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A Singular Moment 
 
 

Western philosophy begins and ends with Socrates. It starts 
with epistemology: how we know what we claim. It ends 
with its rigorous representation, and application to our lives.  
 
What matters is certainty, here and now. So as to say, what 
matters is the reality, as it presents, here and now. Not 
fantasy or faith, possibility or presumption, wishing or 
believing. Such things might have mattered, in some 
possible world. But not in any world that we can imagine or 
describe. Not in anything that so much as approximates a 
reality.  
 
The tragic sense of life is a belief, alongside so many others. 
Our lives are dense, often dark, with possibilities. Realities 
breathe certainties, a pure and lucid air.  
 
And incessantly whisper one question: Do we dare? Do we 
dare? 
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The Logic of Eden 
 

Book 1 
 

 
1. In Anti-memoirs, Andre Malraux writes, “All life becomes 
mystery when it is questioned by pain.” This is a sufficient 
but also, as can be demonstrated, a necessary condition of 
“the riddle of the world.” A sense of this can be gleaned 
through our notions of heaven, or Eden, among other ideal 
imaginings. Such settings are seen as solutions, satisfactory 
unravelings of the tragic sense of life.  
 
2. The “solution to the riddle of the world” (an expression 
common to Einstein, Wittgenstein, and others) is that which 
ends our pain in all directions. Pain here is understood to 
include any type or intensity of distress—physical, 
emotional, spiritual, or intellectual. Such a solution 
(hereafter designated S) should also intersect and clarify 
synoptic concepts, including God and the “meaning of the 
world.” 
 
3. S is not a constraint but a freedom. It honors dignity, the 
morality of individuation. Its exercise is voluntary and 
reversible. We do not transform unrecognizably but preserve 
even pain as an option we control. 
 
4. To be adequate here and now, S must satisfy tests of 
extreme rigor. It must not depend upon anything provisional 
or merely in the realm of possibility. It must not, in other 
words, be grounded in belief, faith, assumption, revelation, 
or wish-fulfillment. The precise formulation of S may evolve 
as our notions of rigor advance (as the standards of 
mathematical proof within axiomatic systems have risen 
from antiquity to Hilbert and beyond), but every S must 
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cohere with whatever criteria of rigor prevail at the time, as 
to which S must be incontrovertible. 
 
5. The explication of S begins with claim A: The past cannot 
guarantee the future. This is, effectively, a statement of the 
“problem of induction” as developed by the 18th century 
Scottish philosopher David Hume. A expresses the idea that 
the future can always be imagined to unfold differently than 
expectation. A is consistent with scientific principles of 
thermodynamics and statistical mechanics: that at best our 
claims as to future events are probabilities, not certainties. 
Physical laws of any type represent generalizations of past 
and present experience, but do not logically constrain the 
future. (This is partly a gloss on the nature of our 
“conceptual space”—the set of all of our concepts and their 
interrelations.) A is also consistent with and implied by 
traditional ideas of God or related overarching powers. We 
presume against God if we assert that the concept embodies 
that which is in principle powerless to effect a future at odds 
with our anticipations, howsoever established or justified. A 
simply and ultimately expresses our very sense of futurity. A 
is a negative principle, serving as a corrective to weak (so as 
to say, non-rigorous) claims.  
 
6. The logic of time also includes B: The future decides the 
past

7. Does A U B imply the impossibility of an incontrovertible 
account of reality? Reality is a term of comparison, operating 
against a ground of belief, illusion, misrepresentation, and 

. What something is depends on what it becomes. 
Awakening one day to a persisting world radically 
discontinuous with our present sense of reality reduces that 
reality to dream. If a pencil in our hands suddenly 
disappears, we will in the end doubt that it was ever real, 
but consider it to have been an illusion, hallucination, 
mirage, dream. If a claim seems invulnerable to future 
experience, sufficiently radical alternatives to expectation 
have not been entertained.  
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dream. Our senses of reality are experiential habituations. 
That the nature of time dictates that we can always be 
wrong matters more than any provisional claims; it bears 
upon fundamental aspects of our conceptual space. 
 
8. Heuristics are non-rigorous claims that promote 
technologies—discoveries—of objects or ideas. A heuristic 
space (HS) is approximate to rigor, whose utility is the 
multiplication of objects. Its tolerances are in relation to 
epistemic spaces (ES), whose condition is certainty. HS 
express heuristic ontologies (operational claims to realities), 
including theories. ES comprise incontrovertible 
epistemological propositions. The elements of an ES are 
nameable but not describable. The elements of an HS are 
both. An HS is a symmetry space whose partitions contain 
internal symmetries. An ES is non-symmetric, and so point-
wise distinguishable. Propositions of science are formulations 
within HS. Eden, a metaphor of S, is an ES. The morality of 
HS is instrumental, of means to ends. The morality of ES is 
of dignities, without subordinations.  
 
