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...Dear God-the-Perfect, please correct our errors. Please reveal the whole truths, nothing but the truths, valid rationales, and tactful ways of presenting them.​[2] Thanks, O Lord...
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Infinity versus Thinghood is non-fiction - philosophy. If infinity precludes thinghood and thinghood precludes infinity, then we need to correct the confusions in subjects as diverse as physics, metaphysics, theology, and ethics.
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Chapter -1: Perfect Definitions
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	Referents = things + non-things.

	Because key properties of referents are determined by thinghood or non-thinghood, for every referent, the first question is always: is the referent a thing or a non-thing?

	Forget existence and reality – these terms are nebulous and emotionally-charged. Focus on thinghood and non-thinghood. Platonic Forms are non-things for certain. Are Platonic Forms real or the only realities? No idea. Do Platonic Forms exist? No idea, other than their obvious existence as concepts. Concepts are non-things and do not leave empirical evidence of their separate existence. Things leave empirical evidence of their separate existence.

	Confusions between things and non-things infect human thought almost universally, from physics, to metaphysics, theology, politics, religion, ethics, law, education, &.

	Confusions between referents and the words and the symbols that point to referents are also surprisingly widespread. A referent cannot be defined essentially by examining the root meanings of words used to denote referents.​[3] Words and symbols are stipulative; referents-in-themselves are not – referents are given to us in the form of experienced-referents-in-themselves.

	Perfect definition = word or expression that perfectly captures the essence of a referent. 	The word is not very important – any word or symbol may be used, so long as the referent is made clear; in an essential definition, the referent is important. In serious discourse, it is unwise to choose a word whose dictionary definition or whose root has a contradictory implication.

	The words “right triangle” and “equilateral triangle” refer to two different referents. No reasoning will ever show that the two referents are identical. One can use different words and different symbols for those two referents, but the referents themselves are essentially different.

	All definitions are claims: A = B + &, where & is everything else comprehended by “A” but not already specified in “B,” directly or by implication.

	Every meaningful claim is either true or it is not true under one and the same interpretation.

	All claims have implications, though some implications are trivial.

	For example, the claim that all internal angles of a planar equilateral triangle are exactly equal to 60 degrees has two trivial implications: (1) no angle is greater than 60 degrees and (2) no angle is less than 60 degrees.

	Less trivial, but related: the claim “perfect justice is exactly an x for an x” implies the epexegesis: “no more and no less,” that is, that more than an x for an x is not perfect justice and less than an x for an x is not perfect justice, for all x. Think for a moment about how many additional claims with different x are also implied. Does the original claim not imply that revenge killing is perfectly just? Set x = life and it is obvious that the parent claim implies this. If revenge killing turns out to be unjust, and modern law codes prosecute revenge killing, then the original claim is falsified by its contradictory implications, claiming that what is unjust is perfectly just.

	Claim A is false if A is self-contradictory or if claim A implies a self-contradiction in any logically implied claims B, C, &.

	There is one and only one perfect or essential definition of each referent, such as perfect justice, perfect goodness, perfect morality, perfect piety, perfect anything, although there may be many equivalent rewordings.

	To begin with the obvious: the perfect definition of every referent is exactly what God-the-Perfect says it is. This is the definitive answer to Socrates’ question in Book I of The Republic: What is perfect justice? Perfect justice is exactly what God-the-Perfect says it is.

	The perfect answer to any question is God-the-Perfect’s answer.

	The answers we seek are almost never what man has already come up with (this includes what fashionable public opinion holds to).

	To discover the nature of a perfect referent, such as perfect justice (perfect righteousness), without God-the-Perfect’s help, one must stop thinking like an emotion-dominated human being such as Thrasymachus and nearly all other people, intent on self-flattery, and start thinking like a perfectly logical divinely perfect being.

	Thrasymachus’ definition of justice​[4] was quickly refuted by Socrates using self-contradictory implication.

	An improved Thrasymachean-type of definition of perfect justice is exactly what a perfect tyrant says it is. If they are perfect beings, perfect tyrants never make wrong decisions or proffer incorrect definitions. This more accurate definition of Thrasymachean justice gets around Socrates’ objection that tyrants sometimes/often make bad decisions.

	Thrasymachus’ incorrect definition of justice is a classical self-serving definition for tyrants (which Thrasymachus not-so-secretly wants to be). However, no man can be perfect. And if anyone (or anything like an AI program) could be perfect, would that person (thing) act like or be a tyrant? No, because a perfect being is above everything, and thus way above all base things based on privations like wanting, needing, seeking, and craving, and thus a perfect being would never want, need, seek, or crave to be a tyrant or to be hero-worshipped, as tyrants invariably do.

	God-the-Perfect is perfect, and thus way (infinitely) above all imperfections and privations; God-the-Perfect is thus not a tyrant who wants to be hero-worshipped, and perfect justice is exactly what God-the-Perfect says it is.

	Justice is Righteousness and it is wiser to define righteousness because the connection with “right” and thus the disconnection from “not right” (and “wrong”, the pigeon-hole of “not right”) are all more obvious.

	Thinking logically and mathematically is the right way to start thinking perfectly. Thinking logically and mathematically is already thinking like God-the-Perfect.

	Contrary to the claims of popular religions, God-the-Perfect has kinship with math and logic, which are perfect or at least perfectible, and no kinship with the illogical faith, demanded by the Bible, in what is patently self-contradictory, as so many Biblical claims are.​[5] Associating God-the-Perfect with faith is one of the greatest errors in human thought.

	All other definitions are, by definition, less-than-perfect, not perfect, not entirely correct, with variable degrees of inaccuracy. 	Most existing definitions, including Newton’s famous F= m*A, have variable degrees of inaccuracy.

	Many existing definitions are way off the mark.

	Many definitions flatter man, a hopelessly vain being, who needs his pride knocked down at least two notches, and are thus self-serving and toxic to higher civilization.

	Some definitions are outright self-contradictory in their implications and are thus wrong. An example is: “righteousness is giving every man his due” (his just deserts), which Socrates refuted with a single counterexample proving the definition is self-contradictory nonsense. Yet this definition of righteousness appears in many subsequent works. Wrong definitions have many “lives.” Had the definition been “perfect righteousness is what God-the-Perfect always does,” Socrates’ counterexample would not have applied because God-the-Perfect has perfect judgment and thus God-the-Perfect would never give back a man’s weapons while the owner is depressed or despondent.

	As Socrates did, an astute person spends most of his time discovering perfect essential definitions of critical terms, which must uniquely point to the referent, must be free of all self-contradictory implications, &...

	It is a senseless waste of time reasoning or modeling with definitions that are way off the mark. Imagine trying to model particle accelerator experiments with F = m*A, which was derived from F = d(mv)/dt, fallaciously assuming that mass is constant during any and all accelerations.

	Debating the morality or legality of abortion, for example, without first finding both the perfect definition of “human” and universally applicable valid first principles, is a senseless waste of time (see below).



	All definitions are equations (claims) of the form A=B or more precisely, A = B + &, where & is the residual, the error, or everything else comprehended by the referent “A”, which implies A = B when & = 0, but A ≠ B when & ≠ 0.

