ Qﬁl, QE64 1l. as mapped to tHe7 specific

‘connotogramic* unknowns” in theStandard-Arithmetics-interpretednterval ﬁﬁ N, ﬁh# D? But even for a

Meta-System Dialectical Dyadic Seldon Function ‘Meta-Equation’ such asdhe we are setting-up to
solve herein, a kind of ‘Meta-Lagrangian Principd@plies, which also applies -- perhaps more styondor
[Psycho]Historical-Dialectical Equations. This principle arises from th@ssibility-Space’ interpretation of
the qualitatively different ‘ontological categoriggalifiers-sums’ that the ‘Dyadic Seldon Functioenhgrates

for each2 1 value of its ‘self-iteration parameter’ -- its ‘egoparameter’, or ‘stepktage parameters. It
means thanot all of thepossible, consecutive subscriptdgenex-ric’ terms in, e.g., the interve|[ Etl, QE64 1.

will actualize -- will necessarily be instantiated -- in any givespeci»-fic dialectical meta-model’. The
Lagrange equations of motion of classical mechaséssribe a generic dynamical systerjg@eric
“connected mechanical system”, by means of “gerzeghicoordinates” and “generalized velocities’ho$e
equations’ spectrum of such “generalized” varialalesintended to encompaakpossible “moving material
systems”. Buhot all specific kinds of such systems wilctually embody all of thosgossible variables.
Thomas K. Simpson describes, as follows, the psobgsvhich James Clerk Maxwell derived the dynainica
equations of the electromagnetic field, using thgrange equations. Maxwell did so by honing ddwenftll
possible ensemble of terms of the latter to those that \setgal for electromagnetic field dynamics:
“...Maxwell approaches the construction of his olatteomagnetic theory with a clear initial visiohtbe shape it must
take. He does not begin with a collection of basipirical results and seek a merely complete andeztent set of
equations which will save the appearances. Maxkvalivs at the outset that his theory must take dhm bf the
equations of motion of a moving material systeras#) as we have seen, are Lagrange’s equationgtiohimwhich in
Maxwell's view simply explicate mathematically capriori concept of matter in motiow priori, Maxwell's equations
are merely apecial case of Lagrange’s equations. Therefore, Massypibgram for a “dynamical” approach to
electromagnetism must be this: beginning with bage's equations of motion, identify theneralized coordinates and
velocities which characterize an electromagnetitesy, and then determine by experiment which ofitssble
coefficients arectually operative in thisparticular science, and what relationships exist among teéficents and the
coordinates. Lagrange’s equations, thus relatetetiromagnetism arsifted of inoperative terms, will be the basic
equations of electromagnetism. At the same tiley tvill characterize in broad strokegaaticular form of connected
system. [Thomas K. SimpsorMaxwell's Mathematical RhetoricRethinking the_Treatise on Electricity and
Magnetism Green Lion Press [Santa F2010], pages272-273, emphases added].

By analogy with this Maxwellian procedure with respto the Lagrange equations, our “sifting”, ie tore
section if this essay, of tf#4 possibly-Standard-Arithmetics-meaningful terms generated by --

# 26
Ny 3
hE6 = hugb
-- may find thatsome of the ‘«gene»-ric’ terms% |k O[1, 2° = 64]*, for*dialectic-in-«genes-ral’, are
k

“inoperative” in the ‘«speci»-fic’ case ofthe dialectic of the Standard Arithmetics. jOr maybenot!

*[in the expression abovd; is used to replace the phrase “such that”. Alsgeneral,[a, b]’ denotes thénclusiveinterval betweenNatural” number@ andb].

Summary Each new-algebraic* unknown” arises, in its “debut” iteration of our Seldon Etion ‘meta-model’, as pew combination of tld”, already* known”
epithets/predicate-letters/intensions/connotaticrtse O-algebraic task -- the solution-task of ttaiéalectical-algebraic equation of that iteratiorgtage -- is to discern
the best meaning for each such term [if any; ifthetnullf inoperative” meaning, corresponding to ‘“‘existent@possibility’”’, or to non-instantiation], the one that
best fits the epithets of that new term, in theteriof one’s experience and knowledge of the itgtadbject realm” being “‘theorized™ by use ofhat ‘meta-model'.
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B.A. From “ Formal Subsumption’” to ' and the‘ Culminant’/Epitome of the Latter.

The Dyadic Seldon Function ‘meta-model'tbhé Godelian Dialectic of the Standard Arithmeticsis very
“Godelian™. It unfolds as ars#-escalation-driven sequence of series -- of ‘qatlie,” unaddable” sums’

[i.e., of ‘ideo-ontologicalnon-amalgamativejualifier-sums’], or ‘cumula’ -- each of which, earsult of the
step-calculation for a given value SL, contains, as its final term, a qualitatively newdeo-ontologically

new’ -- ‘contra-thesis’, ‘oppositionalily added taind qualitatively opposing, aseunter-example to [cf. Imre
Lakatos], and as a partial refutation/denial o4, jtiint meaning of all of the terms that came ptoits coming;
of the entire ‘cumulum’/‘qualitative super[im]posih’ of number-meanings that arose before it, sroivn

step, and[/or] in all previousteps [“/or” fors# < 2 only].

Everystep contains the solution to the previoaperia», but a solution that is also then ‘oppositionaitided’
to that solution’s owmew ‘counter-term’, thus forming yetr@ew, as yetunsolved, @poria».

Everynewstep contains the solution to thaperia» which was definitive of its immediately-prigtep, in the
form of the “‘union” of the meanings of all ofhe terms first arisen in its ownewstep, and in that prior
step, and[/or] in all previousteps,except for/excluding the final term of thenewstep. l.e., eachewstep’s
solution to the therelyst-pastproblem arises in conjunction with an assertiothehextproblem, which is
the Godeliaincompleteness of thaewstep’snewsolution itself. Thisiextproblem is asserted via thiral
term of thenewstep, afinal term which is ‘oppositionally added’ to the uniabsymbol standing for the
‘solutionary’ sum[mary] of all of thatewfinal term’s preceding terms. Together, that summarm fer the
meaning of all previous terms, plus the new fieaht, form thenew«aporia», the @poria» that is definitive of
thenewstep itself. Everynewstep contains the completion of the prgiep’s defining selincompleteness,
“plus™ the assertion of theself-incompleteness of that completion of the just-psahi-incompleteness. Each

newstep-calculation fos# > 1 thus issues forth mew‘antithesis-sum’ -- the ‘oppositional addition’ ié new

final term to all of its preceding terms in tewstep, with that sum of all such preceding terms tiutig
the ‘synthesis-sum’ that resolves the pstep’s ‘antithesis-sum’.

In Encyclopedia Dialectica _ parlance, the emergence, in eaelwstep, of anew‘contra-thesisfinal term,
already constitutes the formal subsumption™ of all preceding terms in thatwstep by thahew‘vanguard
term’, thatnew' meta-meristemal term’ ™. In eachstep’snextstep, all of the ‘ideo-ontological increment’ of
termsnewwith thatnextstep, except the final incremental term, represent theawfheben»-negation/-
elevation/-conservation, of every “‘old”” term, by the priorstep’s newestfinal term. That is, those nesgtep
newterms represent the “‘subsumption’, *“‘convewsi’”, “‘adaptation’, “‘adjustment™, “‘assim ilation’,
“‘appropriation”, and/or *“‘subordination’, of each older term to the prigtep’s subsuming ‘contra-thesis’
final term, or thé[partial] synthesis /‘ideo-ontologicalhybridization’ of each older term with that pristep’s
final term, afinal term which is, itself, thesalf-subsumption’ of its prior step’s ‘contra-thesisfinal term.

We say that, together, tm@n-amalgamative sum, or ‘cumulum’, of all of thesen@t-subsumptions’ -- the
subsumption, by a givestep’s ‘contra-thesis’ term, in the givetep’snextstep, of all of the giveistep’s
“‘other terms™ -- constitutes thé* real subsumption™ of all of the preceding ‘number ideo-ontology’ terms,
by thatnewwith-the-givenstep ‘number ideo-ontology’ term, which is the givstep’sfinal term.

For example, as soon aﬁ “ irrupts instep 2 --

3 # 3 2 _ 3 3 3, # 3 - 3 3
hE - Qhugb - 6hug$ h%* he[7 N 9' B # hﬂg' i LU
a

*
[The botanical termmeristem’ refers to the ‘advancing edge’ of a living plaotthe actively-dividing plant tissues of the growitips of roots and stems].
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-- as the newmeta-meristemal tern?, or ‘vanguard term’, every term that has emergedre its emergence is
thereby “demoted” [cf. Hegel, as quoted in subisads. 9 hereof]relatlveto it, mauguratlng a presentational

3. #
stage of the* formal subsumption™ of hW -i.e., oth ,ha & he[: --_yn
aN

3
In thisstageZ, hﬂ#, connoting the axiomatic system for the arithmefithe space of théfhole numbers”,

&

11 LRE I

W={0,1, 2, 3,...}, ie, the system constituted by the sum of thanimgs of the3 “‘determinations

#
ﬁﬁﬂ# h_# & 3@[) - b is the solution to theaporia» of the previoustage,stagel --
- a

1

e = N = N e,

-- which also signifies th€ formal subsumption™ of the axiomatic system for the arithmetic of space of
“Natural numbers’N ={1, 2, 3, ...}, by the concept d as a “full-regalia” number, via its formulation as
an axioms-system-component, connotecﬁgx, for the ‘aughts”,a = { (1), (I1-11), (11I=111), ... }.