9. The Judeo-Christian-Islamic tradition traces the origin of 
pain and suffering, in all their forms, to a single act: the 
eating of the forbidden fruit of the tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil. Disobedience is commonly identified as the 
damnable offence, that God does not will what is good and 
proscribe what is evil, but that God’s will decides both 
domains. Morality, in this view, does not serve humanity or 
society as a means to an end—the survival of the race; the 
promotion of happiness or well-being; or some other value, 
biological, psychological, or otherwise. With God we reach a 
ground—God wills value, and everything else. But let us 
consider, heuristically, the possibility that there is meaning 
to the method. Why might the biblical account focus on the 
tree of knowledge? That ignorance is bliss begs the question. 
Let’s go deeper. Whether something is good or bad depends 
ultimately upon what it is. The nature of the thing conditions 
value: ethics presumes ontology. But A U B. The nature of 
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the thing is given in time; time tells what being is. The tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil is a presumption against 
time. It is inconsistent with what the concept of God implies, 
and cannot grow into a temporal world. More than 
disobedience, damnation is presumption—the positing of 
non-rigorous claims. The logic of Eden is the deep logic of 
time.   
 
10. Consider choice. Harvard or Yale? The rationality of 
choice is comparison. As science has long shown, rigor 
demands that we whittle down to a single difference. We 
first go to Harvard, enroll, and spend a year. If we then go 
to Yale, our experience is confounded by our time at 
Harvard. Rigorous conclusions require that we rewind, and 
start at Yale from scratch, without memories, at the same 
point in time—which of course we cannot do. But even if we 
could time travel, we could not sufficiently equilibrate the 
process of evaluation (where do we look first?)—given what 
we are, and the nature of our world. But, just to humor 
ourselves, let’s say we could. We go to Harvard, rewind, 
then go to Yale. For how long? When do we stop comparing? 
After one year, when we are in love at Harvard and failing 
out of Yale? Or after two, when we have pneumonia at 
Harvard, and have found a calling at Yale? Or after three? Or 
three dozen. Some things take time to find their time. 
Vermeer went undiscovered for two centuries. No stopping 
point is justifiable. But let’s say one is. Was Harvard versus 
Yale the propitious comparison? What about Princeton, or 
UCLA, or Santa Monica Community College, where our 
soulmate was waiting, on the path to the presidency? Or the 
army? Or the moon? Decision-making is as clothes from off 
the rack; rigor is as skin that only fits one.  
 
11. Imagine a perfectly perfect world, where every 
possibility is good. Let us take this to be the strong condition 
of Eden. It allows freedom of choice, as human dignity 
requires. Experientially, such a domain is indistinguishable 
from a formally undecided world in which we cannot know 
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that every possibility is not good. A world whose nature is 
sequenced and given in time conforms to this description, as 
we know from our own. 
 
12. Epistemology evaluates knowledge, clarifying what we 
can justifiably claim to know. The set of such claims forms 
an ES. A U B is an ES. Its logic is the logic of Eden. 
 
13. A mythology is a set of non-provable claims. Its value is 
utility—that it helps satisfy what we posit as wants and 
needs. Its propositions occupy an HS. That our sciences and 
religions contain non-provable claims, they constitute HS, 
and are mythologies. Their value is not as representations of 
reality but as instrumentalities. Science helps us build 
bridges; religions help to console. Neither could survive 
bridges and consolations that consistently failed. Utility is 
not an ontology but a dyadic—what we assume we are in 
relation to our world.  
 
14. As ES is not an instrumentality but a reality. Its 
propositions are certainties. The certainty of Eden is A U B. 
Eden is thus a tautological space. 
 
15. The logic of HS is C: 2=1≠0. As a symmetry space (SS), 
two objects can be operationally equivalent, forming an 
identity field (IF). An IF exhibits tolerance, the logic by 
which objects multiply. An HS is therefore redundant, and 
constitutes a military space. An HS posits, but does not 
establish, an ontology—a self-subsisting reality construed as 
an external world, convergent to an observerless sum. 
 
16. To see that our world is epistemic, not heuristic, 
consider controlled experimentation. A controlled experiment 
presumes two objects identical but for the operational 
variable. In the limiting case, the objects are points, 
dimensionless and unpropertied. What makes them two? 
Different locations in space or time? Whatever distinguishes 
them is a confounding variable, to which differential histories 



 - 13 - 

can be ascribed. In any conceptual space we can imagine—
any “possible world”—controlled experimentation, even as to 
“thought experiments,” is theoretically unperformable. 
Rigorously, our space contains no symmetries. Its object 
logic is 2≠1 (two points do not collapse to one in an identity 
relation). It is thus point-wise distinguishable.  
 