	A perfect definition can take the form, R is the only x that is y, where R is the referent, ‘x’ is an imperfect identifier or delimiter, and ‘y,’ which may be an ensemble, is the perfect delimiter. A perfect definition is perfectly unique, referring to a single referent or a single class. The definition “an isosceles triangle has at least two equal sides” is not perfect and is downright sloppy because that definition points to triangles that have two and only two equal sides and to equilateral triangles. “An isosceles triangle has two and only two equal sides” and “an equilateral triangle has three equal sides” are more perfect.

	All definitions have implications (make predictions), and nearly all existing definitions of significance have contradictory implications, invalidating the definitions, making the claims based on those definitions fallacious, unless there has been a cancelation of errors.

	One contradictory example invalidates any claim and one contradictory prediction or implication invalidates any claim, including definitions, all of which are claims.

	For example, metaphysically, if light is a particle and nothing but (a more precise wording of Newton’s definition), light must always “behave” like a particle, and thus light cannot ever behave like a non-particle such as a wave. Newton’s overly rigid metaphysical definition of light as a particle (“corpuscle”), and nothing but, is invalidated by Young’s double slit experiment and at least two other types of experiments.

	One contradiction proves error, that is, that Newton’s metaphysical definition of light is erroneous. The metaphysical definition of light as a “wave packet” is not contradicted by a single experiment since that definition allows light to sometimes behave like a wave, sometimes like a particle, depending on what light is interacting with. The wave packet is a candidate essential metaphysical definition of light, pending new discoveries. 	Following Socrates, the astute person works out the implications of his definitions in detail and modifies his definitions until all contradictory implications disappear. 	For example, the definition God = God-the-Perfect implies that God has a special kinship with logic, which is also perfect or at least perfectible, and that God has no kinship with grossly imperfect faith, exactly the opposite of what the illogical Bible claims.​[6]

	If God = God-the-Perfect, then since nothing can top perfection, it follows that God = the Most-High, exactly as the Bible claims.

	If God = the Most-High,​[7] then God as the Most-High does not want to be worshipped,​[8] exactly the opposite of what the illogical Bible claims.

	“Most-High” implies “above all other referents.”

	The highest level of human generosity – do not forget that showing mercy is an example of generosity - is an exalted referent, and the Most-High is above even this.

	Wanting, needing, craving, are lowly referents, based on weaknesses / privations, which human beings share with animals. Thus, the “Most-High” is way, way, way above privations and all lowly referents based on privations such as wanting, needing, and craving.

	To be above all privation is not to have any privations and thus not to suffer from any privations.

	If the Most-High is on our level, then man is on the level of the Most-High, and humanists are right: man = God, or humanists are approximately right, man ~ God.

	Whenever the Bible depicts the Most-High as being on our level, as when depicting God as being angry, jealous, vengeful, etc., all of which are based on privations, such as an embarrassing lack of self-control, the Bible impiously contradicts its own definition of God as the Most-High. The Most-High is way, way, way above all privations and all weaknesses, and everything dependent on these shortcomings.

	Above all wanting, needing, and craving implies that the Most-High is above all wanting, needing, and craving to be worshipped.​[9]

	Thus, the definition God = “Most-High” implies that the first four Commandments re: worshipping God are invalid.

	Thus, this claim implies that the Biblical law code was not entirely authored by the Most-High.

	Thus, this implies that the Bible is not entirely the word of God (some or most of the words may be God’s – or none of them). In any case, logically speaking, NOT ALL.

	Notice that in this whole argument, if God = God-the-Perfect was used as the definition of God, every claim becomes self-evident. God-the-Perfect is perfect in all virtues and is thus perfectly self-controlled (thus, never angry or craving of being worshipped, or &, as the Bible falsely claims), perfectly logical, perfectly wise (and thus has perfect judgment), and is always the perfect role model. Perfect behavior promotes perfect thought and vice versa.

	Expressed properly, every truth is self-evident.

	Thus, if a truth is not self-evident, the truth was not expressed properly. Thus, re-express the truth until the truth is self-evident.

	Use of “God-the-Perfect” instead of “Most-High” as the definition of God makes all true claims about God self-evident.

	&...​[10]





	A referent must have a discoverable essence to have an essential definition.

	Existing dictionary definitions of critical terms are fashionable,​[11] but rather poor approximations of timeless essential definitions. 	It is unwise and all-too-common to make little effort to define important referents essentially.

	Definitions are inadequate​[12] whenever they fail to uniquely define the referent, and they often do, and definitions are wrong whenever they are self-contradictory or whenever the definitions (claims) have contradictory implications,​[13] and they sometimes/often do, &... 	What is true is completely free of contradictions. Thus, in any valid system of thought, there can be no genuine paradoxes. Claims must be corrected to eliminate genuine paradoxes.​[14] This applies to modern empirical sciences, which are loaded with genuine paradoxes, riddled with errors, and are thereby invalidated, despite forced-fits to selected empirical data.

	A wrong claim will never fit all the data, past, present, and future. Using dummy variables (a statistical trick with no underlying physical mechanism) and forced fits, many false claims can be made to fit cherry-picked data, and scientists are not immune to cherry-picking their data.

	Because quantum mechanics generates paradoxical conclusions, Einstein was right that quantum mechanics is both incomplete and fundamentally flawed.

	For example, because the Schrödinger Equation generates “the cat paradox,” there is something wrong, starting with the fact that the equation, like all equations in science, is an approximation, and the equation is missing the all-important “&.”

	The notion of superposition, which is an exact balance point, is an erroneous consequence of the false claim of the exactness of the “equation.” But it goes beyond that.

	There is something fundamentally wrong with the metaphysical assumptions underlying physics. For example, an errant assumption that states-in-themselves (physical, biological, chemical, &) depend on observations. Observations depend on states, both the state of the observer (never forget that the observer may be in an error-prone state) and the state of the observed. Unobserved states of objects (states-in-themselves) do not depend on observations. Unobserved states of objects cannot depend on observation. My ignorance of the state of an object does not logically imply that the object has no state. States of objects are what they are even when unobserved. Because observations can perturb states, observed states do depend on observation, which depends on the state of the observer, and the state of the object.

	An observation can change a state, but that does not imply that the unobserved object had no state, and it does not imply that the observed state depends solely on the observer. The observed state depends on the state of the object, which is not completely dependent on the observer, and the state of the observer, which is not completely dependent on the object.

	“The cat is alive” or “the cat is not alive” – one or the other of these is necessarily true (true-by-mutually-exclusive-definition) before observation, and one or the other is necessarily true after observation, and it is true that the state of the object may have been changed by observation.

	There can be no superposition state between the perfectly mutually exclusive states of “being alive” and “not being alive.” Being alive is not remotely quantum – being alive depends on many classical processes, all of which are subject to inexactness and chaos, and none of which can have superposition, because all these classical processes have &s, meaning that exact equations do not apply, and superposition cannot apply because the errant notion of perfect superposition depends on a false claim of exactness, and any one of these classical processes, being altered, even by unexpected chaos, can end life in a heartbeat.

	Mathematical nihilism, also called “zero-sum nihilism,” and “happy nihilism,” may be a better metaphysical foundation for science than is materialism, which is self-contradictory.​[15]

	Likewise, because the theory of relativity generates paradoxes, the theory of relativity is also incomplete and flawed.