The** real subsumption™ of 3H by 3g , arrives only instep 2, with, and by means of, the adding-in of

#
ﬁ@b ®, thesynthesis of 3a and 3N Analogously, thé real subsumption™ of ﬁﬂ# byﬁ L arives
aN - -

# # #
only in the nexstep,step 3, with the irruption owﬁ ﬁ@b ! ﬁ@b ! ﬁ@b - b namely, of
a aN

3 3 #
(1) he[: , as'partial synthesispartial ‘uni-thesis’ ofh L with N, plus of(2) h@[) ", as the
NI B B a

#
‘partial synthesispartial ‘uni-thesis’of 2 , With ﬁg#, plus of(3) the‘full uni-thesis',ﬁ@b ", unifying
- - aN

ﬁ , with the prior full uni-thesis’, that ofﬁg#mmth ﬁﬂ#, thus combining all ‘priorly-extant’ ‘contra-

thesis’'& «arché» ‘subscripted epithets’, namely, subscripteaj-subscripteda, & subscriptedN -- into a
new, single unit-term, as well as ‘oppositionaltidang-in’ yet a new ‘contra-thesis’ terrﬁ_f#, So as to

constitute the nexhew «aporia»:

oY -

¢y
#Z
&
I
&
e
Q
4
&
&
e
z |
&
e
Q
4
)
Q
4
L=
|%III
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The terminology of* formal subsumption™ vs.** real subsumption™ is adapted from, and generalized from, a text by
Karl Marx. Marx theorizes, in a text sometimesrted “the unpublished sixth chapter’®@épital [in relation to the table
of contents of an earlier draft Gipital, not to that ofapital as published], and entitiéResults of the Immediate
Process of Production’a text which presents a two-stage model of tetical development of the historically-specific
global human socio-politico-economic system basetially, upon competing individual [industriallapitals.

In that manuscript, Marx defines the phase of‘tbenal subsumption of labor under capitali the following
terms --“...anessential change in thereal manner and mode of the process of labor, of tlaetual process of production,
hasnot at all [yet] made its appearance... On the coptrasince the subsumption of the process of laboder capital
makes its appearance -- on the basisprbaess of labour which is at harwhich obtained prior to this subsumption
under capital, which has shaped itself on the basis of procesfggduction which were prior and various anatifer
preconditions of production... it ispmocess of labour which is given and at hahat capital subsumes to itself; thus, for
example, artisan-work...[or] the mode of agricudtwhich corresponds to the small, self-sufficiessigant-economy. |If
changes in thegeaditional processes of labour which have been brought biyatamder its command make their
appearance, then these modifications can only ddugt consequencestbi subsumption of given, traditional

processes of labour under capital. 2 [Albert Dragstedt, translator and editwglue: Studies by Karl MarxResults of the Immediate Process of
Production New Park Publications, [Londort:976], p. 117; bold-italic andunderline emphasis and square-bracketed inserts addEd;lﬂ.].

There also, Marx defines ttieeal subsumption of labour under capital or theegffically capitalist mode of
production” in the following way --...the entiraeal shape of the mode of production changes am@fically
capitalist mode of production arises (technolodycabo), upon whose basis and with which also ¢hefationships of
productionbetween the differerggents of production, and especially between capitalist and wage-ladypwhich
correspond to the capitalist process of produdiomnltaneously develop. ... Withe real subsumption of labour under
capital, a complete (and constantly advancing and seatpg)revolution in the mode of production itself takes place,
in the productivity of labour and in theelationship of capitalist and worker. Upahe real subsumption of labour

under capital, all thosechanges'in the labour-process itself which we developetieraenter the scene. Thkecial
productive-powers of laboware developed and altfte application of science and machinery to the immediate
production, as work begins to take place on a large scaleth® other hand, the capitalist mode of producdfamich
now structures itself as a mode of producsangeneri} creates an altered structure of material prodactiOn the other
hand, this alteration in the material structurerfethe basis for the development /o , whose
adequate structure consequently corresponds tdiaybar degree of development of the productiverpis of labour. ...
What is revealed at this point is how eeepnomic categories [such as that dfthe commodity-relationship” and that of* the money-
relationship’ ] which belong to [i.e., which first arise in, and inhere]i€arlier epochs of productionacquire a specifically different,
historical character on the basis of the capitalist mode of productigmid., pp.120, 130, 160; bold-italic, color-ordinal, ancunderline
emphasis and square-bracketed inserts addéd;b@.] .

Regarding the point of the final sentence of theted passage above, more amplitude is to be foutiei
Grundrissemanuscripts [Foundationsof the Critique of Political Economy [Rough Dré&fthy Karl Marx|,
which are the original source manuscripigpublished by Marx, for the works that Hiel publish on his
immanent critique of the ideology-adulterated sceeaf classical political economy], viz:Bourgeois society is
the most developed and the most complex histogararation of productiorr[E.D.: sofa]. Thecategories which express
its relations, thecomprehension of its structure, thereby also allow insights into tegucture andrelations of

production of all thevanished social formationgut of whose ruins and elements it built itself up, whose partly still
unconguered remnants are carried along within it, whose mere nuances have developed explicit significance within it,
etc. ... While in the completed bourgeois systesryeconomic relation presupposes every othesibdtirgeois
economic form, and everything posited is thus alpoesupposition, this is the case with ewsrganic system. This
organic system itself, as aotality, has its presuppositions, aitsidevelopment to its totality consists precisely in
subordinating all elements of society to itself, or in creating out of it the organs which it still lacks. Thisis historically
how it becomes a totality.” [Karl Marx, Grundrisse Martin Nicolaus, translator, New Left Review, fidon: 1973], pp. 105, 278; bold-italic, shadow, and
underline emphasis and square-bracketed inserts addédgm.].
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At this point, | think that we are now in a positito helpfully illustrate thigieneric principle of** formal
subsumption™ vs.** real subsumption™ , and its role in the solution/‘semantification’ thie terms whose
semantics are initiallunknown, that arise in our model presentation of (Bédelian | deo-Meta-Dynamic of
the Standard Arithmetics. We can do so by illustrating this principle idifferent context, by means of an

NQ# dialectical ‘meta-model’ of thesystematic-dialectical method of presentation applied by Marx in his

masterpiece, Bas Kapitab. True, anoredirectillustration of these principles would arise i ttontext of an
NQ# dialectical ‘meta-model’ of thehistory of thesystems of humansocial Relations of [human societies’

expanding self-regroduction, such as in themeta-model’ --

ﬁHiRTRT = {pAL)

-- in which the arché» categoryEAR, connotes théppropriation, in their “raw” form -- a forranimproved,

)R T

by human labor, for human consumption -- of thedpats ofNature, that is, the mode of production of
predation, of foraging, and ofscavenging -- of “ hunting and gathering” . In this*meta-mode!’, the** formal
subsumption™ of all previously-arisesocial Relations of production by the capital social Relation of

production arises in and as its model historical epl')gh= , and the" real subsumption™ of all previously-

arisen suclsocial Relations by the capital-Relation arises in its model historical epo‘cg =5.

However, keeping within therijeta-]systematic-dialectical’ domain ofdialectical [meta-]modeling -- that of
our core'meta-model’ of the* Standard Arithmetics’ , we can nevertheless find usednial ogues of both this

“ formal subsumption™ , and this* real subsumption™ , in anNQ# dialectical ‘meta-model’ of the

systematic-dialectical method of presentation of Marx’s «nagnum opus», «Das Kapitab, and, specifically,
even in aialectical ‘meta-model’ of only the “value-form” content of that potentially wodidberating treatise:

«K» S«K»‘P

2 _ 2 2
h]_I_( . T = ﬁhA«/_(»b

«K>»

-- wherein the arché» category, ﬁ A« K connotes the content of sub-sectfinof Section3. [“The Form of

Value or Exchange-Value”] of Chaptkr[“Commodities”] of Parl [*Commodities and Money] of Volume

| [“* The ProductionsProcess of Capitald ] of «Das Kapitab. Sub-sectiofA. is entitled “Elementary or
Accidental Form of Value”. Of the centrality ofistsocial relations of production category to his treatise, as,
in effect, the arché» of its entire exposition, Marx writes as follovirs his Preface to the First German Edition:
“...in bourgeois society the commodity-form of tmeduct of labour -- or the value-form of the comntypé- is the
economic cell-fornd. [Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy International Publishers [NY1967], p. 8]. Those who live in
capital-based society, acquiper force from experience, a knowledge of its phenomeraveritable
“‘phenomenology”” of capital -- however “chaotidMarx] may be the conception of that modern warda
whole that their experience,‘tintheorized’ andunsystematized’ by them, may afford them. It can be
demonstrated, for them, that timemanent critique [orself-critique] of the category “Elementary Form of
[Commodity-]Value”, as candidate forcamplete categorial comprehension of capital-based soc#diyits
“The Total or Expanded Form of [Commodity-]Valuedtegory, covered in Marx’s sub-secti8r3., as
supplementargountereategory, and that the synthesis/critiqiegal subsumption™ of the “Elementary
Form” category, with/by/by the “Expanded Form” agy, elicits the “General Form of [Commaodity-]Valu
category, covered in Marx’s sub-sect®ri., which leads to “The Money-Form” of value categarovered in
Marx’s sub-sectior3.D.
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The ‘partial syntheses’/critiquéskeal subsumptions” , by “The Money Form” category, with/of/of each of
the three prior Commodity Forms of Value categoiiesds to the three categories of the functiondafey

that constitute Chaptéi | ., entitled “Money, or the Circulation of Commod#f, in its Sectiond.., 2., & 3.b.

The immanent critique [or self-critique] of the egory of “The Money-Form” of value itself, as cathatie for a
complete categorial comprehension of the “‘phenomenologyf capital-based society, elicits “Capital”, firs

covered in ChaptdrV., entitled “The General Formula for Capital”, &ssupplementary counter-category.

The ‘partial syntheses’/critiquéskeal subsumptions” , by the Capitals category with/of/of each of theee
Commodities sub-categories yields the sub-categofiéCommodity-Capital”, covered in Chaptd .,
entitled “The Circuit of Commaodity-Capital”, of Rdr, of Volumel | of Capital.

The ‘partial synthesis’/critiqué/ real subsumption™ of the Money Value-Form category with/by the Cabit
Value-Form category yields the category of “Monegp@al”, covered in Chaptdr, entitled “The Circuit of
Money-Capital”, also of Palt, entitled ‘The Metamorphoses of Capital and Their Circuit$, of Volumel |
of Capital, entitled”** The CirculationsProcess of Capitals .

The full-synthesis/critiquéf real subsumption™ of the Money and Commodity Value-Forms categories
with/by the Capital Value-Form category -- the $ydis/critique/subsumption of the previous fullthasis/-
[critique/subsumption category, thatth& money-mediated circulation of commaodities, with/by the Capital
Value-Form category -- yields the categorytied money-capital -mediated and commodity-capital-mediated
self-circulation of the total social capital, covered in Paill |, entitled“ The Reproduction and Circulation of

the Aggregate Social Capitdl, the final Part of Volumél of Capital.