17. That the problem of mortality resolves with the logic, not 
passage, of time coheres with the intuitions evinced in the 
Old Testament rendering of the loss of Eden. Sin is 
presumption, a claim against God, where Eden is 
circumscribed by certainty. Conceptually, it is the reification 
of HS within an epistemic reality, as if time were an 
afterthought. 
 
18. Let’s consider Buddhism. The canonical account of the 
life of Siddhartha Gautama is Ashvagosha’s second century 
Buddhacarita. Just before entering nirvana, the Buddha 
stresses to his disciples, “Nothing lasts.” Is this wisdom, or 
something more? Siddhartha sought to end “disease, old 
age, and death,” once and for all time. His career attests to 
his conviction that he succeeded. We see the issue as a 
problem in molecular biology, two and a half millennia to 
come. What alternative technology did Siddhartha pursue? A 
conceptual one: to combat disease, old age, and death by 
eviscerating the concepts. The logic of his solution is a 
syllogism: 
 
1. The real lasts. 
2. Nothing lasts. 
3. Nothing is real. 
 
(1) is an analytical claim. Persistence distinguishes reality 
from dream. (2) is the essential insight of Siddhartha’s 
meditation under the bodhi tree. (3) is the deconceptualizing 
conclusion that logically follows.  
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19. Is the Buddhist result correct, convincing, 
incontrovertible? Is it rigorous, a philosophy; or is it a 
heuristic, a religious mythology grounded in provisional 
claims? (2) is a belief, at best inductive, that exceeds our 
capacity to know. In what type of world is extinction 
uncertain? Ours, that extinction is a claim against all future 
time. But A U B is incontrovertible, and achieves that to 
which the Buddha aspired.  
 
20. How does the concept of God function? In a course on 
Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations, Stanley Cavell 
remarked that “to like only one song is not to like music.” 
Epistemologically, concepts vanish at the limit of 
convergence. A monotonic world is silent. A monochromatic 
world is blind. A monotheistic God is an exhaustive 
convergence, at the limit of which God vanishes. In terms of 
what we can justify, God is expressed as A U B. God, as 
Eden, is certainty, revealed in the logic of time. 
 
21. Does the end of time fix the reality? We can imagine a 
colorless world; even a world gone blind. Space and time are 
harder to eschew. The Kantian construction of categories 
signifies high generality. Localization in mind or matter is 
picturesque, but not germane: a world shorn of space and 
time would be unrecognizable as a world. Concepts have 
horizons. Intelligent life far different from ourselves is not 
intelligent; a little more remote, it is not even alive.  
 
22. Worlds are objects, and objects are bound, even to 
infinity. Bounds guide interests, including play, before and 
after, within and without. Can conceptual space be bounded, 
and if so, how? We may as well ask its color, fragrance, or 
intention. Though if we like we can always say it’s bounded 
by its contents, or by what we do not know, speaking in 
utilities. 
 
23. A tree falls alone in a forest, in silence, or in sound? We 
amplify observerless worlds any way we chose. The answer 
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is aesthetic, minimalist to Baroque. Ockham’s razor is a 
fashion statement. 
 
24. We are invisible to ourselves in unrecognizable spaces. If 
a world without time is not a world, how can we construe 
the concept of eternity? Eternity contrasts time’s passage, 
infused with memory and anticipation. But these are 
uncertain, as our birthdates are hearsay. Unlike A U B, in 
which we see a triple point of God, eternity, and Eden. Time, 
within the limits of certainty, is eternity.  
 
25. The value of a point is its dignity, maximized, we may 
say, in Eden, where each point is a center, imaging the 
whole. This is a logic of our epistemic space, in 
consciousness a solipsism, as God is a solipsism. In the rigor 
of subjectivity, just beyond the looking glass, we find 
ourselves in Eden. 
 
26. Rigor is a precision of the mind. Its metaphor is 
draftsmanship. Drawing is not dexterity but vision. We draw 
badly when we fail to see what is in front of our eyes, as 
children copy a concept of faces, in circle, oval, and line. The 
reality is not schematic but an idiosyncratic physiognomy 
that we may never discern. Rigor too is elusive, where 
imprecision blinds us to Eden.  
 
27. Is there death in epistemic spaces? “Death” is an 
outsider’s term, as “religion,” and “genius.” An observerless 
world is a fable of worlds. So far as we can ever know, we 
came to be just yesterday, and live to the end of time. To 
see it is so, we must purge from our mind every provisional 
thought. We barter for eternity with all of our illusions, to 
become, as God, precise in our claims. The test of success is 
hide and seek in the wisdom of our infancy. The path back 
to Eden is a world grown young. 
 