	Logic does not generate paradoxes. Logic is perfect or perfectible in that any errors introduced by an errant logician are easily corrected by other practitioners using the intrinsic perfection of the subject itself. Logicians know full well that no self-contradictory claim can be true under one and only one interpretation, and that any self-consistent claim might be true (truth requires more than mere consistency).

	To this day, both quantum mechanics and relativity remain flawed because scientists have not yet learned that there can be no exceptions to the Law of Contradiction because the Law of Contradiction is true-by-definition.

	Another example of self-contradiction from the empirical science of medicine: 	High-fat diet causes atherosclerosis (the majority). If this claim is true, then any sufficiently high-fat diet must produce atherosclerosis in every organism capable of getting the disease. This is unlikely because causal claims are so extreme​[16] (the correlation between cause and effect must be 100%) that it is rarely exemplified. The fact that euthyroid carnivores who eat an extremely high-fat diet do not get atherosclerosis refutes the popular claim. Carnivores can get atherosclerosis if they are severely hypothyroid. The popular “scientific” claim “high-fat diet causes atherosclerosis” is rather easily falsified.

	High-fat diet does not cause atherosclerosis (the minority). Instead, many things contribute to atherosclerosis. Thus, no single thing causes atherosclerosis. Unlike causes, multiple contributors to an effect are common. Knowing nothing else, an astute person would presume that the scientific minority are most likely correct.





	Any claim that is self-contradictory is false. 	Every claim that is self-contradictory or that implies a self-contradiction is false, and since definitions are claims (A=B), this includes the plethora of self-contradictory definitions.

	For example, Keats’ definition Truth = Beauty is invalidated by the discovery of one ugly truth. 	In the US, about 80% of all violent crimes are committed by men.​[17] As an American male, I say that is an ugly truth that offends me, but I accept it as an ugly truth about the male sex that we have a much stronger tendency toward barbaric behavior than do females.

	Does this ugly truth about males not imply that if ONLY females ruled in every country, the world would be a safer and more peaceful place?

	A more complex example with a critical assumption. The definition man = God is wrong because it leads to the contradiction that no valid law code can possibly be grounded since if the definition is true, all human behavior is equally and perfectly divine and thus no human behavior can possibly be wrong, a claim that is obviously false, if our best law codes have any validity, and our best law codes are readily validatable on the essential definition God = God-the-Perfect, from which are deduced intuitively obvious rigorous definitions of right and wrong (see below), thus allowing lawmakers to draw lines between “illegal,” “neither legal nor illegal,” and “legal,” where “legal” is still less than perfectly right and perfectly moral.


	From the essential definition God = God-the-Perfect, and the observation that no human or human behavior is perfect, it follows that no human or human behavior is Divine; however, some human behaviors are so un-Divine, so imperfect, so barbarous, as to be intolerable to civilization, and given that civilization is impossible without law and order, these grossly imperfect - though perfectly human - behaviors must be dealt with by the legal system, in a manner befitting a truly superior civilization.​[18]

	The moral standard of right is Absolute.

	However, if we set the legal standard too high, everyone ends up being punished. “Use every man after his desert, and who should 'scape whipping?”

	In a great civilization, on the ascent, the laws and other high standards inspire the people to greatness​[19]; in a declining civilization, important standards are debased, and declining, and laws assume immoral and irresponsible behavior and encourage it by failing to discourage it.

	Compare modern irresponsible (e.g., having unprotected sex), unladylike (e.g., having illicit sex), barbaric behavior (e.g., getting an abortion to cover-up embarrassing mistakes) and modern barbaric abortion law with no consequences for multiple wrongdoings – a well-matched pair in a declining civilization. A civilized society, rather low on the ladder, would show it has some standards by at least requiring attendance at “reform” school, focused on encivilization,​[20] funded by the offenders, taught by ex-offenders, with serial increases in the funding for each new offense. 	Civilized people reverence life; barbarians demean life; only a barbarian would take a life for such a frivolous reason.

	Lower standards = more barbaric. By having no consequences for abortion, we are saying that it is perfectly acceptable if every year every woman had unprotected sex with strangers and had an abortion. A person of sense need not even consider such extreme counterexamples. Clearly, we-the- civilized treasure our civilization, and thus we consider all the irresponsible and unladylike behaviors leading to abortion and the barbaric abortion itself to be completely unacceptable. We-the-civilized will not tolerate such barbaric behaviors and there will be consequences.​[21]



	A great civilization inspires immoral and irresponsible people to upgrade their behavior and uses reform school to correct the failures of its educational system.

	A great civilization inspires and helps the disadvantaged - by superior education & - to help themselves to all that is good, including riches.

	A great civilization inspires everyone to be well-behaved, happy, healthy, wealthy, and wise.



	What is logically self-consistent might be true (essential definitions and true premises are also required).​[22]

	Presented correctly, what is true is self-evident (like Euclid’s Geometry). If something is true, but not self-evident, then it was not presented correctly.

	For example, a few claims made by the Bible are self-evident. “Thou shalt not kill another human being” is self-evident in any civilization. Many claims made by the Bible are not self-evident such as the many exceptions to “thou shalt not kill another human being,” including capital punishment for sins (not crimes) like adultery. Whatever the proper penalty for adultery, it is likewise self-evident that “Let he who is without sin cast the first stone.”

	In a higher civilization, life is reverenced, and thus there is but one exception to the Sixth Commandment – self-defense. 	Everything else being equal, the fewer the exceptions to “thou shalt not kill another human being,” the higher the civilization.

	A civilization with zero exceptions to “thou shalt not kill another human being” may not be viable because of a barbaric nation intent on annihilation using the Art of War as a playbook.



	Thus, it is likely that some Biblical claims are true but were not presented correctly, and other Biblical claims are false, given the obvious assumption that any astute and self-controlled person will make: for the majority, civilization is preferable to barbarism. Compare the reasoning above to show that it is not possible that all Biblical claims originated with the Most-High, or that the Most-High, the creator god Yahweh, is still very much on a human level.





	A perfect being has perfect wisdom and judgment; thus, a perfect being possesses essential definitions. 	The essential definition of any referent is exactly what a perfect being says it is. 	Most human definitions of key referents are approximations.

	To get ever closer to discovering the essential or perfect definition of a referent, we must learn to think like a perfect being. 	First step: stop thinking like a human being.

	Master our wayward emotions, which cloud the issues, our tendency to think to please and flatter ourselves.

	To think like a perfect being, we must act like a perfect being. Upgrading behavior upgrades the quality of thought.

	To act like a perfect being, we must think like a perfect being. Upgrading the quality of thought upgrades behavior.

	Clear compelling logical reasoning with validated facts, true assumptions, higher standards (humans habitually choose low self-serving, ego-stroking standards; God-the-Perfect chooses Absolute Standards) and essential definitions, i.e. proper scientific model building, is the key to thinking perfectly.​[23]







	The more perfect the being, the more perfect that being’s essential definitions can be. 	Thus, Socrates’ definition of “perfect justice” (the Platonic Form of Justice) is likely to be closer to the perfect (essential) definition than is Thrasymachus’ definition. 	An astute person starts with Socrates’ definition of perfect justice and moves further away from Thrasymachus’ errant definition with its contradictory implications. 	An astute person looks for contradictions in the new implications and revises the definition repeatedly until the contradictions disappear. This is exactly what Socrates was doing with the fashionable public opinions of his time re: perfect justice and other important referents.

