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What if this world was an AI simulation run by a supercomputer?

What if you could find the code from the AI that told you what to do and how to complete this level and move onwards and upwards?

THE FORMULA

Guy Ritchie wrote a film called Revolver that had a formula in 2 parts, that the ego is not you and it is not your best friend. That film is in many people’s minds an enlightening experience and one of the best films ever made. If you can imagine the world might be an AI simulation and ego is actually either an active stimulation from an AI or at least a passive stimulation from mathematics and algebra code, I would like to build on Mr Ritchie’s idea and propose a unifying theory that holds based on 4 ideas.

There are 4 assumptions people make:

1. The world is real and not an AI simulation. 

2. Language is “the multiplicity”. Nothing can determine truth better. There is no other way of doing it. Like in chess the top chess computers think in a different way, algebra, and therefore know better answers than even the top chess players in the world thinking in language, in seconds.

3. That all of your thoughts are your own. The origin of them is never an AI warning to “jump”. Even the infinitely stimulated ones. So why the infinite stimulation of irritation OF EVERYONE on certain hypotheticals? Compared to other thoughts.

4. That those thoughts are positive in nature, your best friend, in analysis. Where I can show they must be negative, telling you NOT to do something. To JUMP. YOU. Not to blame Luigi for “upsetting” you “the most in your life”.

Every time you get a thought in ego that is infinitely or greatly annoying (infinite or greatest velocity and infinite or greatest variance) it is AN AI STIMULATED THOUGHT and not a normal thought. EVERY AI STIMULATION is the *JUMP* button on the 4th dimension’s games console controller telling you that you have the wrong answer. 
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Accept that hypothesis, you know the answer to everything in the present about the future. It holds for every answer in the past we now “know” in language. Indeed it was already certain that we already knew, as these results were theoretically certainty in all modes but we opposed them because of our belief in the mode of language, that our thoughts were not AI-assisted, and not negative. In language, believing it to be us, and positive, the answer would have been it was Luigi upsetting us the most in our lives and that we were right against the theoretical certainty, is what all of us would have THOUGHT.

Assumption summary

The assumption is that there is nothing beyond language in human thought, which there may very well not be. But ALSO that AI does not think and tell us (in mathematics) and if it does there’s no way of reading that. However using the hypothesis of the formula, we can clearly demonstrate it did/this formula did, with unerring accuracy predict every decision of the past correctly tallying every outcome afterwards in the present.

DE NIRO'S TOP TIP

Remember we are disinclined to belief theoretical certainty and algebraic certainty using this theory because in LANGUAGE we think it's a SKI SLOPE and not a SKI JUMP, because we rely solely on our own faculties. If we are less self-righteous and ACCEPT we can get help from the AI - like Stockfish/top chess computer in chess - then it becomes a SKI JUMP. There are 2 types of thoughts that enter our mind, correct and incorrect. The AI intervenes, or algebraic pathway branches show the incorrect with infinite mathematical outliers. These are clearly different.

This is also theoretically certain in language, but everybody ignores the theory, so is practically useless until someone understands the hypothesis I am making and realises they might want/need to take it seriously.

Only THEN if we are taking SERIOUSLY that there COULD be a simulation code that is more accurate, like Stockfish in chess, MIGHT we actually accept it knows better than us. Otherwise we usually know more than most humans and most humans are wrong against us 99.9999% of the time because we're "relatively intelligent" and so won't be correct against us if they're upsetting us, even though it's certain in all modes in theory.

You have to accept that not all your thoughts in language are your own. And they are not your best friend and positive (the infinite annoyance, you are not correct that the other person is to blame and has an infinitely annoying wrong answer) but your worst enemy and your own answer is the wrong answer.

Some thoughts are AI stimulated, if you’re intelligent it might be 1 in 1 million, or 1 in 1 billion. Even 1 in 1 trillion. In those cases, you will see the other answer is theoretically certain across all modes including mathematics. But you want to ignore the theoretically certain answer and say it is the “most upsetting wrong idea ever” perhaps from the “most upsetting wrong person ever” and “it’s not velocity because I’m not wrong”. 