28. The pain of body-building signifies growth. The pain of 
childbirth is the price of life. The pain of disease is of decay, 
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which marks the pain we suffer. Is pain hard-wired? Life 
eludes our metaphors, looks askance, and smiles. Properties 
sign a malleable ground. Consider color. In modeling objects 
black and white express our sense of extremity. The sun is 
the brightest object we see beyond our sky. The second 
brightest is black. Extracted from the solar disk, sunspots 
can outshine the moon. Properties are reversible, as the 
color of sunspots. Once disengaged from its conceptual 
ground—from our sense of what it must mean—even pain 
disappears.  
 
29. Rabbi E_______: What about the Holocaust? 
 
(Holocaust denials are anathema to rabbis. But the future, 
not the past, prescribes the reality, even as to horror, or 
what’s a future for?) 
 
S: The future decides if it ever occurred, and has the 
strength to reverse it. 
 
(Pause) 
 
Rabbi E_______: That’s what the messiah is supposed to 
say. 
 
(As if the messiah were a person, not a principle—the face of 
futures in the glare of generality. Put another way, the world 
is incomplete until we all become messiahs. On our way 
back to Eden.) 
 
30. Only in a patchwork world is the grass greener on the 
other side. God is better than redundancy. We cannot walk 
in another’s shoes, as we cannot control an experiment. 
That we think we can brings death to our door, and every 
other horror, eager to seize on our imprecision. Our 
objectification to technology affirms: we do not see exactly 
what we are, and what we are not. Approximation cannot 
console in a fantasy of reality. 
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31. We hear over and over: insanity is doing the same thing 
repeatedly, and expecting a different result. In a fairy tale, a 
boy ceaselessly bangs his head against a wall. Everyone 
thinks him mad, until the day the wall falls down. The 
battering ram makes the point a principle: we cannot do the 
same thing, repeatedly, no matter how hard we try. Each 
effort has its own history, and that, at the least, makes all 
the difference. And so we break down the walls of our lives, 
built in the granite of imagination. 
 
32. Tautology—“a rose is a rose”—seems too lean to matter. 
Its logic is reflexive, in simplicity of identity; its certainty 
disembodied from any significant world. How can it then 
express a rarity of wisdom? A rose is . . . what? Red? White? 
Fragile? Due? A symbol of love, ancient or new? Tautology 
makes light of expectation. And illuminates the temporality 
of its content.  
 
33. The most memorable game in the history of sport? 
Whichever most defies anticipation. If, in major league 
baseball, a team down 20-0 in the bottom of the ninth 
scores 21 runs to win, the game is legend. If done with two 
out, some will see proof of divinity. We cheer such a feat, 
that it fractures the back of expectation, freeing us from the 
past. As “miracles,” that contest no inviolate laws—how 
could we ever know?—but shatter immemorial cycles of 
repetition: cycles seen indistinctly, through a haze, and from 
a great distance. 
 
34. Why, in the East, does laughter announce 
enlightenment? What is laughter? What does it signify? Why 
did Greece once speak of the laughter of the gods? The set-
up of a joke invokes a logic that the punchline mocks. We 
see patterns in the night and feel proud. Our vanity of mind 
is the brodequin that crushes our bones, squeezing out the 
marrow of our souls. We earn our pain, that we presume our 
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prison walls. Against a stronger logic that wants only to set 
us free.  
 
35. Skepticism doubts the obvious—other minds, worlds 
behind our backs, birthdays before yesterday—in denials 
that appear effortlessly, from all around. Why? Its 
pervasiveness points to a ground of generality. It traces its 
claims to concepts of space, time, tautology that are always 
underfoot, and in front of our eyes. So obvious and 
conspicuous that we never even notice, until the day we 
suffocate in the fine transparent air.  
 
36. Epistemics are externally heuristic to ES. Congruence is 
internally heuristic to SS. An ES is non-reflexive, cannot 
express itself. Silent all the while, an ES is the logical form 
of God. 
 
37. In ES, time cannot end, that its ending cannot be 
known. Could we imagine a world without time, this would 
not be Eden. Could we know another’s blue, a world 
stretched forth behind our backs, or worlds extended before 
our birth, life would have no dignity, and this would not be 
Eden.  
 
38. That an ES is unpropertied, it can only be seen by 
contrast. It lies within the logical gaps of HS. Through which 
we see the skies and fields of Eden. 
 
39. What are our needs? . . . How do we know? Not 
adequate for heuristics at play, but epistemically sound. Not 
adequate to appliances, but rigorous to salvation. Is the call 
to selflessness heuristic, an instrumentally to a presumptive 
demand, familial or social? Or a precision, discarding belief 
for a resistless ground? An ES cannot accommodate tests of 
need, cannot so much as contain their formulations. Terms 
disappear before we can say. Needs are heuristic, at the 
peril of our souls.  
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40. What is a soul? The singular center of an epistemic 
space. The image of a solipsism. The resolution of Eden. Its 
logic is circumference, parameterized as certainty.  
 