	&...



	An astute and humble person prays to God-the-Perfect to reveal all the critical essential definitions. 	Humbling oneself is a necessary first step toward obtaining better approximations. Compare Socratic humility. The proud man believes himself to be wise and is thus not in search of greater wisdom.





	Reflecting its higher standards, a higher civilization is likely to have more perfect definitions of cardinal virtues like justice. 	A higher civilization chases perfection to catch excellence.





	Mediocre muddled people have mediocre muddled definitions of critical terms, self-contradictory in their implications, way off the mark, often arbitrary and self-serving, reflecting their barbarically low standards. Muddled-headed people embrace murky, muddled, mediocre moral relativism. 	Career criminals are classic barbarians and are among the most muddle-headed people, who are also pathologically deceptive and self-deceptive, with a fair number of career criminals being outright mentally defective.





	Non-thing = referent that does not leave empirical evidence on its own. 	No non-thing can be an agent.

	No non-thing has x, y, z physical coordinates.

	No non-thing has a physical coordinate in even one dimension.

	Non-things cannot change.

	A non-thing + a non-thing = a non-thing.

	A non-thing + a thing = a non-thing, a chimera.

	Numbers are non-things.

	Time is a non-thing.

	Time has no physical coordinates. A clock has physical coordinates. All things are located in space; time is not located in space. Only if time were a thing, with physical coordinates, could one go back in time or forward in time. Thus, one cannot go back in time or forward in time. Absolute Time is a Platonic Form in which any unit of time is exactly equal to itself. In practice, relative time is a useful mathematical construct or parameter, with “mentally specified coordinates,” but time is not a thing with physical coordinates in any dimension; time is not a thing with energy, mass, momentum, charges, positions; time is not a thing that leaves empirical evidence of its separate existence or being. Clocks are things with energy, mass, positions, etc. Clocks “suffer” length contraction, mass augmentation, and “clock-time dilation” at high velocities. Only things can be agents. Time is not a thing; thus, time cannot be an agent. Thus, time cannot heal any wound. Wounds heal, ameliorate, or worsen, depending on the relative potency of various competing agents (all being things), given the passage of enough clock-time. Clock-time “suffers” “dilation” at high velocities. Time itself is not a thing and cannot undergo “dilation.” “Time dilation” is a contradiction-in-terms. Only things can curve; space-time is not a thing and cannot curve.

	Platonic Forms are non-things. 	Numbers.

	Absolute Time.

	Perfect Piety.

	Perfect Humility.

	Perfect Love.

	Perfect Mercy.

	Perfect Justice.

	Perfect Justice tempered with mercy.

	Perfect Wisdom.

	Perfect Judgment.

	Perfect Courage.

	Perfect Temperance.

	Perfect Virtue.

	Perfect Goodness.

	God-the-Perfect.

	Perfect morality = perfect imitation of God-the-Perfect. God-the-Perfect is the only perfect role model for man and other intelligent species. Do as God-the-Perfect-incarnate would do in your stead and you will always do right and thus never do wrong.


	All other definitions of morality are less-than-perfect.

	Most definitions of morality are shallow and self-serving, especially those coming from the political far-left.

	Perfectly moral behavior is necessarily perfectly civilized behavior, making God-the-Perfect civilization’s supreme champion and thus barbarism’s supreme opponent.​[24]

	Mores change.​[25] Perfect morality is a Platonic Form and cannot change and remain perfect any more than the value of the number 0 can change and remain perfectly zero.

	Like other Platonic Forms, numbers are perfect. Each number is perfectly and exactly what it is, and no other number is identical to that number. Thus, 0 is the only number that is perfectly and exactly zero. The number 0 is the balance point in the “equal and opposite” multiverse and zero is the most important of all numbers.





	Thing = referent that leaves empirical evidence​[26] of its presence on its own. 	Only things can be agents (causes, drivers, contributors, &).

	Perfect non-things cannot change.

	Our concepts are non-things that we as agents change.

	Only things have x, y, z coordinates. Things always have a location. Non-things never have a location.

	Things + things = an ensemble (set) of things. 	“Aging” refers to the set of changing things that increase the instantaneous probability of death (for humans, this doubles about every 8.5 years, per Gompertz). Grey hair is not an element in this set – like wrinkles, grey hair is a marker of aging, but does not directly reduce survivability.

	These changing things that reduce fitness include reduced immune function, less nutrition from less efficient digestion and absorption of nutrients, increased toxicity from reduced kidney and liver function, etc.



	All persons, all objects, all consciousnesses are things.

	Some substances are things.

	Space (see below) is a thing, but not an “ether” sort of thing.



	Existence = temporary being. 	All things exist, temporarily or permanently. 	Most things have temporary existence. 	All persons, all objects.



	Some things have permanent existence (being). 	Energy.

	Charge.

	Momentum.

	&...





	If non-things exist, non-things do not exist on their own in the same sense as things exist.



	Substance = indestructible referent = indestructible things + indestructible non-things. 	Most things are not substances. 	Persons, objects.

	Consciousness (?)



	Some things are substances. 	Energy. 	ΔE = 0 (energy is perfectly conserved and is thus indestructible), probably because ΣE = 0 (the sum of all energies = 0). 	That is, if ΣE = 0, then ΔE = 0.





	Other completely conserved things in physics such as charge and momentum. 	ΔQ = 0, probably because ΣQ = 0, where Q is any completely conserved quantity.





	All non-things are substances simply because all non-things are indestructible. 	Numbers, God-the-Perfect, and Platonic Forms cannot be destroyed.



	Both substance and being have permanence, but a substance, which need not exist on its own, is not the same as a being, which must exist on its own permanently.



	Being = permanent existence. 	Being is a substance that exists permanently. Being has an indestructible existence. Being​[27] always was, still is, and always will be.

	Energy has being. Energy always was​[28] (likely because ΣE = 0), still is, and will always be. Energy exists and is an indestructible thing, which leaves unmistakable empirical evidence.

	“Human being” is a misnomer. “Human existent” is the appropriate term.



	Man = the only animal who by nature​[29] possesses a human genome, whose sequence has been determined to the letter with natural variations quantified. 	Biologically, all species by nature possess unique genomes that define that species uniquely and perfectly.

	Biologically, any creature who possesses an X genome by nature is a member of species X. Period. Zero exceptions. A perfect definition, perfect to the nucleotide and its observed natural variations.

	Thus, any creature who possesses a mouse genome by nature is necessarily a mouse. No mice possess a dog genome or a cat genome or any other genome but that of a mouse.

	Another way of expressing the same idea: when two mice reproduce naturally, they produce a mouse, never a dog or a horse. When two humans reproduce naturally, they produce a human, not a mouse, a dog, or a horse.

	Thus, any creature who possesses a human genome by nature is necessarily human. No matter how mousy a human being behaves, no human being by nature possesses a mouse genome or any other genome.

	Possession of a human genome by nature is all-or-none. All human genomes have defects. When the defects are quickly fatal, the human possessor of that defective genome is never born. Still, that person’s genome was recognizably human and thus not that of any other species.