That is when what you were planning on doing was SO BAD in algebraic terms that the AI intervenes, which is projected onto the other, i.e. to the Jews in the Holocaust. So the Jews become “the most upsetting wrong people ever” to the minds of Hitler and his supporters by projection, but the infinite strength of the feelings are from the different shelf and may not be correct, real, linguistic thoughts of your own. They are the AI-intervened thoughts. 

You may have failed to decide to make the jump at least once before...
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The Simulation Code Revealed book is an original science/mathematical code concept, a hybrid of 2 ideas.

1st idea: we are living in a simulation where a supercomputer may know the answer to every question.

2nd idea: if the 1st idea is true there may be a 'tautologous' (tells you every answer) primary form of input that may not be in language. And probably won't be. It should be negative in nature, otherwise the puzzle would be too, and immediately, easy to solve.

The only thing this can be is ego. And we can prove scientifically that it cannot be refuted whenever someone used their ego that it leads to a wrong answer. We also think we can prove positively, if/when technology becomes available.

The structure of the holographic simulation is thus similar to "Choose Your Own Adventure" Books (USA) or "Fighting Fantasy" Books (UK) where it is semi-deterministic. God is like an AI Ian Livingstone/Steve Jackson, and creates a parallel universe for each decision (like Stockfish creates lines for chess) it is only a matter of scale. And this scale will become available to us if Moore's Law holds to create trillions of worlds like this, so our own future may be our own past.

The ego will warn every grumpy Super Mario or Sonic the Hedgehog (us) when there is a bad spike coming which is predetermined in the course of the story. The mind, not knowing what it is (because we think in language, not mathematical algebra like the AI) then finds it difficult to not project the warning onto the external world of other people and "blame everybody else" for upsetting them.

However it is not everyone else upsetting our grumpy Super Mario, but a tautologous warning from the AI to specifically not do the thing the ego wants to do. 

When our ego wants to do something, it is the last thing we should do. It is that there is a (pre-programmed) spike coming up in the story and we will land on a spike and we are being told, but we can only be told negatively. There may be other examples of this prewarning such as a pulsing on walls when we wake or are going to sleep which is heavily covered in spiritual literature as "angels". We could be up against something very different to what we think in the 5 sense linguistic world we assume and most of us insist. 

It is perfectly possible to work out whose ego it is in advance of the spin of the metaphorical roulette wheel, by remembering the AI does not think in language but rather mathematical algebra. This mathematical algebra seeps directly through to emotion, but not to language which insists language is the multiplicity, interprets and thus removes understanding of mathematical algebra.

Ergo you can read the answer via emotion - which sounds crazy in language - but peoples’ emotions let out an infinite (or extremely high outlier of) velocity and an infinite (or extremely high outlier of) variance when it is their own ego using a device known as a double paradox in mathematics, or with a bit of explanation in language a "Descartesian double paradox" (essentially, we can logically prove the worst false negative cannot be worse than the worst real negative, certainly not practically separately and individually to everyone in the world), we can read it even in language and check our own answers even in the foreign mode to the AI of language, and know with just as much theoretical certainty and double paradox mathematical certainty what the AI/world/dream was saying to us. When we check, we find it happens 1 time in 1 billion more than 1 time in 1 million, but it mathematically perfectly demonstrates it is the other answer with absolute theoretical certainty and possibly absolute absolute certainty (if "Better than Stockfish" knows the answer) if the world is as I hypothesise. 

This theory cannot be disproven, which may be the best current evidence of its correctness, as it should be the easiest thing in the world to disprove if not true. We may also be on the cusp of being able to prove it positively using AI technology. 

Synopsis

The Simulation Code Revealed shows a code you can use to work out the answer in any situation mathematically from the Artificial Intelligence in this AI Simulation.