41. We have treated tautological incongruity, to show how 
tautologies mean. Let us consider an ontological incongruity. 
Much Western philosophy has sought to establish realities 
whose denial effects Eastern consolations. The self that 
supports reality in the West is lost in the East to salvation. 
Western selflessness is moral; Eastern selflessness is 
ontological. What are we to make of this? An ontological 
claim in ES is, at most, ornamental; within HS, instrumental. 
An ontology is not a claim but a device, as gadgets are 
devices. Its reification diminishes its utility, as it 
misconstrues our world, blocking our view of Eden. 
 
42. How does A U B comport with the concept of reality? 
Whatever is not certain is not real. As the concept of world, 
our concept of reality coheres with our concept of time. 
Whatever is provisional as to time cannot rise to the status 
of ontology. The end of time as a concept is the end of 
possible worlds. Eternity is the logic of temporal form, not a 
terminal sequence. We cannot conceive alternatives to 
unimaginable spaces.  
 
43. Augustine argued, “Of God we can say nothing,” 
following not from transcendence but power. A God of whom 
we can make a claim is disjunct to every possible world. We 
can say nothing of God, that we can say nothing of 
tomorrow. 
 
44. Is there a destiny? How would we decide? Go back in 
time a moment or two and try to change the future. That we 
cannot go back means we can never know. And so we see 
that destiny is only built for show. Even with a time 
machine, we could not be sure that we had gone back in 
time, not forward, as before. 
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45. Is there freewill? How could we know? Go back in time, 
without recall, and try to choose a different path, without 
confounding variables. Unless we can we cannot say the will 
is either bound or free. Why do we think we know, or could, 
if we tried? Our minds are Rubenesque; we picture a world 
suffused with charm. But the reality of conceptual space is 
densely detailed as a line and worked out to the core. 
Sufficient to preclude the tests we seek. 
 
46. Traditions speak of renunciation. That we must lose the 
self to find ourselves. That we are “something among 
somethings” in the mind of God. That we must die to the 
world to be free. We need only renounce uncertainties, if the 
goal is Eden—exacting to each blade of grass and ripple in 
the breeze. And we must renounce uncertainties, to see the 
firm reality. Past the immediate and crowded ground of 
kingdoms of illusion. 
 
47. Heuristics are selective. Epistemics are exhaustive. 
Heuristics amplify approximations to serve provisional ends. 
Epistemics recognize a world beyond compare, as the point 
of creation was to achieve an individual thing.  
 
48. What is mysticism? The world shorn of illusion. The vista 
of an epistemic space. Strange in an unaccustomed view. 
Strange that words should fail us. But well that reality 
should shine through the repetition of once familiar phrases. 
 
49. Concepts supporting skepticism are fundamental to our 
space. In their absence, as in their presence, worlds 
disappear.  
 
50. We survive by luck, are saved by certainty. Why? The 
spatial logic of technology (2=1≠0) approximates a heuristic 
ontology. Its inverse (2≠1=0) is precise to epistemology. 
The logic of science is the virtual image of the logic of 
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salvation—the former approximate, the latter real. As we 
might expect in a non-symmetric world. 
 
51. Is there such a thing as coincidence? Is their such a 
thing as design? They are as freewill and fate, applicable to 
a world unrecognizable from our own. A crude mapping of 
heuristic possibilities onto epistemic realities, to the peril of 
our souls.  
 
52. Souls express solipsisms of epistemic spaces. Heuristics 
are soulless, by definition and design. As comes as no 
surprise. Approximation cannot comfort at the extremity of 
pain. 
 
53. If rational choice presumes worlds not our own, how 
should we choose? We decide as in Eden: by the flip of a 
coin. Resistance is diagnostic of the distance that remains—
of how far we still are from Eden. 
 
54. A possible Eden is no Eden at all. In all the world the 
logic of time is the sole atemporality. So as to say: Eden is 
the only certainty. Whatever is not is pain. 
 
55. That souls are solipsisms, they cannot die, that death is 
an outsider’s term. So destiny is a point without reflection, 
and salvation dimensionless, now, as forever. Souls are 
mortal to unwarranted claims. Death is the price of 
presumption. 
 
56. Reality is certainty. As to time: A U B. As to spaces: 2≠
1=0. As to metaphor: these are the logics and certainties of 
Eden.  
 
57. A solution grounded in possibility is an illusion. And so 
we suffer a depth of belief. That belief is the problem, it 
presents as the solution, but as a band-aid, not a cure.  
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58. Have we explained why the sky is blue? Not if there is 
anything, anywhere, unexplained. Though the mind is often 
appeased, if we can say something. And well appeased, to 
the point of manipulation.  
 
