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‘meta-model’. We expect that successive editions of doisument will document aiideo-onto-dynarasis’ rather than arideo-onto-stais’, a‘meta-evolving ideo-
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network of‘inter-implicatory’, ‘inter-determinate, ‘inter-generative'ideas, elaborated upon a mounting courihwta-finite’, ‘ meta-fractal’ scales, all exemplifying a
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(1) acalculus of ‘gualo-guantitative change’, encompassing aexplicit, ideographicalarithmetic for thedimensional unitfie]s or metrical “monads’ of classical
“dimensional analysis’, and, thereby, ‘semantifying’ the “meaninglesshggilarities [zero-division-induced, finite-time finite” values] of especially the
“unsolvable” [in part, because of those very singularitigshlinear integrodifferential equations and thealution-functions, via theirmetrical ‘re-gualification’
using those new, explicitnetrical qualifiers’ of this*dimensional arithmetic’, concretizing and operationalizing Platoi iknmol monadikoi» & Diophantus’sf[;
(2) an alternative, onto-logical, contra-Boolean algebra;

(2) an ideographical, ‘ onto-dynamical’ “symbolic logic” for the state-spageontrol-parameter-space, or ‘stA®ntrolmeta-space’ *“* meta-dynamics” of
‘meta-finite’, [self-Jconversion-singularityself-bifurcation’;

(4) amathematics for modeling the history of mathematical as well as agfsycho] historical algebra andarithmetic for modeling the" meta-evolution™ of the

sciences generally; an ideography for the psycho]history of ; an ideography of the** meta-dynamical™ logic of self-innovation andself-

development; a ‘ philosophical algebra’ /trans-Leibnizian, dialectical «characteristica universalis»; anarithmetic/algebra of innovative ; of thecreative
process,

(5) arules-system for an ideographical language of gualitative, ontological self-escalation in concretely self-transcending [meta-][ super™]systems;
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of non-Musean “ hypernumbers’, ‘of 2nd degree’, ‘made up out of* standard” , ‘ 1st degree’ “ natural numbers’, ‘instancing’ those" non-standard models of 1st
order Peanocarithmetic” implied by thelst-order conjunction of Gédel’ scompleteness & incompleteness theorems, as by the Léwenheim-Skoletimeorem, yielding
therebyan ‘ontologically dynamical’, ‘ de-Parmenideanized’ de-idealisticized’ actualization of Plato's’ arithmetic for dialectics’, his** assemblages of

«monads» or of «z/Z»-units” -~ his «@rithmoi ».

This treatise, in addition to that afleogramic’, ‘ pictogramic’, and ‘ phonogramic’ symbolization, draws also upon the power of neo-mythologicéggalrical, and

mythopoeic — that is, of historical™ — symbolization to aid in the conveyance of its most urgent messabhuseverythingabout thd=oundation is
symbolic. Not just thédeographies. Everything The author leaves it to the to decide what about th®undation is** meta-fiction , versus what isreal, as
atest of the "= discernment. Dialectical ideography is, he believes, a humble but potent seed. Astivétseveral non-Euclidean geometries that arose fihe
failed attempts to prove the absoluteness of Esaljidometry, thesgon-Parmenidean’ contra-Boolean’, and‘ contra-Cantorian’, ‘“ onto-logical” and'onto-
dynamical arithmetics' and theiralgebras of dialectics may bear fruit fo only if germinated through the_intrand inter dialogue, andlialectic, of
assimilation, critique, refutation, and superceassi@king to heart the ideas “graphegiictographically’, ‘ ideographically’, & narratively [ phonogramically’],
herein, can produce profound transformation inverg of the so taking. Panic in response to perception ob#réy signs of such transformation by
of such transformation may elicit, frosoime of , aviolent . In particular, intimations, herein, of the |- -
implications of thécumulum’ of [01¢] [meta-]evolution is profoundly disturbing teome. The author therefore lodges this Omni-Copyrigh
statement as containing also a countervailing dauearecommends thai disseminate thzl=: of this document / or related of discovery, with
careful judgmentGive a head start vis-a-visic r adversaries. The systers) of dialectical ideography glossed herein continue é¢volve & to
“* meta-evolve™ rapidly inour researchThey burgeon beneatiur feet Dialectics should inculcate humility. “Perfection” fmt a final** meta-state’” that can be
finally manifested, buan open-ended, ‘ uncompleteable’, asymptotigrocess, moving from greater to lesser imperfectioi: realizes thai
‘homeomaorphic defect’ is inescapable for such as . Even at best; = must always beartly wrong. Even abest, cannot befinally,
completely, & wholly right. ! cannot ever bthe truth, the whole truth, & nothing but the truth. But may beright enough for one’ stime,
for one’ smoment, for one’ < role, & for one’ s part; right enough to help one to through, & beyond, one’ stime, that thus, potentially,