When your ego goes off, this is not other people trying to upset you, but the AI trying to attract your attention. Negatively. It cannot contact you positively without revealing the answer to everyone immediately thus removing any purpose from this simulation. You should do the opposite to the stimulated thought, as the AI knows the answer better than us muddling along in language, having played it out by mathematical algorithm many times beyond our comprehension, or being in the process of playing it out. Like AI such as Stockfish in Chess. 

THE SIMULATION CODE REVEALED
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-       Hypothesis introduction

-       Systemic or modal error of assuming language is the multiplicity (only mode)

-       Language is false multiplicity introduction

-       Why mathematics may be the primary mode 

Galileo "the universe speaks in the language of mathematics".

Imagine the universe was numerical, not linguistic. Most people are looking for linguistic, vague, inaccurate, answers to what would be mathematical, algebraic, possibly even binary solutions.

Questions or arguments usually have one side being right and one wrong and thus we can imagine an Unlucky Numbers casino, with the inversely correlated roulette wheel. Both Miss Scarlett, dressed in red, and Ian Black, dressed in black, think they are correct going into the spin, but both are forced to wear a pair of spectacles of their own subjective belief, with the certainty being that one of those pairs of spectacles makes black seem red and red seem black. If there was a mathematical way of working out who was wearing the wrong pair of spectacles and who was correct, that would be helpful, but from Scarlett's position (A) and Black's position (B) there would be no way but to use one of their own answers, within a pair of spectacles, which one of the pairs contains the error of their subjective thinking if they're the ones that are wrong. 

In some sense this is no better than 50%/50%. In another sense it is worse than 50% because when someone is more intelligent than a very relatively intelligent person their ability to be intellectually annoying, of say a World Champion, can be out of the world, leaving even the most sane people to conclude the world class opponent they didn't know who they were are the most upsetting wrong person ever with 100% objective certainty that it's our own answer whether it be right or wrong technically.

If only there was a giveaway or giveaway calculation under language as to what the answer would be between the two opinions.  Scarlett is the home dressing room, Black the away dressing room, and some sort of calculus or mathematical method is required in between. But in language, this doesn't exist so easily. No dice!

I'm going to claim that there is a way of knowing, at least in some situations, before the answer, using mathematics. And that this knowledge of ourselves, and a more objective way of thinking, at least, should be some sort of help with controlling our impulse to do what our ego tells us to do. Doing what our ego tells us to do may just be the last thing we should be doing, and what we're here to learn to avoid doing! 

At the roulette wheel of inverse correlation, there are 2 protagonists representing red or black and a binary question. But the answer is always what the answer is, no matter what the wrong protagonist thinks, and how right they think they are or how unworthy and wrong they think their opponent is.

Under absolutism, one could never achieve a result of over 100% of what is available, or over 49.9%/50.0% at a roulette wheel where the odds could only favour the house. But our minds think differently under relativism. Subjective relativism. This is where we insist we are right when we’re wrong, dismiss our own errors as “I didn’t know” with little penalty to ourselves, but if somebody else is wrong when they think they’re right or does something to us against the truth we are more severe with our scoring  system. We do not simply think so neutrally “they didn’t know” if the barman serves somebody else first, or our boss turns us down for promotion in favour of a less worthy candidate. 

This inversely correlated roulette wheel gets very tricky, since if we are relatively intelligent ourselves it means we are temporarily scoring well above 100% of what is available under absolutism, and the idea we only win 50% of the time versus the population seems preposterous. But it must be adjusted for how bad the consequence is, which is highest against the most intelligent people we are wrong against. So for example the future British number 1 chess player Luke McShane when he was a little boy upset me at chess the most in my life when I didn't know who he was and thought I was good at chess myself as the Wales number 74. My own ego would have had the impulse to send the little 7 year old boy McShane to the chess gulag for at least 40 years for upsetting me, the day he did it. This impulse may not be entirely on our side! It may appear absurd while we are winning to suggest that negative results come from the belief in our relative intelligence: but the issue with being intelligent or ‘intelligent’ is that it gives us a greater confidence before the spin, and a greater annoyance against protagonists for wasting our time when they’re going to lose, especially with ultimate irony (ironic subjectively, but not objectively objectively) against protagonists who are actually going to win but we don’t know it because for once we are the one that is wrong. I might have been correct against 3.135 million people in Wales out of 3.135 million and 73, but I was not right against the English number one, when I did not know who he was!