	From this definition, it follows that all humans are equally human. 	This was an assumption of “The Declaration of Independence.”

	A possession is necessarily subordinate to the possessor.

	Logically, from the essential definition of “human,” it follows that no human being can be a rightful possession of another. 	A child growing within the womb of a woman is fully human and is thus not a possession to dispose of as she pleases, as modern law seems to imply. Modern law has a further illogical implication in treating the unborn child as the sole property of the woman carrying the child. Logically and biologically, if the unborn child is property, and that is nonsense, ownership of the property must be joint by the father and the mother.





	Thus, there is no such thing as “degrees of humanity.” 	Thus, any argument based on “degrees of humanity” is invalid unless there has also been a cancelation of errors.

	Any assumption of degrees of humanity opens a window in which there is an argument for unequal human rights and their consequences. 	Any assumption of degrees of humanity thus opens a window in which there is an argument for the lawful possession of a person with less humanity, and thus less right to liberty, and thus by extension, enslaveability to someone of greater humanity.





	Thus, this essential definition of man has profound legal implications, as hinted at above. 	If man possesses rights based solely on any property with degrees, then it follows that those rights are not equal.

	If man possesses rights based SOLELY on being human, then it follows that every human being is equal in all applicable rights.​[30]

	From this it follows that every person’s rights are circumscribed to disallow the legal violation of any other person’s exactly equal rights.

	If right-to-life is one such right, then it follows that all humans, all creatures who by nature possess a human genome, have an equal right to life.

	Thus, no one’s right to life is any greater than anyone else’s right to life.

	All other rights, such as the right to liberty, the right to enjoy personal property, the right to pursue happiness, & cannot be exercised without life, and all other rights are thus secondary to the right to life.

	Thus, no human has the right to take the life of any other human. Thus, as all civilized persons recognize, “Thou shalt not kill another human being.”

	Thus, current abortion law is illogical, illegal, and barbaric (directly counter to civilization) in allowing the killing of other humans to please the barbaric killer, in effect putting a secondary right to pursue happiness (by selfishly ending an unwanted pregnancy) above the primary right to life of the unborn child, a right to life exactly equal to the right to life of any other human, and superior to all the secondary rights of all other humans.​[31]

	The Supreme Court’s zero-consequence ruling for abortion is proven wrong by the following contradiction. If every woman who is pregnant aborts her child, according to this judicial law, nothing whatsoever is amiss. With zero consequences, any number N (of abortions or other wrongdoings) multiplied by zero is still zero. However, if every woman aborted her child, our civilization would perish. By Kant's Categorical Imperative, abortion is proven to be wrongdoing. If all pregnancies were aborted, something would be very amiss – contra the Supreme Court’s Roe v Wade errant ruling.

	It follows that if there is a valid constitutional ground for abortion, and there probably is not a valid constitutional ground that can be also supported from the Federalist Papers, the clearest interpretation of what the founding fathers meant in the Constitution, then there must be a flaw in the constitution, since a logically valid argument from valid first principles and perfect definitions, free of contradictory implications, trumps all other arguments.

	In any country which rightly calls itself “one nation under God,” God’s law is being recognized as the supreme law of the land and is thus higher than and prior to the Constitution.

	What is God’s law? Since logic and God are both perfect, God’s laws must thus consist of every perfect law that can be derived with perfect logic from perfect first principles (such as “thou shalt not kill another human being” with a properly defined scope, using among other things, the definition of pure barbarism and the axiom of civilization​[32]) and all perfect definitions, free of all contradictory implications, such as the biological definition of humanity, which point to one and only one referent, are perfectly self-consistent (imply no contradictions) and reflective of suitably high standards, &.

	Is Roe v Wade a perfect court-made law (please forgive the oxymoron)? No – Roe v Wade has an obvious self-contradictory implication that nothing is amiss even if every pregnancy terminated in abortion.

	Remember that low standards are self-serving, short-sighted, selfish and stupid: they flatter even the worst of us, and embarrassingly, many important standards of today, including legal standards, are self-servingly low, and shame on us for having so little self-respect, so little dignity, so little honor, and so little elevation that we even deigned to entertain their adoption. When we debase our standards, we prove that we have already debased ourselves.

	Another ugly truth: that the abortion question should ever have come before the US Supreme Court is evidence of the selfish barbarity of the people living in the US at that time, which critics lambasted as “the me generation.” In any truly civilized society, the good of the country always comes before the so-called good of the individual and life is reverenced. Thus, taking life for any reason but self-defense is simply barbaric and could never even be considered an issue to a civilized person with sense.

	And no woman who is naturally imbued with a motherly instinct to sacrifice herself in a heartbeat for her offspring, as even snakes generally do without any hesitation, could possibly want to kill her child to please herself. It is another ugly truth that abortion is not just unnatural – abortion is anti-natural; abortion is monstrous, but of course abortion is perfectly natural to an extremely selfish barbarian who to please herself treats human life as cheap as beasts’ and selfishly leaves the rest of us to deal with the consequences for our civilization.

	Abortion is barbaric and wrong (see below, where wrong = doubtful behavior that God-the-Perfect would never do) and a “right-to-abortion” is a contradiction-in-terms: in civilized society, there cannot possibly be any right to do what is wrong. In civilized society, the rights of one person are circumscribed by not allowing that person to harm any other person, who possesses exactly equal rights, including rights to life, liberty, personal property, the pursuit of happiness, &.

	“Tolerance” is used to signify that there are zero legal consequences to a tolerated action of any kind.

	Tolerance of wrongdoing (zero consequences for wrongdoing) is wrongdoing because God-the-Perfect would never tolerate wrongdoing, that is, what God would never do. Therefore, in civilized society there can be no tolerance of wrongdoing of any kind. The logical complement of tolerance is non-tolerance, not intolerance. Logically, intolerance is a pigeon-hole of non-tolerance, and intolerance is monstrous wrongdoing when it degenerates into violent intolerance, which is an extreme pigeon-hole of non-tolerance of wrongdoing, violent intolerance also being a barbaric form of wrongdoing, while non-tolerance of wrongdoing is the correct stance on wrongdoing.

	In civilized society, it is universally acknowledged that both tolerance and non-tolerance have limits.



	Because man possesses a human genome, man possesses measurable logos (Aristotle), &...A correct empirical observation is a logical consequence of a perfect definition. Possessing a human genome alone makes us fully, equally, and perfectly human; possessing more logos, by virtue of possessing a human genome, makes us special. Too bad we do not reverence logos, which gave us perfect logic and math, less perfect things, and civilization. Civilized people reverence a lot of things: logic, law and order, education, encivilization, and life are among those things. Barbarians-like-us violate laws, disturbing the heavenly peace and the heavenly order, and those barbarians among us who obey the law, do so grudgingly. No reverence for law among barbarians-like-us. Barbarians-like-us take human life as if human life is trifle, something to be incinerated if the human life should be the least bit inconvenient to us, and reason fusts in barbarians-like-us unused. Civilized people’s emotions are disciplined by logic, reflecting their heightened logos. Barbarians-like-us emote, dress it up as logical, and thereby debase perfect logic just as barbarians-like-us have debased our educational system, the value of human life, heavenly law, heavenly peace, heavenly order, and our ever-declining civilization.