might enjoy theprivilege, thepain notwithstanding, of a vital [‘life-ful’] & willing participation in thesucceeding epoch of imperfection.
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The Dialectical Opposition Between *“ Nature” &/versus'‘exo- Nature & ItsDialectical Resolution.

by Hermes de Nemores, fBIE.D. [Standard:p. edits were applied to this text per the.D. Special Council foEncyclopedia Dialectica.].

Preface. of this vignetteis to present aminimal, 3-step ** systematic dialectic™ , or
“* dialectical method of presentation™ , of the present opposition of Nature™ vis-a-vistherest of

Nature, and its present resolution. The centerpiece of this presentation is the triadic ‘dialectogram’ given
below --

‘The Opposition of Nature &/vs. exo- Nature, & Lts Resolution’.

‘contra-«archéy contra-category’: ‘uni-category: the present degree of
consists of | * Lakatosian’’’] present counter-examples’, represented by the actual integration of
stylized « » symbol, ¥ -- evidence that

«archéy category: [Terran] [ized] Nature’”, ‘« w-ic Nature’,

using inverted « » symbol -- 1S a *“‘natural’’’ self-extension of; a ‘self-ouigrowth’ of,

“Nature” as limited to pre-\uman Nature, and thus also a part of ***Nature’”".

non-\uman, ‘nOR-« »-ic’,
even to ‘proto-« »-ic’,
‘exo-\uman’ Nature.

unit 3.

as the presently

— Manifest [te us) Totality.
it 2, er this #3, ‘uni-definition’
, collectively -- esp. ‘the phenome’ sphere/ “anti physis”,

including « », ete.] —isa =0/ growing’

Per this “first foray” definition, historical substance’’’; a “« physis»’,
the category of “Nature” is «physis», & per this second, ‘counter-definition’, objecting to the the [latest [known | 1M
“first foray” definition of category “Nature”.

the “« 1o physis»’, is but

is &* «physis»”. part of The «Physis».

‘vertical «aufheben»’ -- -- caufhebeny, vertical®

‘meta-unit-ization’, forming ‘hyper-category’ unit. {l unit ‘hyper gory’, forming tion’. I
2

S
A_ = What Asimovian [fictional] 2
“psychohistorical” mathematics _{L_ =2 _J\_ ® _&_ = A = _A\Q AD =

still did not encompass.

direction of greater

11

“‘complex 6 9 _ _
& ‘speci-ficity’. Nature-in-«Genen-ral < .fI\. _.fI\.v'e” e.fI\.l_=

Domain: «Physis».

5 s . eﬂ . ? l—=
direction of greater ‘gene- , -A\- ¢ E > -A\- ®
or abstract g s ‘triple-conservation
abstract 55/ 'simpl { .(I\. B \I;"e, }I{ meta-genealogical
caie g 0 ’y > evolute product’ rule.

o 3 ‘double-conservation
direction of advance of / of presentation-Steps u n lt . A |—E A X .
[direction of i i | 1 —_— ce" Geo : «aufheben»

evolute product’ rule.