59. If we exist, do we exist forever? Within the fields of 
epistemic spaces. But immortality, as with God, has its 
price: the concept of existence. But subsequent to 
existential claims. 
 
60. The tragic sense of life is not of death, but to have been 
in Eden all along, and not to have known. To have lost it, 
over and over again. In proud assertion, and brave denial. 
As if we had never been born. 
 
61. Are we safe in Eden? We lose more in presumption than 
we gain in constraint. As if salvation were a game. But 
games are provisionally bound, as riddles. S is free.  
 
62. The tree of knowledge led us astray, blinding us to 
reality—the significance of time. We see time as a curtain, 
concealing the world. It only hides us from ourselves, in 
silhouettes of what we never were, and always feared. The 
strength of our fears is the depth of our misrepresentations. 
Until we see the rigor of our space, we cannot claim our 
souls. The soul is our Archimedean point, at the center of its 
solipsism—as God, in Eden. 
 
63. Is Eden a place? It is no object, as the solution to 
objects. It is no thing, as the meaning of things. It is no 
riddle, as their resolution. It is no pain, without a ground. It 
is no syllable, without a sound. It is no axis, turning round. 
Where it was not lost, it is not found. Certainty is its rigor, 
crowned. 
 
64. Belief pales in the light of an epistemic rigor. What value 
it preserves is as ornament to logic, an aesthetic to 
heuristics, or heuristic to a claim. The potency of the 
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concept of God is circumscribed by its logic. God, said 
Gandhi, “cannot appear where there is hate, or shame, or 
fear.” Where to look? Oppositely to belief, that God is alien 
to a conceptual doubt. No hatred, shame, or fear can assert 
an incontestable ground. Here, as in Eden. 
 
65. How does Eden differ from our world? Within heuristic 
spaces, in every possible way, that they are ontologically 
unconstrained, like play. Within the rigor of our epistemic 
space, in no way at all, that its logic, as divinity, is 
expressed in negativity. 
 
66. In a divinity school course on comparative religion, 
Wilfred Cantwell Smith turned last to Christianity. In a 
lecture on God, he never mentioned God, but spoke only of 
God, in the guise of an external world. What is an external 
world? A world that exists independently of observers. It is 
the world of science. Of such a world, eo ipso, we can never 
know, as our terms decide. An external world is a heuristic 
space, without epistemic reality. It is the space of the mind 
at play, in technology, fantasy, mortality, and pain.  
 
67. Is the concept of God an instrumentality? God is 
instrumental to HS, as a convergent operator. God is 
congruent, hence non-instrumental, to the logic of ES. The 
metaphysical God of design or first causes is a device, non-
conforming to rigorous representation. The God of 
consolation is rigorous, epistemic, proved, that only Eden 
can be known. 
 
68. S is decorous. It does not intrude or impose, that it is 
not a fear but a dignity, superfluous to claim. 
 
69. How individuated is an ES? Beyond the relevance of 
number. Beyond the validity of name.  
 
70. What we fear of robotics has long been true of theories: 
we are their victims more than their guides, conferring 
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powers they cannot claim. We can justify belief cognate to 
instrumentality—provisionally, as sport. More than 
heuristically, we reify to our peril. As psychosis reifies 
fantasy, in chains of ideation. Our dignities supersede the 
mind at play. Unlike technologies, realities are not a game 
away, as tomorrow is not today.   
 
71. Eden is not a place but a logic. Is it of love? Whatever of 
love is certain is of Eden. Is love an instrumentality? Our 
theories of love are instrumentalities: love as a device to 
sustain the race; love as an evolutionary advantage; love 
that leads us away from our problematic selves. Such love 
lives in heuristic spaces. What are the acts of love? 
Whatever is done not out of need, as we cannot justify need. 
Could we prove need, we could not prove God. We return to 
Eden not out of need. We return to Eden freed. 
 
72. Must we overcome attachment? Must we overcome 
desire? Must we overcome ourselves? We must overcome 
unreality, wherever it appears. Or never recognize Eden, 
and never surmount our fears. 
 
73. Reality is not unobservable. What we say of 
unobservables is the footprint of our minds and the shadows 
that they cast on the future and the past. 
 
74. As the logic of time is our certainty, its dimensionality  
is our vitality—the boundary of non-predictability. Time, in 
passage, is that which escapes the definitive claim. God, 
unclaimed, is the same. What supports Godel’s proof is its 
formality, at the threshold of reality. 
 