Theimmanent critique [orself-critique] of the category of “Capital” itself, of tThe Capital Relation”, as
predominant social relation of production, leadgrstion to the predicted historical future-boundafyhe
system of capitals, and to a glimpse beyond that bounelairy ChaptetX XXl 1. of Volumel, entitled
“Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation’hd, at a ‘sub-tabular level [ i.e, at a level lawean that of
any explicit division of the text; at a level bel@amy [entitled] sub-section or sub-sub-section thatxplicitly
listed in the Table of Contents], in VolurhH , ChapteiXX V11 ., entitled “The Role of Credit in Capitalist
Production”, and, also ‘sub-tabularly’, elsewheréarx’s text -- all intimating as to how the se#fproduction
of the capitalist system impends an eventual afippoint of historical ‘meta-system transition’ [@furchin], by
that system, to out of and beyond teytem, to inside a new and highsystem of human-social relations of
production, self-constituted from out of the seBablution of the capitals-system, and founded wgpoew,
higher level of growth of the human-social forcépmduction than any that a capitals-system cantato.

In ideographical symbols, the above narrative earebrendered, per th@ dialectical ‘meta-model’ of the

systematic-dialectical method of presentation of «Das Kapitab presented above as --
0
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-- with the following solution to the last of theé Seldon Equations listed above, for the fifteerms of

initially unknown meaning, that come after the initial tezﬁ«K»H % . The latter, arché» term is
h 1

already meaningtipulatedand meaningjivenas connoting the content of the sub-secBdA., Chaptel .,
Volumel of Capital, entitled “Elementary or Accidental Form of Value”

i c3 2
%J E«K»: connotes the category for the content of sub-se&:iB. of Chaptel ., entitled “Total or Expanded Form of Value”;
2 K

0 2
H‘J e h «K»: connotes the category for the content of sub-se&:i@. of Chaptei ., entitled “The General Form of Value”;

0 2
H‘J e M«K»: connotes the category for the content of sub-se&iD. of Chapteil ., entitled “The Money Form”;
4 K

T 2 fon] «K»
%J [ | h e[) MA . connotes the category for the content of Seclioof Chaptell | 1., entitled “The Measure of Values”; the categdiivioney’s

function as Value-measurer, thegatial “* real subsumption™ of the Elementary Value-Form category by the Money
Value-Form category, given thatth&s Commodity of the Elementary Form equation measthe value of the LHS Commaodity.

T 2 fon] «K»
H‘J [ | h eb M B . connotes the category for the content of Se@ioof Chaptel | 1., entitled “The Medium of Circulation”; the categamf Money's
6

function as circulation-Medium for @modities, the categoridl real subsumption™ of the Expanded Value-Form category by the
Money Form category, as the Exparfelaah is circulation with the mediating role of tht®ney-Commodity abstracted away;
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ol fen) <>
%J 3 h eb "~ 1 connotes the category for content of sub-se@idn of Chaptei |1., the category for the “The Means of Payment” fiorcof

the Money-Form, théreal subsumption™ of the General Value-Form category by the Monelu®dorm category, as the
General Form describes a “universal equitaleorm -- not yet a single, universal Money-Comritpé- which is thus already
a potential ‘Payment-Form’;

T eax . - -
h K> connotes the category for content of Chap¥Ar entitled “The General Formula for Capital”;
8 K

T o «K>»
H‘J c— h 9[7 A "~ © connotes the category for ‘sub-tabutitfoperative” content of Vol.l, Chapter | 1., “The Circuit of Commodity-Capital”, for the
9

"

categoridl' real subsumption™ of the Elementary Form of Commodity-Value catedoyythe «apital»-Value-Form category,
i.e., recognition of [most of] ti®@mmodities of the Elementary Value-Form catega ¥ ommoditye ;

= 20 K>
H‘J c— h 9[7 . connotes the category for ‘sub-tabulaimoperative” content of Vol.l, Chapted I 1., “The Circuit of Commaodity-Capital”, for the
10
categoriat real subsumption™ of the Expanded Form of Commodity-Value categoryhe <¢<apital»-Value-Form category,
i.e., recognition of [most of] the@maodities of the Expanded Form category as Comyxaiiinital;
= 2 |"H"| «,_(»
H‘J c h 9[7 . connotes the category for ‘sub-tabulaimioperative” content of Vol.l, Chapted I 1., “The Circuit of Commaodity-Capital”; for the
11
categoridt real subsumption™ of the General Form of Commodity-Value categoryth®y ¢<apital»-Value-Form category,
i.e., recognition of [most dfe Commaodities of the General Value-Form categsrommaodity= ;
«K»

. connotes the category for content of Mdl. Chaptel ., “The Circuit of Money-Capital”, for the categati“ real subsumption™

'_.:,—E:l]
I
= P
)

M

of the Money-Value-Form categorythg «<apital»-Value-Form category, i.e., recognitiontoé Money-Value-Form category
as [largely] one of Monéj; ;

«K»
MA . connotes the category for ‘sub-tabulaitfoperative” content of Voll, Chapted ., “The Circuit of Money-Capital”, for the

,_':'_ﬁ:]
I
=

S da)

"

categorial real subsumption™ of the Money-Value-Form category, in the sub-catg®f its function as Measure of Values,
by the Kapital»-Value-Form category, i.e., recognitiontod function represented by the Measure of Valuemn'd§-sub-Form’
sub-category as being [most oftba} of “Money” which is, in fact, nqust “Money”, but Money¢ ;

T 2.0 «K>»
%J c— h e[) . connotes the category for ‘sub-tabulaitfoperative” content of Voll, Chaptel ., “The Circuit of Money-Capital”, for the
14 MB
categorial real subsumption™ of the Money-Value-Form category, in its Commodityculation-Medium function
sub-category, by thiZapital»-Value-Form category, i.e., recognitiontu# function represented by the Medium of Circufatio
‘Value-sub-Form’ sub-category of eney category as being [as most often experieicpdactice] that of Money which, in
fact, belongs to the Mon&y: category;
i 2.0 «K»
H‘J c— h 9[7 M . connotes the category for content of Mdl, Partl 1 1., “The Reproduction and Circulation of the Aggregate Scial Capital”,
15

the final Part of Vdll, regardingnoneycapitatmediatedand commoditycapitatmediated seltirculation of the total social
capital the <apital»-Value-Form category's real subsumption™ of the previous ‘full synthesis’/'full uni-thesigirocess

.l
«K»
category, name h 9[7 , connoting the category for the process offfeney-mediated circulation Giommodities,
M

i.e., recognizing that the largest pAmodern social circulation M onies-and=ommodities-mediated circulation 6f ,

[— 2 fﬁ: «,_(»
%J e h eb . connotes the category for content of MgIChaptetXXXI1., “Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulatiqra's well as for

‘sub-tabular’ content of VdlI, ChaptetXXVI1., “The Role of Credit in Capitalist Productiontce regarding the category of the
potential ““meta-system transition[¢f. Turchin] to a higher prevailing social retati of production, predicted on the basis of the
self-subsumption/immanent critique §eff-critique] of the category of thé<apital»-Value-Form, the latter as a failed candidat
for &complete categorial comprehension of capital-centered spaigven that the category of the gradually artimately crisis-
causing, self-destroying self-reprdaucprocess of that societsystem already points to the category of the capital-eesd-
system’s own saifen-reproduction -- to its own, immanent-crisis-inducgrbwth-of-the-productive-forces-induced, selfticdd

breakdown -- and to thessible category of the formation of a higher societatsys beyond the capital-centered-system itself
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We note, in passing, an aspect of ‘themeomorphic defect’ of this‘meta-model’ -- that the ‘Money-Value-
Form’ is modeled as issuing from the self-subsummlinmanent critique [or self-critique] of the “Ebtor

Expanded Form of Value B«K», ash e[: K> = M«,_(», rather than from a self-subsumption/immanent
BB
e e “ ” 2-""- «K>»> = 2 2-""- «K»> = 2
critique [or self-critique] of the “General Form @alue”, Sl — «K» S =2 "M
h BA h - h h -

[which ﬁM«,_(» doesnot equal, in thiSmeta-model’]. Exploration of possible routes to the redresthis

defect, e.g., by modeling using the ‘Triadic Seldamction’, instead of the ‘Dyadic Seldon Functicor by
other means, are outside the scope of this edSgyloration of this issue is planned in the conteuture,
separate publications. We note also that Dielectical Meta-Equation’ --

2 K> _ g2
h ]_I_( - ﬁhA«L(»b

-- and its4 symbol-elements core expression --
A

constitute a summary of the content of the thkggblumes of Marx’s treatis&apital, in anexplicit sense, and
with regard to its Value-Form content [onlghly (1) in that the content of its first chapter’s firsissection,
on the “Elementary or Accidental Form of Value”nooted in thatDialectical Meta-Equation meta-model’

by A, is the “'seed™, or “cell-form” [Marx], of allthe Value-Form content that follows in that treatise, and;
(2) in that the ‘exponented exponent’ form of thatecexpression affords it‘a self-reflexive function™

format. That format signifies that thexplicitization’ of all of theimplicit content of this core expression arises
by way of aselfiteratedself-critique of all that has beéeexplicitized’ from that “‘seed”” in previous iterabns
of that immanent, or self-, critique, tracking thié way back t@ as its ‘content-seed’, i.e., as its ‘maximal-
implicitude’ ‘dialectical premise, or «arché», from which the progressirgiages of self-critique were
originally launched. | have already, elsewherenaestrated in detail theneta-monadicity’ of the2nd term of
the 1stdyad of thelst of Marx’s Capital, and the€ ontological icity’ of the3rd term of that -

'Meta-Monadicity ' in the First Triad of Marx 's Immanent Critigue of Political Economy--
http://www.dialectics.org/dialectics/Aoristoss_BlBatries/2011/12/12_Part_II._B.__Intuitive Accounit the Universality of F.E.D.s_Generic_Heuristiogdith
m_for_Dialectic - The Opening_Triad_of Marxs___ @api - 86th_Blog_Entry.html

'meta-monadization, definition 1 -- http://point-of-departure.org/Point-Of-DeparturedfficationsArchive/Meta/Meta.htm

'meta-monadization', definition 2 -- http://point-of-departure.org/Point-Of-DeparturedicationsArchive/MetaMonadization/MetaMonadizatihtm

See also theMeta-Monadology’ guestauthors’ versions of these twometa-models' --
http://adventures-in-dialectics.org/Adventures-lialBctics/MetaMonadology/MetaMonadology-entry.htm

There is a much simpleB;term*‘meta-model’ of this “‘Value-FormDialectic” content of Marx’Capital.