-- with regard to whiclihe rest of thistext isa narration.

Background. Contemporary , in our observation, almost always, at least implicitly, mis-posits

as some kind of radically alien “ other” to “Nature”. Per theprevalent “ people are pollution”,
‘pro-humanocide’ [stealth “ eugenics’] ideology, engineered and propagated via the massive capital
resources, the mass media control, the prostitution of “ Big Science’, and the “ Deep State” power of the
ruling, ‘Rocke-Naz’ faction of theemerging ‘ capitalist descendence-phase’, global[ist] ruling class -- only
but recently come undechallenge by the ‘Trump faction’ of thatuling class -- [i.e., the global
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working/middle class] is the scourge of “Natura,if, somehow, coming from “ outside of Nature”,and
“requiring” 95% mass extermination of [working/middle class. in order to “‘save Nature™ [i.e.,
“to Save the Planet.” +<al intent: to save thepower, and consequent “ perks’, of the ‘Rocke-Nazs'.].

However, even before thedepredations of descendence-phase capitalism’s ‘ Rocke-Naz'’ ruling faction,
ideology has exhibited a long history of foisting various versions of a radical dualism between
and “Nature”.

For many of theancient Greekphilosophers, suchan ideology mis-posited a radical, irreconcilable distinction
between “ «Physis»” /« » [ , , arbitrary law, , etc.]versus
“Nature” as «Physis»: as* that which grows, becomes, or develops’ .

Fromat least medieval Europeartimes, sucha related diremption was thaheld to exist,dualistically, between
“the natural” and*

In early-modern times, theultimate, over-arching ** systematic dialectic” of Hegel's™* Encyclopedic’™
philosophical ** theory of everything™ began its ™ self-presentation™ with, and vitiated by, a mystified
[i.e.,a*“mind of God, immanent in Creation, but from le€/outside Creation’] «L.0gik» of absolute, primordial but also [omni-]
present Reason [«vernunft»], followed by, and contradicted by, a contemporary «Natur» in whichthat

«Logik» is eclipsed or occulted, followed by a third realm, that of , contemporary but also historical
[ ] Spirit [«Geist»], in which @atur» and «ogic» are presently re-united and co-manifest.

Marx sought to redress this ideological impasse and mystification, as when, in his “Preface to the First
German Edition” of volume | of his treatis®a&s Kapitab, hewrote: “My standpoint, from which the evolution
of the economic formation of society is viewed gs@cess of natural history, can less than anyrottake the
individual responsible for relations whose creatugesocially remains, however much he may subjelstiv
raise himself above them.”

More recently, as part and parcel of theideologies corresponding to thepost-1900 C.E. ““ descendence
phase” of the global capitalist system, and even before theglobal propagation and enforcement of the
vicious, ‘Rocke-Naz’, “ eugenics’, “ people are pollution” , exterminationist ideology, the “MarX ST-

Leninist” ideol ogue Gybrgy Lukacs r{lore accurately, the ‘Manoid-Leninoid, pseudo-Marxian ideologue: never forget that Marx wrote, toward
the end of his lifewhen therecrudescence of ' Neo-Jacobinoid’, state-capitalist, Leninist, seculameo-religionoid ideologies was already emergent, in Russia, in

other *“semi-peripheral’” regions and elsewhere: “As for myself, | am not a Marxist]’,' e.d., in Lukacs’'4923 bookHistory and Class
Conscioushesgiegenerated back into an almost ‘ neo-Christianoid’, totally sub-Marx] AN and totally
untenable radical dualism of “Nature” versus

Nonetheless, contemporary also evinces a growing , hourished, in part, by therecent
development of thebiological, , and sciences, thatTerran isan
growth of “Nature”as it was prior to , a‘self- ' of that “Nature”,and

one that isself-consistermvith that “Nature” inall of its earlier “‘self- extensions” .