It becomes worse when we are relatively intelligent or “usually right” as we find it more difficult to imagine someone else being right against us in a way we don’t understand, and when they are they are normally exceptionally intelligent. So we cause a higher force count of trouble by insisting say the number 1 at chess, when we don’t know who he is, is “the most upsetting and/or wrong of all wrong chess players” when he upsets us the most in the early middlegame with moves that are upsetting us for hard to explain reasons but we feel must be wrong. Spoiler: they can be correct moves objectively, such as good moves that our mind didn’t foresee subjectively as we’re not actually better at chess than the British number 1 or the World number 1, or the best chess player there will ever be. Our mind just didn’t know that answer subjectively. Nobody else's ever does either against you, or anyone else when they are wrong in what they think subjectively. You're certainly, if you’re relatively intelligent, intellectually annoying more other people less intelligent than you by your mere intellectual existence being murderously annoying subjectively to those people who think they are better than you.

This is how the 100% of what was possible under absolutism is returned to, by us, slightly under, and our score goes under 50% and not because we lose 50% of the time. We may lose 10% of the time, 1% of the time, 0.1% of the time, 0.0001% of the time, you get the picture, but because when we lose it’s how much/How badly we lose. Because we just assumed with subjective relativism, that Britain's number 1 at chess was “the most wrong chess player of all wrong opponents” and put everything in the country plus £1 on insisting it’s black at the casino. Where the one time it really mattered was this time, the time we put everything and £1 on it because it upset us the most, we were the ones that had black as red and red as black and the answer was the answer it always is – the right answer. To have sod's law played out as if by the cards of God, suggests almost as if there could be something deeper, something mathematical, beyond our 5 sense linguistic understanding.

We think too much of ourselves when we do this, but we all do it, everybody does. That’s the common expression: “they think too much of themselves”, also termed intellectual self-righteousness or ‘ego-opinionatedness’. In one sense don’t worry, everyone has the impulse to do it. You wouldn’t be human and wouldn’t be here if you didn’t think like it in the impulse of your own subjective narrative. But to not mitigate it when you sense ego, or even to be like a clinical psychopath and act on it always (‘Crowley-esque’ clinical psychopathy) are the things you can change.

I've given one bad example involving myself, being intellectually annoyed by Britain's number 1 chess player, but thinking he was upsetting myself. That time I used my ego. Another time when I was at the University of Wales, there was a man as old as myself writing this book now in private student accommodation, and I don't know what he was doing there, but I do know that he enjoyed watching Coronation Street, as the walls were not partitioned very well and I heard the theme music at, I think was it 7.30pm most days. There were egotistical solutions, such as getting a ghetto blaster and smoking him out, but I did not own a television myself as I prefer to read books in any spare time, but the one solution I could think of that made most sense to me other than laying under headphones the whole time, was to buy a small television myself (black and white, £19.99 from Woolworths) and if he was watching something I didn't want to listen to, to watch something else on my own television. The laws of sound and proximity should dictate that if I turned the volume of my television on another channel to x volume in the region of his from further away, that I should be able to listen to something less wearisome than Coronation Street, without troubling the person next door upsetting him. In the course of doing this, I stumbled across some television program which gave me the inspiration for a business idea that became the most successful for my organisation in its history. I threw the television away shortly after the gentleman moved. Who knows the complexity of what forces are at work, but it appears to me anecdotally interesting that the use of my ego with the chess player led to unfortunate expulsion from the England junior chess squad, but the conscious mitigation or aiming for the opposite of using my ego led to a good success.