This simpler meta-model’ averts the element dhomeomorphic defect’ noted above. It is also far less detailed ircdtgerage of
that content, due to its issuing from a ‘“‘shallaWe< arché». The @arché» of this simplef meta-mode!’ is the alternative
«arché»/“cell-form” that Marx mentions in the passagenfrbis Preface t€apital, quoted above:...in bourgeois societihe
commaodity-form of the product of labour -- or the value-form of the commodityisthe economic cell-form.” [emphasis added].
This simpler 8-term‘meta-model’ also averts the issues of ‘sub-tabular correspurateof terms’ raised by the more complis;
term‘meta-model’, set forth above, which issues from Marx’s “‘de€p, Elementary Value-Formarché»/“cell-form” alternative.

2
category as awholc C , each term maps to

'« K>

deeper’ than the Chapter level [albeit wilome “‘straddling”’ of pairs of Chapters] -- @ven to the level of an entire “Part”,
in one case, the case of its final ‘full synthesm. We “solve” thismeta-model’s’ ‘Dialectical Meta-Equation’ -- map its8 terms
to Marx’s Table(s) of Contents -- as set forth beld=irst, let’s view the full Dialectical Meta-Equation’, deployed via its
‘Equation-valued’ stages for the various values of Whole-number-values ;.

e 11

In the'meta-model’ issuing from the “‘shallower’™ arché», of the “‘Commodity

11 11y e
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18,

The solution definition of each of theterms, derived from thearché», already defined, are the following:

[‘QL H h K c—3 Volumel, Chaptel ., entitled* Commodities” --given/ pre-stipulated]
_(( »

e 2 e
H‘J h M P [Part of] Volumel, Chaptei l1., entitled“ Money, or the Circulation of Commodities”, and
2 _((_))

Chaptelr., Sectior3., sub-sectioD., entitled “The Money-Form”;

i

«K»
c— h e[) MC £ Volumel, Chaptel 1 1., “Money, or the Circulation of Commodities”,

Secti@, “The Medium of Circulation”, sub-secti@n:
“The Metamorphosis of Commoditiestie “‘complex unity”’/*‘synthesis™ of
Money and Commodities as thacBss of their “‘Circulatory™ Alternation;

i) e 2 e
%J K Volumel, Chapted V., entitled “The General Formula for Capital” [“dpital(s)-in-General™];
4 KA»

i 2 «K»
H‘J h e Volumell, Chapteil l1., “The Circuit ofCommodity-Capital”;

C
% 2o «K>»

c— h E—3 voumell , Chaptei ., “The Circuit ofMoney-Capital”;

M

I 20 «K>»
%J c— h e[) Volumell, PartlI1., “The Reproduction and Circulation of the Aggregate 8cial Capital’, the final Part of Volll,

MC

regarding the category of ¥leney-capital-mediated and Commaodity-capital-mediated self-circulation of the total
social «Kapital»; the <«apital»-Value-Form category’s categoriakeal subsumption™ of the previous ‘full synthesis’

process category, the categorpefirocessf the money-mediated circulation of commodities, to form the final ‘full

synthesis’/*“complex unity” vaé-form categorwithin the value-form categories-system of capital;

I 20 «K>»
%J c— h e[) E—3 volumel , ChapterXXXIl1 ., “Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulatigrihe self-critique of the«<apital»-relation;

the expropriation operator category that is tapital»-Value-Form/«apital»-relation-of-production category, self-apgli
i.e., applied to that very operatategory -- to the kapital»-Value-Form category itself -- connotingy.ethe up-rising,
within total capital, of variable capital, «aufheben»-negating capitalas capital by «aufheben»-negatingéxpropriating/-
appropriatingconstant capital andfixed capital, «aufheben»-negatingthem as capital, with or without compensation to their
former owners, thus alsautheben»-negating itself as [variable] capital, and also agage-labor, constituting itself &sthe
associated producers’ [Marx].
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‘Dialogue-ic’ Translation of th&-Category Dialectical-Algebraic Meta-Model’ of the‘Value-Form Dialectic’ of Marx’s Capital.

The eight-termdial ectical-ideographical meta-model’ of the** Value-Form Dialectic’” content of Marx'<apital,

rendered above, can be translated into a narratieeparty, ‘Q&A”"-format, ‘dialogue-model’, one with the same
essential content as thdial ectical-ideographical meta-model’. A transcript-excerpt of such a ‘dialogical naifret
model’ is exhibited below: the abo\gialectical-ideographical meta-model’ of Capital ‘re-presented’ as a prose
dialogue. This dialogue can also usefully be @adself-questioning andelf-answering of a single, fictive/-
representative observer/participant in the pregemtisting system of social economy. A phrase uspéatedly in the
dialogue below is “[thelialectical] analysis of a [category]”, whose Marxian usage has special feattis-a-visits usual
connotations. The Marxiaf, dialectical analysis” of a category is the detailégkplicitization’ of its initially only
implicit content -- of all that the category beingabzed “‘contains™; of all that is immanent irhat category as
conceived -- prior to such analysis -- as a whiolg without anyexplicit articulation of its parts. Thé dialectical
analysis” of a category is thus the delineation of its dethinternal constitution; thédeo-taxonomic’ delineation of its
implied composition, in terms of ttsab-categories of that category; of thgnecies» of that category, taken agexos»;
the formulation of its ‘sub-categories sun’, of ahit, as a whole, igmplicitly, the ‘cumulum’.

Q1. ¢What is the simplest category that grasps theitytaf our ‘ untheorized’,' unsystematized’, “chaotic” [Marx],
“raw” experience of our present/capitalist systédmaazietal self-reproduction in which -- and astdmwhich -- we livé?

Al. The “social relation of production” category“@ommodities’. Indeed, “The wealth of those societies in which
capitalist mode of production prevails, presergslitas “an immense accumulation of commoditigs, unit being a
single commodity. Our investigation must therefoegin with the analysis of a commodity.” [K. Mabpening words
of Capital, volumel.]. That analysis is as follows:. The foregoing analysis of a representative unthisf category of
“Commaodities’, an analysis thainpacks itamplicit content, thus already leads to a detailebsgfexplanation of much
of our experience of our modern social system iiclyband as part of which, we live.

Q2. ;Did that analysis of theCommaodities’ category completely exhaust our experience armvkedge of our
existing system of societal self-reproduction, i@ there other categories whose contenbtsexplicitly covered by that
of the category ofCommaodities’, whose analysis could expand our comprehensiaupgystem of social life, and of
the range of its human, social phenomena that we &sperienced

AZ2. The “Commodities’ category, taken alone, leaves out any explicitecage of a key part of our experience, that hamwtwith
money. The category of ‘! onies” comprehends explicitly a vast portion of ourpetience of our present system thaias

captured explicitly by theCommaodities’ category. The analysis of the category oiftnies™ is as follows: .... The foregoing
thus accomplishes a further advance in

analysis of the content implicit in the “socialatbn of production” category of 1l onies™
our detailed, scientific grasp/explanation of oxperience of life within our present system of selfroduction of human-social life.

Are “Commadities’ and*““ Monies” just twoabsolutely separate, and, in some ways, diametrically, qualitatively
opposite categories of ‘human socio-economic ontolé¢gy: Or do these two categories interrelate, and euerbine, in
descriptions of our human-society self-reproductix@cess that are adequate to our experience awddage theredi

. “Yes' they are different, even qualitativebpposite, categories. But alsdNb”, they arenot absolutely separate or
separable means of grasping our experience of madeiety. Indeed, the two categories are insbf@m accurate-to-
experlence descriptions of the buying and sellirade-exchange =] activities which form a core component of our

“raw” experience and fragmentary knowledge as to bar present system of human-social life reprodiitself,
continues itself, extends itself to fill the “spacoé advancing historical time. Commaodities’ are sold for “‘Monies™.
Those ““Monies™ are then often used to buy otheEédmmaodities’. These Commaodities’ are then often used to
produce otherCommodities’. Those other Commaodities’ are then typically sold for [other] ‘Monies™, and those
“ Monies™ are then often used, again, to buy otf@erhmodities’. We have Commaodities’, whose place is taken by
““ Monies™, whose place is then taken again l@dmmaodities’, whose place is then taken byiNibnies™, whose place
is then taken again byCommaodities’, or: ... S C &M & C' ...C" 5 M =5 C".... The" or
“ dialectical synthesis™ , of theseopposite categories of Commaodities’ and *“* Monies™ is the which
describes the ongoing society-reproductive prooés®onies-facilitated commodity exchangéht Monies-

Commodities’.
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Q4. (Do these three ‘social relations of societal selfproduction’ categories oCommaodities’ [‘« arché» thesis],
“Monies’ [ first contra-thesis], and “Monies- Commodities’ [* first '], taken
together, exhaust our “raw” experience and fragargriknowledge of our existing system of human-ddifea
reproduction, capturing and comprehending all ihgbing on inside this system -- inside our owcig@&conomic lives --
i.e., all of its recurrent human-social phenonierR®r, are there still other categories, so far leftaf our explicit
account, that are needed to provide a more compietigre/scientific explanation of this human-sbofsab-]Jtotality in
which, and as which, we live; which we *“‘personify?

A4. These three categories taken together and ryutsaper[im]posed’, and the analyses that unpaelirtimplicit
content, do further advance our detailed, sciengifiplanation of our experience of our presentsitayo-economic life.
However, they still leave out fundamental aspetthat experience, the experience of what is goimgnside the present
system of our social lives and of the daily soaigtivity of those lives’ reproduction. Indeed, yhsill leave out of
explicit account the category oCépitals’ itself -- the category of those speci&l bnies’ which arenot just consumed,
to buy those kinds of commodities that are usetbugmntinue/reproduce the availability, and thdigtio work, of
worker-consumers, but offonies” which are ‘invested” so that they may “turn arjoney-]profit”; “Monies’ that
“makemore’ “Monies’. Some of the Monies’ used to ‘Circulate Commadities’ are “* M onies-Capitals™ , not
subsistencelV onies”. Some of the Commaodities’ that are ‘Circulated” by those ““Monies-Capitals™ arenot
subsistenceCommodities’, but are* Capitals” , * ” that may be sold forVl oney-Profits’,
over and above what they cost to produce. Indbedyulk of our present-day global human socio-entn process of
human-societal self-reproduction can be descrilsead wsually-profit-yielding “Circulation of Capitals
mediated by Monies-Capitals” , an alternation ofCommadities’ and “Monies’ in the form of an alternation of
Capitals” and “Monies-Capitals” . We must thus now engage the analysis of thapidals-category
sub-categories as well:.. The foregoing analyses of thesggpitals’ sub-categories -- these categories named

“ Capitals-in- ra” , & " Capitals” , & *“ Monies-Capitals” and their overall socio-economic
process category, name&dThe Self-Mediated Circulations of the Total Capital’” -- have leaped our detailed

grasp and scientific explanation of the socio-ecmiegghenomena that we have recurrently experieirctte system of
socio-economy that we live today, far ahead of whveg began, with the relativesimple, abstract category of
“Commaodities’.