	The less-than-perfect definition “man is the only animal who by nature possesses logos” (a more exclusive and precise statement of Aristotle’s definition) fails to distinguish man from other animals who possess some degree of logos and from various fictional characters​[33] who are animals who possess more logos than does man.

	The less-than-perfect definition “man is the only animal who by nature uses tools” fails to distinguish man from chimpanzee.



	Infinite = perfectly boundless, without any limits, but not indefinite. The logical complement of “finite” is “not finite.” “Infinite” is a pigeon-hole, an extreme example of “not finite.” 	Infinite is perfect; properly understood, perfect is infinite.

	“Perfect” is short for “infinitely perfect,” a redundancy, infinitely removed from all imperfection. 	“Perfect” is often misused to designate something far less than perfect.

	“infinite” is not the same as “omni” or “all.” 	“Infinitely powerful” is not the same as “omnipotent.”​[34]







	Efficient cause​[35] = the agent (the thing) completely responsible for the effect.

	Efficient driver = an agent mostly responsible for the effect.

	Efficient contributor = an agent partly responsible for the effect.

	Essential characteristic = what some referent must have to be that referent. 	Example: an object is a thing that must have dimensions.

	Non-things also have essential characteristics. 	The verb “to be” does not imply “having being as a predicate.”





	“God-the-Perfect” = a referent, infinite or perfect in all the essential characteristics of God-the-Perfect.

	Soul = Consciousness.​[36]

	Platonic Form (x) = Quintessence (x). 	Example: x = Goodness. The Platonic Form of Goodness = the Essence of Perfect Goodness, the Quintessence of Goodness, Absolute Goodness, or Infinite Goodness.

	The Platonic Forms are perfect, immutable, indestructible substances, non-things, consistent with their leaving no empirical evidence on their own. 	If Platonic Forms exist, they exist as concepts (leave no empirical evidence on their own) and do not exist in the same sense as things exist. 	This booklet will not deal explicitly with the emotionally-charged, nay emotionally-infected, issue of “reality.”

	However, if reality means uncanceled, then things are not real because all their conserved properties are canceled as zero-sums.

	Non-things are not real because they are obviously zero-sums as well. Positive numbers are “canceled” by negative numbers. Platonic virtues are “canceled” by Platonic vices, etc.

	No single thing and no single non-thing is real, if real means uncanceled.







	Living things = killable things capable of reproduction and harnessing energy. 	Living things are always killable.

	Living things can usually reproduce, although some living things do not reproduce, and some living things cannot reproduce because their reproductive mechanism is defective.

	To continue living, living things must always be able to harness energy.



	Impiety = words, thoughts, deeds, & that demean Divinity. 	Example: the myth with Apollo, god of reason, trying to rape Daphne.

	Piety = words, thoughts, deeds, & that reverence Divinity and all that such reverence implies. 	The implications of being pious are precious to higher civilization.

	Barbarians are impious.

	God-the-Perfect is the most pious, reverential, and inspirational concept of Divinity.





	Civilization = fragile​[37] state of being, admitting of degrees, with hard-to-achieve standards, which creatively, joyously, and energetically seeks higher standards of perfection, and which allows everyone (even barbarians, provided they are not too barbaric) a chance to thrive. Most skills possessed by civilized persons are not survival skills and have little or no use outside of civilization. 	Champions of civilization chase perfection to catch excellence. 	Examples: 	Botticelli’s conscious goal was to capture Divine perfection on canvas.

	Plato nearly captured human perfection in his reverential portrait of Socrates.

	Compared to Moses’ laws, Jesus defined much higher standards of civilization, highlighted with courageous love even for enemies​[38] and a more general command to do good even to anyone who hurts us. 	Being incredibly fearless, Jesus exposed the obvious fact that barbarians (devotees of ultrasophisticated and immoral Realpolitik) are too petty, too selfish, too greedy, too hate-filled, and too afraid to try to love enemies and thus, will never convert them into friends.

	Jesus’ idea for a higher civilization is workable, but it requires a good deal more altruism, less pettiness, more self-control (less hate, less fear, less greed, &), much more love, much more generosity, much more courage, and much more patience than most people can muster. 	The average human levels of self-control, generosity, love, courage, and patience are way too low for this effort to succeed.

	Those who are superior in these characteristics must lead the masses to aspire to much higher levels.









	Civilization is pious, while trying to become more pious. 	Being impious is easy – anyone can do it, and every barbarian does. 	Barbarians have no gods​[39] or barbarians have concepts of Divinity demeaned in direct proportion to their barbarity.





	Civilization is healthy: morally, legally, logically,​[40] educationally, psychologically, artistically, philosophically, scientifically, physically, &, while becoming healthier in every way (all valid measures of health cross-correlate), or degenerating in every way. 	Being unhealthy in every way is easy – quit trying to improve; just lower standards.

	Higher civilizations exemplify the 1% rule,​[41] and seek 0%. Civilizations chase perfection (0% defects) to catch excellence.



	Civilization recognizes genuine hard-to-achieve cardinal virtues (the more, the better): wisdom, justice, courage, temperance, rationality (includes logicality), piety, humility, &. 	No one can be too humble = everyone is too proud. 	Even the humblest person is still proud of his/her humility.

	Nothing supports healthy skepticism about one’s own wisdom like genuine humility.



	Ditto for the other cardinal virtues.



	At its peak, in civilization, everyone would be civil, and everyone can thrive; in barbarism, no one can thrive for long, and anyone who is civil dies more quickly. 	Thus, civilization is the rational choice; barbarism, the irrational choice.



	Barbarism = no-standards​[42] struggle for survival in its purest form. 	Barbarism also admits of degrees. 	A barbarian who raises standards becomes more civilized thereby.



	Barbarism favors the few - and only temporarily - by selecting for a limited set of survival skills, while civilization affords everyone a chance to flourish, including people with specialized skills (artistic, architectural, educational, parental, moral, philosophical, legal, investment, business, &) not particularly relevant to survival.

	Barbarians disturb the peace, and the worst of barbarians seek war.

	Every lowering of important standards (moral, legal, educational, health, artistic, &) within a civilization is another step towards no-standards barbarism. 	Lowering standards is easy – anyone can do it and every barbarian does.



	Barbarians are quick to take lives, even the lives of the helpless, including the unborn, while the most civilized people reverence life, and except in warfare, would not even dream of killing except in self-defense, and then only after failing to subdue the attacker sub-lethally.

	Barbarism is impious and cares not a jot if it becomes more impious.

	Barbarism is easy – anyone can be a barbarian; anyone can become more barbaric by quitting civilization, and by simply lowering standards.

	Barbarism elevates easy-to-achieve pseudo-virtues,​[43] like faith (political right), including insane faith in what is patently self-contradictory, and tolerance (political left), including wrongdoing in the form of tolerance of wrongdoing, to cardinal virtue status, which implies two things: cardinal virtues like wisdom are (1) hard to achieve and (2) where more is always better. 	Diversity, equity, and inclusion (political left) and self-esteem (political left) belong in this list of easy-to-achieve pseudo-virtues of barbarians.

	Self-esteem is vanity, a vice, and it is just one step short of hubris, which is a fatal affliction, as well documented by the ancient Greeks.