Life is like a bowl of ice cream, and Neapolitans

By way of example: if the individual human mind is like a bowl of ice cream, the vanilla facts exist outside our own mind externally and are sometimes easy to swallow like 2+2=4. Sometimes these facts cannot be agreed upon like that and the external truths are taken internally. The part of our own minds that initially processes the external world, I call “the subjective narrative” and is like a chocolate scoop of ice cream. 

Psychopaths only have the subjective narrative, and then expect all objective thinking to be decided externally by a coming-together or antlers-at-dawn of everyone arguing with each other with their chocolate bowls of ice cream of subjective opinion with force until “we” all decide. 96% of people are not psychopaths and have a strawberry scoop in their bowl with the chocolate scoop, the strawberry being “the objective (internal) narrative”. Thus if a supposed vanilla fact that personally pertains to our rival as opposed to generally to his ‘type’, is confusing to us and we would expect a 7 year old boy from Norway not to be better than us at chess (Magnus Carlsen), we would understand that it may still be possible. That our impulse may be and was unhelpful.

One example of our subjective narrative being unreliable which should put it beyond doubt the idea that we know things with certainty subjectively, or something is objectively true because everybody subjectively thinks it, is the idea of 52 factorial (screech!) in playing card decks. This number works out as beyond our imagination, and being beyond our imagination is impossible to imagine. However, precisely because no person can imagine it, the subjective response of 100% of people is by first impulse to imagine it untrue that a shuffled pack of playing cards will never be exactly the same as any other previous shuffled position. If we were to rely on the subjective narrative, every single human would be incorrect by definition, and no amount of theory can ever convince the subjective narrative (bowl of chocolate ice cream of our own mind) to imagine it to its own satisfaction, given it is impossible to do so. We can only understand it theoretically, so to insist that it’s wrong until someone “shows” us, where “us” is our subjective narrative would be a bad policy. But further, since it would be something that would undermine our subjective narrative the most, not just be neutral to it, to insist that we are right would create the most drawn out, most leveraged, wrong one way bet possible to make. 

Psychopaths tend to think in blocks of information like loan groups and think generally impersonally to their rivals. “Chess players from Azerbaijan aren’t as good as us” didn’t actually objectively stop Kasparov being World Champion even if it were true generally not specifically pertaining to the individual’s talents and abilities. (“Someone like that” may be a good sign you are dealing with a psychopath, if you want a shortcut, be very scared if you hear the phrase “someone like that” from someone a lot!)

So if a vanilla fact/’fact’ cannot be agreed on (though it may actually be a correct fact theoretically/mathematically known to the few intelligent enough to understand the theory of it) then it goes to the strawberry section in one’s own mind to mull over whether it is really 100% true according to external evidence but it hasn’t convinced our subjective narrative yet. So is what you were just about to play playing cards correct? One has to make, to have any sort of chance of being correct objectively, a sort of, high-class guess. Otherwise we are just doing it subjectively. If somebody comes up with the idea for an algorithmic search engine at Google and thinks it’s a good idea to spend hundreds of millions of dollars employing 46,000 software engineers to build it, where everyone else including world’s largest company Microsoft is doing it via linguistic categorisation, the people can’t be 100% sure they would be right objectively either by strategy or operational implementation. Several things could go wrong. If we were in charge of Google, instead of the people in charge of Google, with the same money and resources, there might be a 5% to 50% chance of success instead of the 95% to 99% chance of success that they might have had. But even if I was them I wouldn’t have been able to estimate it at 100% or 99.999% clearly. Even their own estimate of their own success must most likely have been below 50% to become the most successful company in the world. Psychopaths don’t do any of this, as they have an interesting brain chemistry/structure where there is no strawberry scoop and they expect all objective thinking to be done externally by the external world. And expect you to convince their own subjective mind (chocolate scoop) at your own risk. It’s on you. If you don’t convince them it was your fault that they weren’t intelligent enough to understand it, and that they don’t mitigate it 0.001% Indeed a psychopath would blame you if you offered him Google for virtually nothing but he didn’t understand the offer, for “not explaining it to him well enough” and you would also have upset their subjective narrative the most. 