This latter remains, however, incompletely into , and remains
still largely -- and ideologically -- in contradiction to that growing

The sequel aims to present a brief, systematic, dialectical argument, one useful in resolving, and in
transcending, that aspect of contemporary-modern ideology.
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Systematic-Dialectic Narrative. Letus begin this presentation/narration of thecentral ‘dialectogram’ of this
vignette, from thelace wherecontemporary , contemporary ideology, and the contemporary
Phenome™ and‘ ', about the nature of , about Nature’,haslong
been stuck -- omitting ‘ mystoid’, contra-empirical positings of “(a) Divine Domain(s)” both pre-existing and
“transcending’both “Nature” and . Per typical , “Nature”is everything that exists other
than “ ",and" " is and other than “ Nature”, forming a
perfectly-Boolean opposites’ pair: 1 versus (1 = 1)! “Nature” is «Physis»: “ that which grows, becomes, or
develops’, while isforever stuck in thestatical [ideological] grip of , , and

The definition of “ Nature” embedded in the above sthe «@rché» category of this exposition, the
category of “ Nature” as excluding . Tosymboalizethis, first, category of this ‘ categorial-systematic,

presentational dialectic’, we have “coined” a symboal , an Greek-alphabet “Psysymbol: .&\. .

Therationale for this symbolization is that the Greeletter named “Psy” -- “* W™, or, herein: i --is
thefirst letter in the Greelepelling of theword “Psyche” -- &uxmp» -- whichwe identify with Terran
as themost full-blown known [to ug] manifestation of « », or of what Hegelwould call
“[ the] [ ] Spirit” [ " ). Perthis, , “Psy” symboal, “ Nature” is that whichacks the
‘ ic’ quality thatcharacterizes Terran

But nosooner dowe state this «arché» definition of “ Nature”, than an objection toit rising within
. Terran isalso «Physis», in thesense of “ that which grows, becomes, or develops’. The epoch
of Terran* Natur€' has, like other, earlier epochsin the ‘onto-dynamasis of Nature, exhibited a
“hockey-stick”,* hyper-exponential’, ‘ meta-finite singularity’ in the growth of [and of
estimated “Gross World Product”] for “pre-history” [Marx] to-date. This‘hyper-exponential’ ,
probably ultimately “sigmoidal” self-growth of as biomass, reflects thegrowth of
‘onto-mass’ entire -- of * mass, including the* " of the made
, etc., by which thé Darwinian’ rate of self-reproduction, i.e., “the growth of the social forces
of production” [Marx] --‘the growth of the reproductive force ’
[Seldon] --can beapproximately measured. And v now know thatrising has also
exhibited continuing, corresponding change -- growth, becoming, development -- in its « », in
) ) ) ; in 1= “social relations of production” [Mardgnd “
" [Marx], i.e., inii< Phenome™ , at a‘gene-rally’ acceleratory pace, throughout
“pre-history” [Marx].

Thus, Terran Isa« physis», thelatest part of the «Physis» known to us, and a « »iC,
component of ‘the gene-ral «Physis»’; of ‘the «Physis»in-gene-ral’.

Terran Is an example -- theonly example = know of, so far -- of when «Physis»
grows to thepoint of growing « »; when the «monads» of the ** meristemal’™ «arithmos» of
«kosmos», at least locally, within the expanding ecosphere of Terran , become* ic'.
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Moreover, whatactually exists, presently, at least within the of Terran , isnot present

exo- Nature', ,&\_ , thélithosphere/hydrosphere/atmosphere/biosphere’, isolated from

Nature', from* " [Chardin, Vernadsky], i )

Whatactually exists within the Terran locusis a provisional, conflicted integration, a *“ complex unity” , of

‘ Nature and/with terrestrial ‘exo- Nature', whichwe symbolize as: }I<

Furthermore, thecategory of Nature, «Physis» isthe present Totality, including both * Nature' and
‘exo- Nature', as an integrated whole, at least within the Terran locus.