	Students do not need more vanity – they need more courage, which they must learn on their own. Cardinal virtues cannot be inculcated by teaching alone. Certainly, examples should be provided to students and astute students will naturally seek out the best role models.

	Educators on the political left have created a nation of laggards and lunkheads, who despite their shortcomings in reading, reasoning, writing, &, greatly esteem themselves, and who thus will never improve because they see no defects needing improvement.

	In contrast, humility needs to be learned, though it cannot be taught. Humility is a genuine or cardinal virtue because humility is (1) very hard to achieve (even those who are a little humble are overly proud of their achievement) and (2) no one has ever been or could possibly be too humble. Vis a vis God-the-Perfect, humility is entirely proper even for the wisest and best person. Socrates was the wisest of men in part because he possessed the humility of “Socratic ignorance,” while his ignorant sophistic opponents greatly esteemed themselves and their so-called superior knowledge. Modern leftist educators are true disciples of the Sophists, who claimed to teach virtues they themselves did not possess.

	In the name of “equity,” leftist barbarians chase mediocrity, and if they succeed, barbarians will catch civilizational failure.

	Perfect educational standards of higher civilizations include random day testing long after the subject has been completed (requires true and lasting comprehension by preventing cramming to earn grades without true comprehension), randomized testing (everyone has a different order of test questions to frustrate would-be cheaters), standardized testing, with every test also testing logical reasoning, stringent (no mickey mouse) testing, absolute numerical grades, reflecting true and lasting comprehension, complete mastery of logical thinking, including the practical ability to recognize the use of illogical persuasion techniques that appeal to the basest emotions, including sales techniques, which cleverly coax people to mindlessly buy what they neither need nor love. In addition, under perfect educational standards, there is no subjective teacher input, no curving, and no tossing out the lowest score(s), &..

	Modern day educational standards include none of those perfections. Today, we have highly subjective letter grades, with credit for attendance and participation, extra credit for mickey mouse busy work, with curving and tossing out of multiple low scores, and in the worst cases, Pass/Fail. In today’s pathetic world, most A-students, who cram before the final exam, have less than a middling true and lasting comprehension of important subjects, and little or no understanding of the most important subject, logic, the one subject that all subjects (even empirical sciences) are subject to.

	High schools do not even teach logic.

	The barbarians on the political left oppose logic and its product, mathematics, because in logic and mathematics, answers are right or wrong. The barbarians on the political left have made a mortal enemy of rigorous thinking re: right and wrong in all fields, including moral, artistic, educational, and legal.

	 High schools do not even teach proper nutrition​[44] and their meals programs do not provide it.

	The next step in the name of equity is to pass everyone who shows up or just drop all grades the way Amherst College proudly does. At that point, we will all be equally ignorant and immoral, and we will greatly esteem ourselves – the apparent meaning of leftist “equity.”

	A failed educational system and no-standards barbarism, here we come.







	Perfect law code = a single supreme law from which all just laws and zero unjust laws may be readily and logically derived.​[45]
	The higher the civilization, the more perfect is its law code, and vice versa. 	The law code of Hammurabi is a terribly imperfect man-made code that falsely and impiously claims divine origin. 	Any claim that something imperfect has a Divine origin demeans Divinity most impiously.

	Such law codes are also impossible to improve without contradicting its claims of divine origin.



	The Biblical law code of 613 laws is a terribly imperfect man-made code that likewise falsely and impiously claims divine origin. 	The Biblical law code is likewise not correctible without contradicting its claims of divine origin.



	The US Constitution does not falsely claim divine origin and is therefore not impious. The US Constitution was made too hurriedly, with too much cowardly compromise, is far from perfect, and is no better than a serviceable man-made code, reflecting a society that nurtures many liberty-abusing barbarians and still has much to learn about the perfection of true civilization under God-the-Perfect. 	This law code is improvable, but another flaw in the US Constitution made it too hard to amend.​[46]

	Of the major flaws of the US Constitution perhaps the worst is too much liberty,​[47] given the paltry virtue of Americans, who pursue the unholy trinity of pelf, power (the most important type of power = self-control, without which power over others is diminished), and pleasure, far more aggressively than happiness (health).

	In the unholy trinity, pleasure does not necessarily buy pelf or power, and the single-minded pursuit of pleasure diminishes power (mostly via loss of self-control) and pelf, while pelf buys power and pleasure (but not love or happiness), and power buys pelf and pleasure. The more intelligent hedonists get abundant pleasures by successfully obtaining either great pelf or great power, each of which yields the other two members of the unholy trinity.

	Whenever liberty exceeds virtue, the excess​[48] of liberty breeds vice, and as vice waxes, vice can breed anarchy, the fall of a civilization.





	The essential definition of justice is critical in creating a perfect law code. 	Or the perfect law code must be revealed by God-the-Perfect and must be verifiably perfect (minimally, every attempt to refute the justice of any law of the code must fail).





	Happiness = Health + &, where & may be zero. There are many inextricably entangled​[49] components of health, including moral health, legal health, physical health, psychological health, the health of one’s most important interpersonal relationships, financial health, etc. 	Overall health is thus the best measure of happiness. Surveys are not appropriate because respondents can be highly deceptive, especially when they are unhealthy and unhappy. Healthy, happy people are morally healthy and they tell the truth habitually, though they are more tactful than the average person, when the truth is ugly or painful, as it often is.

	The sum of the personally-weighted health sub-scores approximates a person’s degree of happiness. The weight of each sub-score is not the same, person to person, and it changes as conditions change. We are all different. Though poor, Socrates and Jesus assigned must less weight to financial health than the average person does. Socrates and Jesus were among the happiest humans who ever lived because their other sub-scores, particularly their highly-weighted moral health and its closest relatives, their psychological health and the health of their most important interpersonal relationships, were way, way above average. If financially much healthier, both Socrates and Jesus would have been a little happier (both being uncorruptible, even by riches).

	A positive attitude is essential to happiness. A positive attitude is a natural byproduct of good psychological health, which is inseparable from good moral health, which is inseparable from good legal health and from the good health of one’s most important interpersonal relationships. 	A person known to be immoral cannot have healthy interpersonal relationships and will have terrible legal health, when the legal system catches up with his wrongdoings. Because his interpersonal relationships are unhealthy, his psychological health and physical health deteriorate more rapidly than in normal aging. A good example of this from the world of fiction: Tony Soprano, whose interpersonal relationships with his mother, his sister, his wife, his children, and his associates are terrible.





	Some additional definitions may be derived from the above definitions. 	Things = Beings + Existents.

	Substances = Beings + Non-things.

	Existents = Non-substances.
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Chapter 0: Thinghood versus Infinity
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Most rules have at least one exception. For example, “Thou shalt not kill another human being” – except in self-defense.​[50] This is a second principle – with one valid exception and thus no others.

Even the laws of thermodynamics might have rare exceptions because the laws are statistical, and statistical models are approximations.

	Thus, rules with no exceptions are exceptional.

	A rule that is true-by-definition cannot have exceptions.

	Rules with zero exceptions like the Law of Contradiction are first principles.

	Rules with N-1 exceptions are Nth principles.

	Tolerance and bodily autonomy are not even tenth principles because there are more than nine valid exceptions to each.