OK? We have arrived at a ‘qualitative sum*mmn-amalgamativeumulum’, a‘non-reductionist
super[im]position’ of7 social relations categories €tmmaodities’, “ M onies”,

", Capitalsin-General™, * ", " Monies-Capitals™, and *“* The Self-
Circulations of the Total Social Capital™, the latter as a categorial description of gecio-economic process of our
contemporary global human societal self-re-productis a whole ;Do these seven categories amount to an adequate,
complete account of the system of ‘socio-[politifgdonomy’ in which and as which we live; Or (is)(are) there
(an)other categor(y)(ies) that (is)(are) needetbtdain/provide a fuller explanaticn

. The** dialectical analysis” of theseseven categories comprehends a great deal about owmiregstem of human-societal
self-reproduction. But these categories aredfficient in many ways, falling far short of a fthieorization of the content of a
*“*synchronic slice’, or cross section “cut”, tlough our society of today. For the present purpasgewill finish by focusing upon
just one of these deficiencies, but one that ctutes, in a very important way, tfimal deficiency of a categorial progression that
constitutes &' systematic-dialectical”’ theorypresentation: the transition from the self-reproduction to tbelf-revolutionization’
and self-transcendence of such a system. On titeacy, in the Platonian and Hegeli@eol ogies of ““Systematic Dialectics™, such
a transition has no place. After all, unless tlsgnchronic slice’ in question, the ‘time-widthof the “'slice’ that forms the locus
of systematic presentation, and our experience and knowledge of life witthiatt*‘slice””, happens to fully encompass the jwet of
revolutionary transition fromredecessor system to successor system, that transition is outside the locus of explasratnd
presentation, and the phenomena of that transition are outsfiderr “raw”, lived experience and of our fragmewytknowledge.
However, the Marxian tradition of ““‘Systematic Deatics™ is founded upon a recognition of the ts@nt, transitory, and transitional
character of all natural formations, including 8flauman-natural’, human-social formations. Arigynchronic slice™, or “cross-
section cut, through/from human history”, is thasagnized, in the Marxian tradition difalectic, as merely a synchronidrkitro»
extraction/abstraction from ttessential “‘diachronicity’” and *“‘historicity’” of reali ty. An account of the predicted transition from
the predecessor to thesuccessor system must thus form the final phase for the Narmethod of presentation. This final phase thus
does, however, still involve historicgktrapolation, from present empirical experience and experiential knowledgégdyond it, to a

dialectically-inferred,not-[yet-]present historical . It involves transitioning theresentation from the‘re-construction’ of its
past up to itspresent form, to the pre-construction’ and to thioresent[iz]-ation’ of the ' -- to scientific
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Marx described this ‘protbistorical-dialectical’, ‘quasidiachronic’, final phase in hissystematic/synchronic-
dialectical method of theory-presentation’ in the following terms:“ On the other side, much more important for us as tr
method indicates the points where historical ingasion must enter in, or where bourgeois econosg merely historical form of
the production process points beyond itslb[: on this side, pointing in thdirection of the historybeforeitself] to earlier historical modes of
production. In order to develop the laws of bovigeeconomy, therefore, it is not necessary toeatiereal history of the relations
of production But the correct observation and deduction a¢Haws, as having themselves become in histomgyal leads to
primary equations -- like the empirical numberg, @ natural science -- which point towards thetpiging behind this system.
These indications, together with a correct grasihefpresent, then also offer the key to the undeding of the past -- a work in its
own right which, it is to be hoped, we shall beesatol undertake as well. This correct view likewisads at the same time to the
points at which the suspension.: i.e., the self-«aufheben»-ation’] of the present form of the production-relatioimgeg signs of its

becoming -- foreshadowings of the futuked.: thus, on this, opposite, side, pointinglie ¢ , that of the inferably, history
itself, i.e., via points whereat thuzesent form of the [social-self-re-Jproduction processms itself on/to theits aft[er] side]. Just as, on the one side

the pre-bourgeois phases appear as merely hidtorecasuspended/D.: as'sdf-«aufheben»-ated' ] presuppositions, so do contemporary
conditions of production likewise appear as engagedispending themselvpa.D.: i.e., as engaged iself-«aufheben»-ating’ themselves| and
hence in positing thkistoric presuppositionfor a new state of society[K. Marx, Grundrisse M. Nicolaus, transl., Pelican [Londoi972],
pp.460-461, emphasiper origina].

There are ways in which our experience of the exjstystem of socio-politico-economics poihts itself, points to
itself, to the existence of thisxisting system; foreshadows thessible self-induced breakdown of this
system; its internal, immanent ‘self-transitionifigim a ‘self-organizing systentb a ‘selfdis-organizing system'& to a
‘self-re-organizing system’. Such foreshadowings inclugeréturringglobal economic crises, of ever-increasing
amplitude -- such as thghobal crisis that began ir-1907, theglobal “ Great Depression” crisis that began ir-1929,
the Global Wars -- WWI andWWII -- that followed thel907 and1929 global crises, and the' Great Recession”
global crisis, that began ir-2008 -- and also the quiet global expansion of prodsiceoperatives, i.e., of worker-
owned industrial capital; of ‘workers’ capitalisnthat may all point the self-reproduction of the capital-based
system of socio-political economy, to its gradeald then sudden, saibn-reproduction; to the production, from out of
it, of a new system, e.g., of a higher system,thatesolves some of the problems of humanity-se¥fagdtatingylobal
crises, of global wars, and ofglobal de facto multi-genocides, with which the present systemherently plagues itself.
Or, which may point to a self-induced breakdowhef existing global system that eventuatesrievaglobal war &/or
in acollapse into aNew, Final Dark Age: “‘mutual ruin of the contending classes’ kdrl Marx and Frederick Engehe
Communist Manifestd. Thus we need to consider, finally, a categdri/Taansition”, of the ‘self-transitioning’ of thearesent
system into something else; a category ofstlifecritique of the category of the presently predominant seeiation of
production; a category of the theoretiaatl practical immanent, or self-, critigue of “ the Capital-relation” [Marx].

Caveat This dialogic model of the content of Marx'sebrvolumes of[@as Kapitab is, like all models, no more than a
““homeomorphism”, a “‘many-to-one’’ abbreviatin, or mapping, of the object that it models. Intipalar, this model
addresses, explicitly, only the “‘value-form(s)tontent of Marx’s work, which includes ChaptérdIl., & V. of
volumel, much of volumd|, & only a little of volumd 1. It omits especially the production-centered paftvolumes

I, 1, & 11, which require a deepearché» -- one even deeper than ti&émentary or Accidental Form of Valug”
«arché» addressed in the firgheta-model’ of «Das Kapitab exposited herein, above. The present, dialogidaincovers
most of volumd up to ChapteV., entitled by Marx “Contradictions in the Genegfarmula of Capital”’, which addresses
the primary @poria» of all modern political-economics, the paradoxasfd the mystery of, the sustaining source of the
profit on [industrial] capital, and Marx’s solutida that @poria», histheory of surplus-value. This ‘dialogue-model’
doesnat address, in particular, in volunhethe Part on the production of absolute surpluseyahe Part on the
production of relative surplus-value, the Partlwa production of absolute and of relative surplak, or, in volume

111, the Parts on the “lawful” fate of the capital-fitroate, given its source in surplus-value, iteg parts entitled “The
Conversion of Surplus-Value into Profit...”, “The@version of Profit Into Average Profit”, “The Lasf the Tendency of
the Rate of Profit to Fall”, “The Division of Profinto Interest and Profit of Enterprise”, and “fiséormation of Surplus-
Value into Ground-Rent”. This abbreviated ‘dialegmodel’ of ©as Kapitab, because of its very ‘abbreviated-ness’, is
useful, given the familiarity of its categoriest ftlustrative purposes regarding this essay’'s maiitia-model’, given its
similarities to, as well as its contrasts with tthmeta-model’. The ‘derivation-presentation’ of a far fulldirl ectical
‘meta-model’ of Marx’s Capital, flowing -- “‘following™” by ‘connotational entdlment’ -- from an @arché» far deeper

than are either of those explored in this essgyaisned to be the focus of a forthcoming sepavati.
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2 ) <[> 3 fon) #
Foh - h 9[7 [Asserting F .] an analogy —== ] between the two terms indicated]: In a very
MC aN

remote, ‘dialectical-structural’ way, théh term in the solution of theDas Kapital», or «KK», model-equation, as described

3"'“"' # « />
above, is analogous t¢ == "] the term het? Theh e[’ ~ term represents trepitome of the** real

subsumption™ of all priorly-posited categories of exchange-eadia)uaI-reIations-of-production, by thidagpital» social-

relation-of-production categorﬁ which, ‘unioned’/blended/combined with all of tbther exchange-value social-

«K>'

relations-of-production categories’ meanings fooéthe priorly-arisen terms, forms/expressesfusithe zenith of the
global system of competing individual [industriefpitals, and the completion of the developmerifrganic-totality of that
s #
system, call i'ﬁ P The ﬁ@b term is also th&th term, the one which represents thesal subsumption™ of
= a

all priorly-arisen number-kinds -- i.e., of kinéisandN -- by the ‘iminus” number-kind, them, in the solution of the
systemati¢ meta-model meta-equation’ for the* Standard Arithmetics’, described in the sequel. That latter term,
‘unioned’'/blended/combined with all of the numbeeamnings of all of the other, priorly-arisen kindrafmber terms,

represents the completion of the axioms-systerhefi arithmetic, £ . This is admittedly a very distant analogy,
#

one that crosses over the boundaries betWeletia-System Dialectic' and‘ Systematic-Dialectic’, and between the