75. To refuse to live within certainties is to be eaten alive. 
Only within rigor do we thrive. 
 
76. What, in the end, is time? Time is the partition of 
conceptual space at the intersection of heuristic and 
epistemic domains. Present reality is their interface, in 
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certainty and sequence, that time gives the logic of 
individuation, of solipsisms and worlds. Existence is its 
contour. Rigor is its mode. Its implication is salvation, 
singular in Eden. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 - 26 - 

The Logic of Eden 
 

Book 2 
 

 
77. We overlook the obvious, and overlook it well. Silent and 
still before our eyes, and camouflaged in lies. 
 
78. A theory of everything is a picture, with what use 
pictures have, including the aesthetic. A representation of 
everything is a solipsism, or nothing at all; a fresco, without 
a wall. 
 
79. A theory of everything is an axiomatization, robustly 
inconsistent and incomplete. A device, not a reality, and so a 
tolerance, that tools bear no excuses for a specificity of 
uses. 
 
80. What textures our space? Not that the sun will rise 
tomorrow but that we can see otherwise—in the character of 
a conceptual interface. Case by case a mutual trace.  
 
81. If time is a dyadic partitioning, to what does it owe its 
trinity? It is a trinity heuristically, dyadic epistemically, that 
the future gives the past. We travel in time: how do we 
know to the future, or an undiscovered ancestry? In reality, 
or delusion? We imagine we could say, but strong 
discontinuity deconceptualizes. The “silence of God” is a 
metaphor of strong discontinuity. In the nature of epistemic 
spaces—their leaning—in the generality of meaning. 
 
82. We think, not live, in heuristic spaces. Or we live and die 
a lie. A theory of everything is not of everything, leaving out 
the whole reality of where we live our lives. Science can play 
no role in the “saving of a soul,” since souls are only found 
near epistemic ground. 
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83. What do we know in the afterglow, once we have closed 
our eyes? We contract around a fact, in an economy of 
means. An adequate aesthetic; then certainty intervenes, to 
provide a deeper vision, over and through translucent 
screens, and memories of painted scenes. 
 
84. Philosophy, Protagorean and Socratic, begins with us. 
Science, heuristic and instrumental, ends with us. And so 
science is a provisionality and a theory. Philosophy is an 
epistemology and a certainty: so as to say, the singular 
reality. Starting with science, or the common sense it 
extrapolates, it is philosophy that takes us the lone road 
home. In the end, only philosophy, as the reality, matters. It 
is well that the analysis that behaves is the certainty that 
saves. 
 
85. Exactly why can we not conceive of indistinguishable 
points—of worlds of their array? The form of the question 
exactly shows what we are forced to say. That precision is 
our privilege, along the halcyon way.   
 
86. We express the privilege epistemically. We cannot 
know—incontestably—what we help us survive. We can only 
know what justifies our having been alive.  
 
87. It should be obvious—the most obvious thing of all: the 
observerless is heuristic. It could not be reality, that reality 
is not fantasy, nor could it be anything more. 
 
88. Why do we see our fantasies as firm and fair realities? 
As we think we can play a game that has no rules. Or 
construct a parallel world without using tools.  
 
89. Science is a deism, in positing an observerless reality. A 
mythology of non-verifiable claims. Are mythologies 
heuristics? What else could they possibly be, unconstrained 
by certainty? Beyond the horizon of what we could 
theoretically ever see. A heuristic, quintessentially.  



 - 28 - 

90. How much of this is heuristic? Whatever could be 
otherwise. Whatever dies. 
 
91. What probability can we assign to a world once begun? 
To a rising sun? None, that epistemic space is a singular 
one. 
 
92. Is God, or the devil, in the details? The devil, 
heuristically. God, epistemically. 
 
93. Is there a God? Is there a reality? What we say of God 
impugns God's power. What we say of reality vitiates worlds. 
 
94. In an early work: 
 
1. The riddle of the world is an object. 
2. The meaning of the world is its most general 
representation. 
 
How is the riddle an object? An object is that which is 
bound, implying a conceptual interface. An object is not self-
contained, but opaque to its exterior space, that raises 
riddles. Only the limit of generality has no exteriority. The 
meaning of the world subsumes life and death, existence 
and its absence. 
 
95. What is the criterion of a seminal idea? How does it 
present to us? How must it appear? The key is multiplicity, a 
mode of non-directionality. 
 
96.  The thought explicates things. And so it bears their 
demeanor. Much as mythologies of a redeemer. 
 
97. The aphorisms had to become things, to solve their 
riddle. To span extremities, without a middle. And so the 
final prestidigitation is in the nature of an incarnation. As 
one would suspect, thought into object. 
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98. Objects map into words. Names, as labels, map onto 
things. Words are as centers, objects as rings. 
 
99. Salvation is prior to philosophy, that leads us home. As a 
song, or a poem. 
 
100. Are we more careless, or wrong? We are both careless 
and wrong, but wrong because we are careless. More 
careless than strong. 
 
101. Fantasy is an observerless world, peopled and 
furnished however we will. But meaning is of certainty, axial 
and still. 
 