Of coursefhis category, and its two predecessor-categories’ counter-positioning of * Nature' versus
‘exo- Nature', would less procrustean if the Nature' known to uswerenot just a
[relatively] ‘femtoscopic’ " just one planet, in just one stellar /planetary system, in just
one galaxy of ‘Imega-galactic’ cosmos, or if we had by now embarked upon, and/or had
observed in even one other stellar/planetary system, [0] onan
interplanetary, stellar /planetary system-wide scale, such as, e.g., those od “Dyson civilization”.

However, given therate at whichTerran is presently discovering plethoras of new planets orbiting
other stars, including whatappear to be Earth-like, “ rocky” planets, within the® habitable zones” around
their stars, suchcorroboration and extension of this category may not have to wait forever.

‘Meta-Comments’_on this Presentation. Of course, we do not simply forget presentation step one, symbolized

by A or presentation step two, about the opposition of category -&\_ and category i , when

, ultimately, advance to category }I{ .

The preceding steps of argument *“ stay with ug” ; are «aufheben»-"* conserved™ , in
, even if abit “ faded” relative to theprominence of thesucceeding step(s).

convolute™ sequence: A—j i —3 }K

evolute

The course of presentation isthus not the

That course of presentation is, onthe contrary, the sequence of series --

Ao ol 5 A oV o K

Moreover, no doubt, an *“ historical-dialectical’™ -- a‘diachronic-dialectical’ -- rendering of this dialectic,
rendered asa " systematic-dialectical’” -- a‘synchronic-dialectical’ -- categorial progression in the
‘dialectogram’ above,salso possiblein thiscase. But to becoherent as such, it would have to beendered as
arecurrent -- asa ' helical”™ -- historical dialectic.
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That is, yesthe.&\. category, as connoting the* Terra-local’, and also thetemporally-local [then-present]

representatives of ‘pre- exo- Nature', would indeedcome, historically, first, followed, second,
by theadvent of the i category , of * Nature', asinitially not well-integrated with ,{B_

followed, third, by thedevelopment of an initial integration of i and/with Aas category }K

However, category }K has continued to evolve guantitatively -- as well asto ‘meta-evolve’ gualitatively,

‘ ontologically -- ever since thatinitial integration, e.g., of as hunter-gatherers, with
wolf [becoming “ dog” ] societies, with each subsequent, gualitative, * ontological’, ‘ meta-finite' advance
in the “forces of production”.

Likewise, i ) Nature' -- the' Phenome' if notalso the’ Genome' -- has

continued to evolve guantitatively, and to ‘ meta-evolve' ontologically, with every subsequent ‘ meta-finite
advancein the “forces of production”.

Even Aas‘then-g esent pre- exo- Nature', has continued to evolve, at |east

quantitatively, ever since theadvent of thefirst form of }K .

Thus, a Natural-historical ‘meta-model’ of this progression, including its moments of dialectical opposition,
and of dialectical resolution, within Nature as the Totality, should === it re-occur, *“* helically”’ , each time at

an even richer level /scale, in terms of théhen-present of }I{ and of i , if notalso of
A with each new epoch in the meta-evolution’ of the “forces of [human-societal
self-re-]production”, i.e. of thievel and scale and ontology of theTerran “means of

production’/technologies of guantitatively and qualitatively, ontologically expanding
reproduction.
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‘ Darwinian’ /‘Meta-Freudian’ /Tantric/*"* Psychohistorical” _|Interpretation of the 3 Symbols Evoked Herein.

[forthcoming].
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About the Author. Hermes de Nemores is the convening General Begief ther.E.D. General Council,
elected to that office by vote of the Membershig@fndation Encyclopedia Dialectica [F.E.D.].
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