“pure” ‘ideo-dialectic’ of the# domain of discourse, and the far more ‘sociallg-expirically-grounded’, ‘ideg@hysio-
dialectic’ of the«K» domain of discourse, i.e., between taxonomy I8vahd taxonomy leve2 of theE.D. Universal
Taxonomy, for thdn domain. Thejeneral nature of such analogies as this will be reveadd@te paragraphs immediately
following. For eac@tages# > 0 of the* Systematic-Dialectical’ method of presentation of our* Standard Numbers” -

Systems domain of discourdd, the new ‘contra-thesis’ category of number-kinaittfirst emerges into ‘explicitude’, and
S

#
into * formal subsumption’ of all already-emerged kinds of number, in andHagstage, has ordinalit? . That is, that
S

#
‘contra-thesis’ category is represented by {{2e )th’ term of the progression, the term thadicifically interprets the ric
qualifier term,% s fOr stages w for thespecific meaning-realm of the domain of discourse beiygtematized /-

2 o

taxonomized, and being explicated / theorizedthéncase of this essay, the domain of discourderisted by, and is that

of the™ Standard Numbers™” and their* Standard Arithmetics” . Each suclstage thus begins the addition/accretion of a
S

#
new “kind of number” epithet/determination, whosdipal number i . For eac@tages# > 1 of this*Meta-System

Dialectical’ method of presentation of our system of* Standard Numbers™ , that new ethhet/determination term is always
preceded by a ‘grand synthesis’ term, or ‘full thesis’ term. That term combines all of the ep#heterminations emerged
prior togtages# in its subscript. That term represents the fuBnése zenith term, of tHe real subsumption™ , by the

s,-1 B

(2 # )th term ‘contra-thesis’ number-kind ““predicate’®f all number-kind predicates that emerged pridtgemergence.
S

#
The ordinal number of this ‘full synthesi$*, real subsumption™ , zenith termi{2 —1). That ternminterprets the ric
S

= #
qualifier term,ElL sg »fOr §tages#, for thespecific meaning-realm being modeled, hd¢e We term thi{2 = = 1)th term
2 7-1 i
the" epitome” , and the culminant’, of the expanded number-space, and of the typioal-expanded axioms-system, of the
-1
(2 # )th kind of number, whose arithmetic’s axioms-systeesentation is completed irstages & So, forstages P

#
. = eNY = e = Nl 0l fe i,

aN -
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St
-- the*(2 )th’ =*(2 )th’ term -- the4th term, ﬁ M is the new thesis term for thes#= stage’s emergent

i 3.
S# 2 #
“minus” kind of number, and th§2 —1)th’ =*(2 —1)th’ term -- the3rd term,h e[? N -- is the'culminant’, or
a

“ epitome” , term for the contra-thesis' epitheta, just prior to that ofm, and which combines, in its subscript(s), all of
the [in this case?] kind-of-number epithet’s already extant sirstage0, plus up througlstagel, just prior tostage?,
namely, in this case, thdNatural” numbers’ epithet / determination / predi¢l, already extant singgtageO, and the
‘aught’ numbers’ epithet / determination / predica@gealready extant sinctagel. Forgtages# =3 -

#

H, = ¢N 7o Ny =
h 3 6 h—# b - ﬁh_ﬁ b -
3 o # 3

N 32,09 ‘emae’d ‘e i X Yo 3
h—# h—# heBaN h—# heb N heb 2 heb aN h—#

St 3 3
-- the*(2 )th’ =*(2 )th’ term -- the8th term, h!# -- is the newcontra- ' term for thes# = 3 stage’s emergent
. . S# 3 30 # :
“fractional” kind of number, and th€2 —1)th’ =(2 —1)th’ term -- the7th term, h N -- is the' culminant’,
a
or“ epitome” , term for the thesis’ epithetm, just prior to that of. This term combines, in its subscript(s), all of

the [in this case3] kind-of-number epithet’s already extant sirstages0 andl, plus up througlstageZ2, just prior to
stage3, namely, in this case, th®atural” numbers’ epithet / determination / predic, already extant sincgtageO,
the ‘aught’ numbers’ epithet / determination / predicagalready extant singtagel, and the fminus” numbers’
epithet / determination / predicate, already extant sincstage?.

St
These (2 —1)th’ terms always contain, and end in, the subsetiijgpithet / determination / predicde This means

that these terms all pertain to the origiralché», “‘core™, “‘analytical-geometrical™ region of every successively-
determined / ‘explicitized’ &tandard” number-space, and arithmetical axioms-systemked@nd presented in our

‘meta-model’ forf. l.e., each(2 —21)th’ term -- e.g., et? and et? -- connotes the way(s) in which
aN aN

s,-1
the (2 # )th’ ‘contra-thesis’ kind of number characteristatsamentally to modify / redefine / add to the niegrof the
core / «arché»-ic’ ‘““analytical-geometrical’™ [sub-Jdomain of numér space --

-- and thus portrays each successive “new” in trgext of the oldst andmost familiar of the “old”, thus characterizing and

s -1 S

#
epitomizing the effect and the import of the “new?2 # )th’, ‘ideo-ontology’ of number overall. Eac(2 - 1)th’ term registers
s -1

g 1

the conceptual transformation(s) of tlarehé» “* ground™ /core of the numbers-system, required by(215 )th term ‘contra-
thesis’ number-kind, i.e., by the immediately poaidstep’s new concept of number, in order for that mewcept of number to fully
subsume thearché» *“‘ ground™ /core ofall arithmetics. This transformation, that each nesntca-thesis’ element of new number
‘ideo-ontology’ etches into this core of ‘numberdom a “litmus test”, a ‘character-ization’, dmepitome”, of everything that that
new ‘contra-thesis’ means -- epitome” for the new ‘ideo-ontology’, and of the new ‘idezchnology’, of the resulting new,
qualitatively expanded ‘number-space’, for its ngwalitatively expanded axiomatic system of arittimend for its new,
gualitatively-expanded definition of [counting] nber as a whole.

Overall, the Seldon Function here describes aldy&, from each given aporia» to the next.
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S

# .
We therefore ‘pre-solve’ for all of th® —1)th terms, fors# > 2 for our# ‘meta-model’, to be presented in the core

section of this essay, here, even before entegiog that core section, as follows below. Noaitethe ‘pre-solutions’
given below, we use the “‘number-space’™, or “nbar-set”,syntax of a given arithmetical axioms-sub-system,

3
rically expressed by/alewercasehx#, to characterize thmeaning of its correspondingind of numbeandkind of
arithmetic‘conceptual ontology’, as specified by its axiosystem, connotegknerically by uppercaseﬁl#. The

symbol {’ is used below to replace the phrase “such that”.

fn)

= #
. g[] Hﬁ@[’ "= 3w | w = aN = {0..01, 0...02, 0...03, ... }, intimating the core of what
aN

S #—l

-1 2
ﬁﬂ# means, ‘explicitizing’ the numbér as universablaceholder [(2 = )-1=(2 )-1=(2)-1=3];

= L #
. “Et e33 =z 3 | z = maN = {+0...01, +0...02, +0...03, ... },intimating the core of
7 "PmaN M
3
what p, , means, ‘explicitizing* " [+ or ‘=], i.e., ‘co-linear ’

s#—l 4-1
(2" )-1=@2 )-1=(2)-1=8-1=7];

= o #
. HS@[’ = 3 = fmaN = 0...01/+0...01), (+0...02/+0...01), ...},
€0 e N = nla {( ), ( ), e}
intimating the core of whaﬁg# means, re-conceptualizing and re-expresalhgarlier-emerged number-kinds as

s,~1 1 4
numerator/denominator fractions [(2 # )-1=(2 )-1=(2)-1=16-1=15]

= K #

: Hheb S = 3 = dfmaN = {(+0...01.0...), (+0...02.0...), ...},

% (oo =i {« ) ( )}
intimating the core of wha?; , means, re-conceptualizing and re-expresalhgarlier-emerged number-kinds as
decimal [ion][al]s, either with repeating digits [including repeating
Os]in the to the right of the: , or with digits in the

to the right of the: , with decimally-scaled self-similarity itose [ion][al]
s,~1 6-1
(e*)-1=@ )-1=(@)-1=32-1=31]:
= 3, #

L& h@Bi ; aN_ = 3¢, | ¢ = idfmaN = {((+0..01.0..)r +(+0...0.0..)i ), ...},

intimating the core of wheﬁg# means, re-conceptualizing and re-expreseiery number -- even the ‘ideo-fossil’

of the ‘Natural” numbers inside théReal” numbers’ “numbeline’ -- as ‘re-placed’, or as explicitly located, insid

the € “numberplane”, i.e., as “‘re-contextualized™ to a context wten every number has @dimension [as well
as a feal”-dimension; perpendicular” or “ orthogonal” to thati-dimension], even if thatcomponent [and/or that
s,~1
. - # 7-1 6
-component] is ‘quantified’ b®; “zeroed-out”; “null"[(2 © )-1=(2 )-1=(2)-1=64-1=63].
s,—1
. e : . _ . #

Given the individualculminant’ term solutions/definitions stated above, we cam obaracterize each of tfig2 = )th
terms as distinckspeci es» of dialectical or «aufheben» operator, as follows.
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Note The syntactics of the representation of theseemental number-kinds ‘ideo-neo-ontologies’, anriceptual neo-ontologies increments’,
including those of their sub-axioms-systems, axismis-systems, or axioms-system-components, ané tifdgeir included number-sub-spaces, get
to be a bit of a “bear”, as can be seen alreadydrdefinitions of the latéculminant epitomes’ above. But, if you “bear with” this expositiomuy

will come to segust how exacting an“ inexact”, “rule-of-thumb”, “heuristic”;intensionalintuitional’ -- if dialectical -- analysis / solution /

delineation can really be, by US|H9NQ#. Expressed as ‘operatorial’ elements, and, itiquaar, as ‘determinataegator’ -cum-preservor’ -cum-

‘meta-fractal-scalgaisor’ [‘«aufheben»-ator’] operators, these ‘contra-thesis’ terms that pcedhe’ culminant epitome’ terms defined above, by
acting upon / interacting with their predecesstage’s’ culminant epitome’ terms, can be characterized as follows --