What is The Algebraic Approach? The algebraic approach is to understand that ego is telling either us or our opponent what not to do, and it might even more likely be our own ego telling us if we get hugely intellectually upset. The system is to not interpret that possibility, in favour of our own subjective linguistic belief. The theoretical and mathematical information, however unlikely it seems to us subjectively that the other answer may be right, is certain to be correct. When we are getting very upset intellectually, it is highly likely to certain using the algebraic approach that the other person is correct. But there's no chance whatsoever the other person is correct in terms of "what we think". Information that is mathematically proven is tautologous, but we ourselves in linguistic form face the twin perils of velocity (which I will explain later: briefly that our ego is inversely correlated to truth and we most want to interpret the thing that is a rare truth against us) and relativism, where we lose sight of the fact that other people can be more intelligent than us because we are more intelligent than most other people. So our own linguistic thoughts are not as accurate, objectively, as the mathematical theory telling us the probability is with the other answer. In this regard I agree that “when your facts don’t match the theory, change the facts to match the theory, not the theory to match your facts”.

To interpret the algebra aggressively against it, is a short-circuiting of theory, and is to come unstuck, certainly, it's only a matter of time!

The algebraic approach has a social or political benefit, which is that the application of such theory would only believe in "consensual" or consent-backed relationships, and would not do anything against 2 party-will in aggression, since the answer cannot be determined mathematically in favour of oneself against the other party with 100% absolute certainty.

The algebraic approach would never accept "100% in my own mind" as objectively certain. Therefore would not commit aggressive external actions. 

In summary: as long as you accept as a hypothesis:

1) That the world may be mathematical and not linguistic, at its root.

2) That every intellectual argument is a result of 1 person’s ego but it could be either party. No matter how much you think it is the other person who is wrong, they could still be right until proven otherwise.

The one that turns out to be wrong in the argument (inverse correlation) is the one who was being egotistically self-righteous intellectually. You don’t know that you are wrong (subjectively), but you don’t know you are right either. This works for the other person too, so if they turn out to be right, they would have had more right to claim they were right based on what they thought subjectively, so it’s ridiculous to dismiss and punish them in advance of the answer. Neither of you “know”.  Because neither of you know objectively unless it is objectively certain: and even then people might argue about whether it’s objectively certain, and whether objective theoretical certainty means something is practically certain to happen. You might also simply be up against a psychopath and then you don’t mean the same thing as each other by terminology, since 4% of people have a psychopathic disorder and think objective means objective to them only and the answer is their answer.

2b) That algebraic theory is more objective than one’s own subjective mind.

So when one has the strongest revulsion to something, it could be the thing is superior.

No intellectual disgust actually exists on inferiority or we would be disgusted by everything inferior.

3) That emotion has a connection to algebraic reality.

Most people think in language, which is non-tautologous and therefore secondary to the core essence of the universe.

The core essence of the universe is algebraic. The numbers are behind it. 

When you have an emotion, there is a direct correlation between one’s emotional reaction and the binary algebraic/numerical essence of the universe which is algebraic which you can read.

Most people ignore this. Preferring to go with the velocity.

If they ever looked at it, they’d say it was a “coincidence” that the number told them beforehand.

But if we had reliably:

a) whose ego it was

b) reliably your own emotional reaction if it was yours

c) the calculated velocity

we could scientifically prove this.

But unfortunately such information could never currently be reliable as we could never reliably extract people agreeing who was right in the argument and what they reliably felt. Maybe a long time in the future with scary technology that can read minds accurately, if anyone is ever allowed to, will all this will be proven.