102. We are nurtured in imprecision, and so we waste away. 
Regardless of the urgency to linger one more day. 
 
103. A magic act: Flip coins for all decisions, and watch 
them disappear, even as we turn from far to near. 
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Appendix 

 
The Logic of Heuristic and Epistemic Spaces 

 
 
Definition 1: 
 
A space is an array of distinguishable objects. 
 
Definition 2: 
 
A heuristic space contains reflexive and symmetric arrays. 
 
Definition 3: 
 
An epistemic space is a non-symmetric array.  
 
Note 1: 
 
An array is analytic to objects.  
 
Note 2: 
 
A space is analytic to an array. 
 
Nomenclature:  
 
Let Ђ represent a heuristic array.  
 
Let Ђn represent an individuated array. 
 
Let Ђ/з represent an object of a heuristic array. 
 
Let Ђn/з represent an object of an individuated array. 
 
Let Ђn/зn represent an individuated object of an individuated 
array. 
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Definition 4:     
 
An individuation is an argument of an equivalence relation. 
 
Theorem 1: 
 
A reflexivity is non-formulatable within a reflexive space. 
 
Proof: 
 
Consider a space within which Ђn/зn = Ђn/зn (i) is 
formulatable. i is formulatable iff i is an ordering. If i is an 
ordering, the arguments of i are minimally distinguishable.  
If the arguments are minimally distinguishable, then i is 
formulatable as Ђ1/з1 = Ђ2/з2 (ii). But ii is a symmetry. QED. 
 
Note 3:  
 
Minimal distinguishability is a dimensionality. So as to say, 
each condition of distinguishability is a spatial 
dimensionality.  
 
Theorem 2: 
 
A symmetry is a reflexivity within a heuristic array. 
 
Proof: 
 
ii is an iteration within the minimal dimensionality of a 
heuristic space. It can be written Ђ1/з1 = Ђ2/з2 = Ђ2/з2 

without loss of generality. For a spatial logic minimally 
dyadic, Ђ2/з2 = Ђ2/з2 follows. QED. 
 
Definition 5: 
 
An operator is a symmetry over a dyadic argument.  
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Definition 6: 
 
An internal operator is formulatable within the space of its 
arguments.  
 
Theorem 3: 
 
An epistemic space can have no internal operator.  
 
Consider the operator ◊. Consider a transformation Ђn/зn ◊ 
Ђm/зm ¬ Ђp/зp. Alternatively, Ђn/зn ◊ Ђm/зm ¬ Ђq/зq. But 
Ђp/зp   =  Ђq/зq is a symmetry. QED. 
 
Definition 7: 
 
A generality is a symmetry of monadic arguments. 
 
Lemma 1: 
 
A generality is non-formulatable within an epistemic space.  
 
Proof: 
 
A generality is formulatable as a symmetry. But a symmetry 
is a heuristic. QED. 
 
Definition 8: 
 
A level of generality G/ln is an order of argument. 
 
Theorem 4: 
 
G/ln for any denumerable n is expressible within a heuristic 
n-space. 
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Proof: 
 
Ђp/зp   =  Ђq/зq implies a generality. The generality is 
namable as the operation Ђp/зp  ◊   Ђq/зq ¬ Ђp/зp  =  Ђq/зq, 
namable as Ђp/зp  =  Ђq/зq = Ђp/зp,  namable as Ђp/зp  =  Ђq/зq 

= Ђp/зp= Ђp/зp. QED. 
 
Lemma 1: 
 
A reflexivity expresses the generality of a heuristic space. 
 
Proof: 
 
The generality Ђp/зp  ◊   Ђq/зq ¬ Ђp/зp  is expressible as Ђp/зp     

= Ђq/зq = Ђp/зp for a heuristic space operating over an 
epistemic space, without limit. QED. 
 
Lemma 2: 
 
Any element of an epistemic space can name a generality of 
a heuristic space. 
 
Proof: 
 
An epistemic space maps to a heuristic space as Ђq/зq ≠ 
Ђp/зp, more generally as Ђq/зq ≠ Ђq/зq. The heuristic space 
maps to the epistemic space as Ђq/зq = Ђq/зq, more 
generally as Ђq/зq = Ђp/зp, which, as a symmetry, is the 
condition of generality. QED. 
 
Note 4: 
 
Minimally, one level of generality beyond the object space is 
required to construe an operator. 
 
 
 



 - 34 - 

 
Definition 9: 
 
A description is a symmetry from an epistemic to a heuristic 
space.  
 
Note 5:  
 
Symmetries order generalities: Ђp/зp  = Ђp/зp —> G/l0; Ђp/зp  

= Ђp/зp —> G/l1; Ђp/зp  = Ђp/зp = Ђr/зr —> G/l3. 
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