GG G oG e

#
is contained in | = ] h3)—1—( , and ever-after. It signifies the operationaf@ght-ization’ of all priorly-presented arithmetical axioms-system-
— 1
component terms, the explicit incorporation, aremantification’, of self-subtraction’ operations into all priors by meanshaf ‘aught numbers’
idea, the ‘explicitization’ of the numbet* as “placeholder”, and as a full number in its orght, in the conceptualizationbegrifflichkeit»],
and in the expression/syntactic-representatioall@receding concepts of number and of arithm&taified by each term upon which this

operator operates, as in the above example, whig@fheben»s 3 u#, firstly, by determinatelyregating it -- by negating its ‘no non-counts as

—_ 3 3 # 3 3
. ﬂ[] €3 na, Eheb casima, @hN,
2 - a N -

numbers’ negative determination -- by adding deteation a, &, secondly, by elevating ﬁﬂ# into a richer context/scale of number-meaning(s),

s, -1 _
while, , also therebyreserving ﬁu#within that richer, higher contel(2* ) =(27) =(2) = I:
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
= — S # O o\ 9 f Fo 8 _
QL e3nm, =n ;asinh @ h = h & n = hW, —@—hZ,
4 b aN aN aN = =
3 #
is |:h )—I—( , and ever-after. It signifies the operation@ijn-ization’, or of‘co-linear ization, or of* ization , of all

priorly- presented arithmetical axioms-system-component terms, thpdi@kincorporation and ‘semantification’ of thmrestricted subtraction
operation into all priors, by means of the ‘egpization’ of number-line [bidirectionality, into the conceptualization, amdd the expression/-
syntactic-representation, of all preceding coteepnumber and of arithmetic signified by eaaimt@pon which this operator operates, e.g.,

3 3, # #
“«aufhebensing’ the*cumulum’, y W, theWhole numbers’ context, up into theteger ' context; from hH to b
s,-1 3-1
[(2* )=@")=@)=4;
T f =37 3% F o3 £ _ 3 # 23 3
' ead =30 =30 = ® : =% o %,
QLS h=# hebf hebf heb aN heb f aN h™# h=#

3 #
is— h)—I—( , and ever-after. It signifies the operationfs&ttion-ization’, or of ‘ratio-ization’, of all priorly-presented arithmetical axioms-
system-component terms, the explicit incorporatind ‘semantification’ of thanrestricted division operatiorefcept still always restricting

from division byQ] into all priors, by means of the ‘explicitizatioof ‘division-ization’, into the conceptualization, and into the exp@¥si
syntactic-representation, of all preceding coreepnumber and of arithmetic signified by eadimt@pon which this operator operates, thus

# #
‘«aufheben»ing’ each such term from the context of the into the context of thé Ratio-nal” numbers; from ﬁ)—I—( into 2)—1—(
L LY
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=

3 — 3 # 3~ # 3, # 3 # 3 # 3 3
. [ | = ,asin &5 = & q, —@— .
g[ue e he[; he[; he[;f aN he[,f aN he[, fmaN e h~#

#
is 3)—1—( , and ever-after. It signifies the operatiori sgimetimes approximate indefinite decimal-ization’, or of sometimes approximate
h_

indefinite decimal representation’, of all priorly-presented arithmetical axioms-system-component terms, thmi@kincorporation and
‘semantification’ of thenrestricted root-extractiorekcept still restricting root extractions for values @humbers< 0], and ofSternBrocotTree
approximations of selected “transcendeRi@dl numbers”, into all priors, by means of the leipzation’ of ‘ir-ratio[n][-al]-ization’, the explicit
incorporation and ‘semantification’, for bo#peating andion-repeatingdecimal representations, pétentially-infinite right-of-decimal-point

digit-sequences @ecimally-scaled self-similaf{racifion]al-parts’ into the conceptualization, and into theregpion/syntactic-representation, of
all preceding concepts of number and of arétiersignified by each term upon which this operajgerates, thus &ufheben»ing’ each such term

5-1

# # s,~1
from theRational numbers context up into th&tal” numbers context; frorrB)—I—( into 3)-1-( [(2* )=(@7)=(@2)= 16];
— s

h_

= s = # e # o # o # o #
ce33,=3 ,asin3 &3 =3 &3 =3 D 3¢,
gEsz h# he[,i h™ni h™hdfmaN h*f,dfmaN h~LidfmaN h# h#

3, .
is C h)—I—( , and ever-after. It signifies the operatiori @fmplex-ization’, or of ‘i-ization’, or of V=1 -based 2-D-ization’, or of the
5

“numberting’ context to thdC™ ““‘number-plan€” context -- of all priorlypresented arithmetical axioms-system-component terms, thiak
incorporation and ‘semantification’ ahrestricted square-root extraction fraregative “ ” numbers, into all priors, via ‘explicitizationfg
‘convolute qualifier’ components, in the concepization, and in the expression/syntactic-repregam, of all preceding concepts of number
and of arithmetic signified by each term uponahhthis operator operates, thuauéheben»-ing’ each such term from th@®al” numbers

V—1-basedplane-ization’ -- the @ufheben» “‘re-contextualization™, of all extant kindsfamumber and kinds of arithmetic, from t Rt

Sy 6-1

3. # 3. # s
context up into theComplex” numbers context; fromp HE{  into M [(@* ) =«(
) - 6

) = (2°) = 32,

Inventory ofkKnowns. As of our adding-in/registering/taking into aoobthe considerations presented above, we have
already in this essay so far, and even before enteritogiis core section, solved OEI;‘ Q#-algebraic dialectical

meta-model meta-equation’ -- our “purely”’-qualitative' meta-model’ -- of theprogression of the [axioms-]systems of the
“ Standard Arithmetics’, for the followingl2 of the64 terms that it generates up tostepstage6 --

0
(1) For thelst, or«arché», term, h:ﬂ 1 % , of ordinal numbe? = 1: given / ‘pre-stipulated’;
#
B 1
S# >0

(2.) For all of the5 ‘contra-thesis’ terms, fcgtepss#= 1 throughs#= 6, ordinal numberg

1
(2.2) ﬁg — EL , the ‘aught numbers’, accretinggro as a number, ordinal numbzr = 2;
#
2

(2.b)ﬁ #[—jﬁ[] , the ‘'minus numbers’, accreting of numbers, ordinal numbér = 4;

3
(2.c) 3f = % , the fractional numbers’, accretirayact parts of integral numbers, ordinal numbzr = 8;
h# 8

(Z.d) 3  — % , 'SBT approximators’ of “diagonal, eal numbers’™ [“irrational numbers”, “algebrai& “transcendental”],
h # 16
accreting ! of integral/whole numbers, ordinal numbar = 16;
5
(2.2) 31 =3 % , ‘2-dimensional, plane-ular numbers’, adding &2nd number-dimension, ordinality = 32;
#
h# 32

6
(2f) sh = % , ‘4-D, hyper-cube-al numbers’, adding3rd & 4th number-dimensions, ordinalify = 64;
h # 64
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Sg
(3.) For all of theb ‘epitomic culminant’ terms, for§tepss#= throughs#: 5, ordinal number§2 ~ = 1):
( -a)3@b # - 3w, EF39 T ,ordinal numbe(2 -1) = 3;
h ol e Sl ¢
N 3

3
( .b)3@B B3 H% , ordinal numbe(2 - 1) = 7;
h h™#
aN 7

(3. )ﬁ% # = ﬁgg 2 % , ordinal numbe(2 -1) = 15;
fmaN

15
( .d)ﬁ’@& f s
fmaN
3

6
. )ﬁ@b o h%HEE , ordinal numbe(2 —1) = 63;
idfmaN 63

o w

5
42 % , ordinal numbe(2 -1) = 31;
N 31

Count of Remaininynknowns Since we have already solved-for -- since wenktiee ‘this-meta-model-specific’
S

S# #
meanings of -- the(2 )th’and (2 —21)th’ terms, forgtepss# =0 throughs#= 6, the remaining task of solution to be
accomplished in the next -- core -- section of #sisay can be characterized, quantitatively, sl In eaclstagestep
S#_# s,~1 -1 +1
s# | s# O W, we have a maximum & —2 = terms to solve for. Becauge = 1/2 = Y%, we have also that
s B s s,~1 Sy

S#—l # # S# S# S#—l
2 -2 =2 =212=2 /2 =2" . So,wehave,

=2tx2™ =2 xu = 22 Thus?
maximally, 25#_1 new terms to solve for igtagesteps “ of our‘meta-model’. However, in this essay so far, we have
already been given the meanings of, or have alrealdged for the meanings of, two kinds of terms, ‘(ng)th’ and

‘(ZSE— 1)th’ kinds of terms, for eacgtage,s#. Thus, we have onl(QS_ B —2) terms to solve for in ea@agegteps#.

Therefore, taking stock of our remaining solutitasksage-bystage, we have, in --

0-1 -1

estage0. 2 -2 =2 -2 = % -2 = -3/20W. Therefore we haveo terms yet to solve for igtageO.
1-1 0

estagel. 2 -2=2 -2 = 1-2 = -1 [OW. Therefore we haveo terms yet to solve for istagel.
-1 1

estage?2. 2 -2 =2 -2 = 2-2 = 0 [OW. Therefore we havel terms yet to solve for istage?.

3-1 2

estage3. 2 -2 =2 -2 = 4-2 = 2 [OW. Therefore we have2 terms yet to solve for istage3.
-1 3

estaged. 2 -2 =2 -2 = 8-2 = 6 [OW. Therefore we haveb terms yet to solve for igtage4.
5-1

estageb. 2 -2 =2 -2 =16-2 = 14 [OW. Therefore we havk4 terms yet to solve for istage5.

6-1 5
estage6. 2 -2 =2 -2 =32-2 =30 [OW. Therefore we hav@0 terms yet to solve for istage6.

Thus, most of our solution-effort -- most of theplgations of theé Organonic Algebraic Method’, the procedure
specified earlier in the present, background, secti will be concentrated, in the next, core, isectin the lasstages of
the presentation -- istagest, 5, 4, & 3, and, especially, most of all, gtage6.
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B ... The Systematic Dialectic -- or ‘ Trans-Platonian’ «Arithmos Eidetikos» -- of the Kinds of Opposition, according to Musés and Seldan
Both the' Systematic Dialectics” , and the Meta-Systematic Dialectics', of dialectical theory-presentation are about
opposition, and itsresolution. ¢But about whakind of opposition? About this question, we observe that much
confusion prevails in public discourse. The purpaofsihis, final section of the background sectiBartl ., is to assist the
reader, if afflicted with any part of this prevaij public confusion, to clear it up for herselffor himself.