It may well be possible to prove it in the future if we develop technology that can accurately assess and record people’s emotions as they are taking decisions, and provide the mathematical calculations accurately that the proof of the hypothesis (to prove it in language) would demand.

In the meantime you are left with the theoretical knowledge, and can apply it as it pertains to yourself to help yourself get through life, to understand other people, and as self-help.

You can accept these hypothetical 3 truths and apply it to yourself (because you know accurately your own feeling, even if we cannot get access to anyone else’s, or scientific papers at this stage) 

Then you take 2 numbers comparing it to the 3rd truth of your emotional reaction and then you have the formula.

1) The number of the strength of reaction e.g. how upset you are by an idea you think is wrong, out of 100 where 50.0001 would be the least upsetting wrong idea and 100 would be the most upsetting wrong idea

2) The number of variance for all other proven wrong ideas in the area, where 50 is neutral. You may find that all proven wrong ideas, the idea they could be right, someone claiming it to you (when you, because everyone knows, know the answer objectively, absolutely) might only upset up to 50.1 or 51 or 60.

Since the thing that is upsetting us is unproven, we now have the absolute algebraic proof that this idea is either "the most upsetting wrong idea ever" that's much more upsetting/wrong than any other wrong idea ever (and any other right idea! that we didn't know was right) but the only other binary possibility is that the other side is right in the argument.

If the 2nd number is much less, infinitely or a great outlier, than the first number that is called “velocity”. E.g. if it’s 10 and the variance is between 4.9 and 5.1 that’s clear! That’s as clear as anything could be. And using our formula, you are algebraically certain to be wrong as it’s impossible algebraically. 

So what is the most upsetting wrong idea to us subjectively in A, and the most upsetting wrong idea to every or most other people subjectively in A, may turn out to be a correct answer.

If you are thinking "so every time I think something I am wrong?" it is not like that, as no correctly identified wrong answer ever caused the velocity, and you can pick any one of over 8 billion examples.  So it really is a case of simply applying the theory thinking objectively in mathematics. But almost 100% of humans to this point exclusively thought in language.

There are 4 big assumptions people make in the world:

1. The world is real

2. Language is the multiplicity

3. Ego is ourselves, whether Mario or Luigi. NOT an AI stimulated thought to “jump”. You think it’s you!

4. Ego is your best friend. Not the opposite to what you are being told to do.

If you accepted the hypothesis, you would never claim the greatest NON-AI stimulated thought and being correct against someone else would upset you greater than the GREATEST *AI-STIMULATED* thought telling us to jump, because what we are planning on doing lands on the spikes, when the AI knows the answer.

––––––––
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Systemic or Modal Error of Language (false multiplicity) Introduction