	An astute person does not argue from tenth principles when there is more solid ground elsewhere, namely first, second, third, & principles.


The Law of Contradiction​[51] is exceptional, in having zero exceptions because the Law of Contradiction is true by virtue of forcing the definitions of “x” and “not x” to be perfectly mutually exclusive. Claim “x” is a meaningful claim, under one and only one interpretation, and claim “not x” is the categorical denial of the truth of claim “x.”

	Because claim “not x” is the categorical denial of claim “x”:

	If claim “x” is true, claim “not x” is necessarily false.

	If claim “not x” is true, then claim “x” is necessarily false.

	Thus, for any meaningful claim “x,” under one and only one unambiguous interpretation, either claim “x” or claim “not x” must be true.

	This is what makes the Law of Contradiction useful: we can always start with “x” or “not x” and be perfectly confident that we have one truth and one falsehood. All that remains is to identify which is which using logical deduction.

	If either claim is self-contradictory or if either claim implies a self-contradiction, that claim is false.


Thus, it is no surprise that (1) no exceptions to the Law of Contradiction have been validated and the law is simply (2) common sense. Thus, there is no sufficient reason to believe that there are or can be any exceptions to the Law of Contradiction,​[52] not even in science, though scientists disagree.

	Thus, for any meaningful claim, we can say without question that either (1) the claim is true or (2) its categorical denial is true. It does not matter whether the claim is about morality, law, physics, math, or any other subject.

	Coupled with the claims that every claim implies other claims, and that any truth, expressed properly, is self-evident, this is an incredibly powerful truth.

	The Law of Contradiction implies that a system can be developed in which every claim is true, all untrue claims (the categorical denials of the true claims) and all self-contradictory claims (this includes claims that imply self-contradictions) having been rejected.

	In turn, this implies that most efforts in empirical science are a waste of time – they are laboriously discovering at tremendous expense what deduction would have discovered inexpensively in a heartbeat.

	This in turn implies that logic, pure and applied, should be the core subject in education.​[53]

	The Law of Contradiction also self-evidently implies that a single genuine contradiction implies error​[54] and that a plethora of contradictions implies gross error.


Orthodox religions are replete with contradictions.​[55] Orthodox religions are just plain wrong. If a religion makes self-consistent claims, then the religion must be heterodox, and might be true.

Modern biology is as riddled with blind faith (e.g. in the abiotic origin of life), errors, and paradoxes as orthodox religion is. Time to start over, using the Law of Contradiction as the bedrock.

Whenever scientific theories generate genuine paradoxes, as they often do, scientists have erred, despite fitting some of the facts. Scientists err by routinely ignoring facts that do not fit their overly narrow preconceived notions.​[56]

	The theory of relativity is riddled with paradoxes and is thus riddled with errors. No exceptions.

	The theory of time travel is riddled with paradoxes and is thus riddled with errors. No exceptions.

	Quantum mechanics is riddled with paradoxes and is thus riddled with errors. No exceptions...&.

	The Law of Contradiction is the bedrock of all valid thinking, period.


Since there is sufficient reason to believe that there can be no exceptions to the Law of Contradiction, an astute person of sense reasons until all validated facts are modeled and all the paradoxes are removed.

No person of sense and high standards can possibly be satisfied with any viewpoint or theory, even in science, that generates paradoxes.

Preliminary rules about thinghood and infinity, whose scope still needs rigorous definition:

	Thinghood does not preclude infinite duration.

	Thinghood precludes any infinite characteristic other than duration.

	Infinite duration does not preclude thinghood.

	Any infinite characteristic besides duration precludes thinghood.

	Infinite characteristics other than duration cannot be reified.


Clearly, these rules mark time (as duration) as an outlier. Is time “real”? Is time “imaginary”? Is time a thing, a non-thing, a coordinate in space-time, a dimension of space-time, a variable, a parameter, or some of these, or none of these?

Whatever time is, time is different from things and time is different from non-things. “Time” is a word with a referent that is just plain different.

And while physical time is also relative, biological time is even more relative. Because not even identical twins can be identical physiologically, everyone’s biological clock ticks at a different pace and the pace of everyone’s biological clock accelerates at different rates during aging.​[57]

If a referent is not an exception to rule #2, then if a referent is a thing, that thing is not infinite in any respect (apart from duration), including its potential. Applied to any object or person, the term “infinite potential” or “infinite power,” is unempirical and nonsensical, as rule #5 also implies.

If a referent is not an exception to rule #4, then if a referent is infinite in any respect (apart from duration), the referent is not a thing (or is a non-thing) and does not and cannot leave empirical evidence on its own. No non-thing is ever an agent.
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Chapter 1: Some examples.
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The God of theologians
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Most theologians believe that God has:

	infinite power (power without limits).​[58]

	personhood.

	Many other attributes.


Persons are things and personhood is an example of thinghood.

If God is a thing, then God must have left empirical evidence of God’s thinghood.

But God has not left empirical evidence of God’s thinghood, as far as we know,​[59] and is thus more likely a non-thing.

Thus, most likely, God is not a thing, as far as we know, and cannot have personhood.

If God is infinite in any respect other than duration, then by rule #4, God has no thinghood (and thus no personhood), which is consistent with the apparent absence of empirical evidence of God’s thinghood.

Thus, theologians, who assert the truth of at least claims one and two, are claiming that God is an exception to two rules, rules #2 and #4, and an exception to the definition that things leave empirical evidence.

Since theologians believe that God, the Rule Maker, is an exception to all the rules, the violations of these rules mean nothing to theologians, although to non-theologians, exceptions raise doubts.
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The immortal soul​[60]
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The doctrine of the immortality of the soul implies three things: (1) the soul is living and (2) the living soul is an exception to the rules that living things are mortal/killable and living things are capable of reproduction, (3a) the living soul harnesses energy or (3b) the living soul does not harness energy and is thus an exception to all three rules about living things.

Rather than invoke exceptions to two or three of the three rules about living things, let us reword the claim: “the soul is indestructible.”
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The indestructible soul
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If the soul is indestructible, then the soul is a substance.

Very few things are substances; thus, if the soul is a substance, then the soul is probably a non-thing.

But if the soul is a thing, what kind of thing is the soul?

The soul is sometimes equated with consciousness,​[61] though consciousness may be a predicate of soul.

Consciousness is a thing because it leaves empirical evidence. For example, this booklet is empirical evidence of my consciousness.

Moreover, as far as biologists know, consciousness’ thinghood depends on another thing, a mortal/killable living thing, the brain’s reticular activating system (RAS).

Thus, if the soul is consciousness, the soul is a thing, whose thinghood depends on a killable living thing, the RAS, and thus, the soul is not likely indestructible.

This preliminary philosophical result suggests the following addendum to the current medical definition of “brain-dead”: a person is brain-dead only after all criteria have been met, including the additional criterion that consciousness is irreversibly extinguished. If this addendum to the current definition is correct, scientifically, then there can be no such thing as conscious experience after death. All conscious experiences must occur during the lifetime of the brain. Thus, no one can die (become brain-dead), experience an afterlife, and come back to life to tell us about it. The answer to all claims of any experience of an afterlife is “you were not dead.”

Thus, the soul, as consciousness, is most likely an example of rule #2, thinghood precludes infinity
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