Public discourse seems to fix more emphasis ugandaof ‘ necessarily co-existent’, ‘polar-complementary’, ‘mutually-completing’,
and “symbiotic™ opposite-ness’, such as female-vs.-male, plant-vs.-animal, ottiNBole-vs.-South-Pole of a bar magnet.

Dr. Charles Muses, one of the early mentorstef Foundation , had called attention also to a conceptually-retgts and, indeed,
“ opposite” , category of opposition”, in these terms: “...Whereas before, we have ltitode of natural and mutually
complementing pairs like female/male, day/nightité/infinite, white/blacket al., now we have the additional possibility of
pathological, host/parasite pairs like good/ewilnésty/deception, health/sickness, in which we mavenger two self-completing
entities, both of which are needed in the schenthinfis. Rather, we now have pairs of which onmlg & needed for well-being, the
other being parasitiapt symbiotic) and actually inimical to it. The Pyfuaeans, misunderstanding their Egyptian teachtased
the host/parasite duality of good and evil (herise sickness) on the same footing as the quiterdift class of benign, self-
complementary duals of finite/infinite, male/femadeal And later philosophers, both oriental and occide(e.g., Carl Jung), have
repeated that fundamental error, stemming fromdaaate perception that failed to make the distorctietween two radically
different kinds of opposites: those which are whke and mutually complementary; and the latethpbgical variety. . .where one
of the pair parasitizes on the other and, attackjragtempts to destroy it permanently. The grfiphe ancient error in the human
mind is evidenced by the fact that this fundamedistinction was taught in no university philosogiourse of the twentieth century
as of 1983. Indeed, Jung’s confused “coincideriagposites” continues to be parroteptharles MuséDestiny and Control in Human
Systems Studies in the Interactive Connectedness of Tif@hronotopology, Kluwer-Nijhoff Publishing [Boston:1985], pp. 136-137].

The examples of matter vs. anti-matter, and of spparmies joining battle, provide further examgases of thisther
«species», this‘ contra’ kind, of opposition -- “ contra” to thesecond «species», the one calletbomplementary
opposition’-- thefirst «species» that Dr. Seldon came to narf@mnihilatory opposition’.

In early dialogues with Dr. Musés, Dr. Seldon itesisupon the salient existence of yediad basic «pecies» of the

« » of ‘ oppositenesses’, adialectical of the previous two, which Dr. Seldon nameul

opposition’, and' opposition’. opposite pairs areinitially at least, diachronically-related,
with one both pre-existing, and giving birth toe thther, even if they becomater, after that birth, and after some
maturationmutually symbiotic ancco-existent, and are typically also connected together byawfiheben» process.

Example cases of opposition’ include those of thkzind of opposition that exists between temporal,
historicalpredecessor andsuccessor systems, and between other kindpr@tecessor/successor pairs, e.g., between an
«arithmos» made up out ofmonads» and its successbmeta-«arithmos» made up out of theneta-«monads»’ of those
«monads», successions in which thlaccessor ‘ guanto-gualitatively exceeds andsupersedes its predecessor -- e.g.,
parents vs. childreratom units vs. multi- molecule units; city-state units vs. multi-city-state empire units; ancient

and medieval, pre-capitalist, “antediluvian” [Mafefms ofMonies, vs.Money-Capitals, and the human-social system of
capitalism vs. itsF.E.D.-predictedsuccessor-system, that ofpolitical-economic democracy’, etc.

The ‘micro-temporal’, ‘ordinally-sequentially-retd’,  Qual o-Peanically-related’, aufheben»-related consecua’ of the
presentational progressions ofSystematic Dialectics™ , and of Meta-Systematic Dialectics , also inhere in thig
category ofopposition.

opposition is the «pecies» for ‘meta-monadologically’-related, consecutiveathmoi», that is, for
‘meta-fractally’-related, similarity-linked consecutivguanto-gualitative scales' of ‘ideo-ontology'/‘physio-ontology’.

Perhaps needless to say, after the definitionariidi®ns and exemplifications set forth immedigtabove, all of the
‘aporial’ oppositions encountered in our cofaeta-systematic dialectical’ exposition of The Gddelian Dialectic of the

Standard Arithmetics', commencing next, are cases of thisd «species»; of opposition’.
Thus, the systeN_V# is a' opposite’ [ —p—" ] of H#, S opposite’ [ —gp—" ] of
ﬂg Qﬁa‘ opposite’ ['—@—"]of £, B#.—$—' Qﬁ, Q_ —p— Bg andﬂﬁ.—m—' Qg, .
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Note, in the sequel, that the axioms-systems gaxgricitly for these successive/progress8tandard Arithmetics aremostly
«aufheben»-conserved in the transition fronpredecessor to successor axioms-system, also with ‘ideo-ontologically’ new,
* supplementary” axioms being added, to create thsatccessor system. But note, also, thabme of thepredecessor system’s

axioms are “crossed out” in these representatioesause they no longer exist or apply at the néeo4ontological level’ of the
‘supplementary system’.

Likewise, in the human-social domain, one wouldest@pr ogressi ve capitalist system teaufheben»-carry-forward/subsume
many features of its predecessor human-socialmsystech as the merchant-capital and usurers’ dapiteediluvian’ forms of
capital, such as the “monies” socio-ontology, aml‘commodities” human ‘socio-ontology’, etc., mat serf labor and slave labor.

This latter observation, together with the fornweit, afford you a sense of tHe complex unity” of “annihilatory opposition’ and
‘complementary, non-annihilatory opposition’, that constitutessupplementary opposition’.

The diagram below is set forth to summarize thevabmarratedfour-«eide»-«monads» assemblage [«arithmos»], or trans-Platonian
four-fold «arithmos elde-tikos», that summarizes ousystematic dialectic of oppositions' -- both ‘formulaically’, using theTriadic

SeldonFunction’, as ofs, =1, and ‘[picto]graphically’ -- as yet a further emple of* dialectical [ideo-]systematics’, or of
‘dialectical ideo-taxonomics'.

Three “‘extra credit” questions --
¢In what«species» does the” opposition™ of ‘annihilatory opposition’ vs.‘complementary opposition’ inhere?
&The* opposition™ of ‘annihilatory opposition’ vs.‘ supplementary opposition’ ?

¢éThe' opposition™ of ‘supplementary opposition’ vs.‘ complementary opposition’?

The Dialectic of Opposition(s), per Musés and Seldon
A Trans-Platonian «Arithmos Eidetikos»

The F.E.D. Triadic Seldon Function ‘Dialectical Model’ of the Triad 33 ?

of the basic kinds of opposition(s), step/stage 5. = 1.
V o
3
h P

Not a clear case of ““horizontal” ‘meta-monad-ization’ Dialectic ].

3
0
33—~ il 2 3 — 3/3\ —
““Negation of the Negation™, with h  as ‘Negator: gppositions_in_ h 1 h\'/o
~o —

ha a -negation (criique) of y A a -criique of @ a «Gene»_.ral’
3~ 3~ 3~ 3~ 3 3,
ha(pa(hbad=pa(hd@+,c )=
S ST RS s o
3~ .3~ , 3o
h@ *nC " nS

step s, = 1:

annihilatory opposition complementary oppositiol supplementary _pposmon

[“parasitic opposition™] [“’symbiotic opposition’”] ' [“progressive opposition’’]

1st «Species» Category-Unit 2nd «Species» Category-Unit 3rd «Species» Category-Unit

‘idec-ontological category’ 1: ‘idec-ontological category’ 2: ‘idec-ontological category’ 3:

‘annihilatarity’ “‘complementarity’” ‘supplementarity’
3/\0 — 3~ 3/\0 —_ 3~ 3A° p— 3/\
h“,= hd W — hE e hS

mutually-destructive, or i mutually-sustaining opposites predegessor—contaminglpredecessor—‘supercessory’
mutually-damaging, or i female ~ male opposites -- feudalism ~ Cgpﬁa\ism; atoms ~>molecu!es
mutually-terminating opposites. plant ~ animal Integers axioms-system ~ Rational Numbers axioms-system.
X - L “complementary opposition” is a  “supplementary opposition” is a ‘supplementary
Examgle host ~ lethal pathogen ‘supplementary opposite’ to opposite’ to both ‘annihilatory opposition’, and
‘matter~"antimatter ‘annihilatory opposition’. “complementary opposition”.
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Althoughnot emphasized in this text,E.D’s approach to arithmetics, and to analysis, ipeattical” and “pragmatic™ -- ‘practice-able’--one;
is what we term “‘Realistic’”’, and ‘Meta-Finitisc’. That is, while we admit qualitative -- ‘ideantological’ -- differences, and qualitative --
‘ideo-ontological’ -- changes, into our accountadthmetics and of analysis, we dot, in accord with outPrinciple of Metafinity’, admit
“infinities’, as they aré‘ non-constructible™ and contra-empirical’ --** un-Realistic™.

Thus, while the cardinal number datural numbers” may bgotentially infinite, in something like Aristotle’s sense, thetN never actually
constitutes a constructed, presently “actualfinite” set. We use the symbm to represent, e.g., the largeMadtural” number that can be
represented by the digital computer that we aireguss a key instrumentality in a given project.

Thus, for example, the functioBB T _(x)’ calls for the best approximation of t&ternBrocotTree “best rational approximations” of the

M

“irrational” numbern< that can be expressed by / within the digital cotepin question, given i1m limitation.

Likewise, ‘APm( )’ calls for any ‘AlgebraicPolynomial” function ofx -- with rational coefficients andNlatural” number exponents -- that can

be represented within the saﬂielimitation, e.g., given the limits which that litation imposes upon the values of any such polyabmi
function’s coefficients, exponents, and humbeteofns.

i

Our ““Realistic’ definition of the “irrational”“Real” numbers involves all of the computer’s “‘regentable™ approximations of tttern-
BrocotTree’s “best rational approximations” of the “algeiorirrational numbers” that can be constructedheydigital computer in question,
within its ﬂ-"-. limitation, “unioned” with the m-representable’ versions of tB&¢ernBrocotTree “best rational approximations” fofiaite

selection of just the projectieeded “transcendental irrational numbers”, e.g., thages and
The expression« [0 #4"C’ means thai is not an element of the set of th@&mplex” numbers@, [i.e., when the exponent 4 is 0 00 W,
T Tt

or of any ‘ideo-ontologically’ higheBtandard number-set [i.e., when the exponen #hfis O < w [0 W] -- thatx is not a “transcendental
e

number” in any such ‘tranix ' sense.
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