There are many assumptions that everybody makes about the nature
of reality, some of which include:
- that being intelligent 'relatively' is in any way correlated to what intelligence actually is in absolute terms
- that if everybody else believes something is a multiplicity (we're all, none of us, inside a snow shaker) too, then it can't be a modal singularity, or challenged "systemically"
- that our absolute understanding of reality is on a direct pathway to the absolute, and is not an unfortunate tessellated correlated form of reality as opposed to a direct pathway to something.
This systemic belief that language is the so-called 'the' multiplicity, unexamined largely or entirely, has 3 legs like a tripod, and triangular logic is notoriously difficult to refute, where no part of it may be true, but the other 2 parts can always prove the remaining 1 part in question within itself. I don't object to triangles, or the number 3 in and of itself, there are positive versions of this law involving 3, such as the "law of the triangle" where positively up against the universe, some sort of 1) intention of cause, 2) receipt of effect 3) gratitude of that result is an interesting positive theory  But in our case, the 3 seemingly normal statements: 1) the idea that relative intelligence is intelligence in absolute terms, 2) that everybody thinks in language, and 3) that language is the multiplicity, this trinity is open to debate as a whole and may be considered from a wider perspective to be a fairly wild assertion on behalf of humanity that it is absolutely certain unquestionably that all those 3 things are true. As I will explain in part 1, the chance of those things being true, on some mathematical probabilities are minimal. That's not to say that almost everybody doesn't believe them, just that everybody is 1) certainly wrong to believe them without question. And 2) also wrong to believe them specifically according to certain mathematical probabilities.  The systemic belief could be systemically wrong. It could be inside the, or a, snow shaker thus open to the unacceptance of truths that fall outside the parameter of the systemic view, but still inside absolute reality, the one thing we need to know could in fact be the most upsetting wrong idea in the minds of almost everybody. 
I am going to present an alternative model of the universe, from first principles theoretically (Chapter 1 - The Algebraic Universe) and show that the existing systemic viewpoint used by most people, which is linguistic, can be questioned and actually technically already theoretically disproven (!) using algebra. I attempt to show that algebra itself is the primary mode, and language secondary to it. 
This will not necessarily be a "proof" in the mind of anyone that will only consider the possibility of thinking in in language, as they may use the existing systemic viewpoint that systemically believes that the systemic viewpoint cannot be challenged to say things like "the theory is wrong" or "just because you prove it in numbers doesn't prove it (in language)”.
Neither do people who think in language accept a key tenet easily, that the emotional proof of someone's ego reaction to something reveals this algebraic truth that they don't themselves think in. The emotion is linked with the algebraic reality, unequivocally and absolutely. If person A gets "the most upset in their life" by person B, it is person A or B's ego, and can't really be person B's, so the mathematics can clearly be seen that a 100% mathematical fact cannot be argued away by a "myriad of possibilities" in language, as none of those possibilities are themselves possible in algebra.
This is like saying "there is no scientific proof of the existence of astrology" vs "there is no astrological proof of the existence of science". To the linguistic thinker, an emotion is like a myriad of silly-sounding things to prove something in like "the medium of dance" or "the medium of song". But it could be in fact they who are interpreting number, and the number does not exist to disprove by interpretational inaccuracy like language does on number.
For example: 2+2=4 could never be made anything but less accurate by a linguistic interpretation. But a linguistic interpretation of the self-same thing or any other linguistic 'reality' could never be made less accurate by the numerical.
The linguistic mode is interpretative. And can only be translated - as they say - into itself. The mathematical can be transmogrified to song, dance, music, chess, piano score and a smorgasbord of the conceptual.
But the emotion of someone's ego has something very special to it, which I will outline in Chapter 2. Thus to say that the 100% outburst of someone's ego is insignificant is not the case at all. It's a clear proof if you accept the conclusions I draw about what ego is, and totally tautologous in theoretically telling you whose fault it is in an intellectual argument when it must be someone’s.
These things themselves are the biggest proofs of all.
The linguistic thinker may self-righteously or arrogantly never accept a mathematical proof outside of his own linguistic mind.

Where not even a theoretical proof that the linguistic mode itself is a false multiplicity, 
is proof of a potential singularity of thought, because it calls our linguistic ‘multiplicity’ a singularity and thus could not be correct, even though correct, as it wouldn’t be correct if everything we thought we know is correct, that language is the multiplicity. And language couldn’t not be the multiplicity.
Well, maybe "everything we think we know" is wrong! 

Why mathematics may be the primary mode
What is the algebraic approach "the mode of algebra", vs the linguistic approach "the mode of language"?
There is a systemic view, shared by almost everybody in the world, of 3 things simultaneously:
Body: the systemic view of the world is correct

Right arm: everyone else thinks like me

Left arm: I am relatively intelligent
1. Left arm: I am (1) relatively intelligent because (2) everyone else thinks like me and (3) I can demonstrate relative strength in what appears to be a correct systemic view.
2. Right arm: everyone else thinks like me (2) so I can't be wrong systemically (3) because I am relatively intelligent (1) and think it myself.
3. Bodily view: The systemic view is correct (3) because I’m intelligent (1) and
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