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“Iyere bundle,like twmk the pronoun ’we’ in 'We,the

~~dictator’s soul.,—On the other hand,man,

g Russell's 'I' s‘ta_nds for a hmmikmxmixrmmrts

¥(Oficket Club;’ so that # if a house could talkem
‘and of course some do=-=,expressing itself in a critical
fashion,it ought to say *We,the bricks,boards,nails,eee;’

and each brick should say 'We,the molecules,...’ and so
on,wikh notthing knowing where *o stop. Non serviam,when 2°
used by us,must be dralned of its ege alfogether,and the _
ego replaced by bundled non~egos. Any other kind of self would
im presumably arisem from the transmigration of some

operation,must renounce thought as something groper to him .
above Hex all else in nature; he is lowered to o
TRy lovel of w mere toolfand thus can do no more than smxm
jxrve,a tool,like any instrument,being of its nature movens
motum. A rather wnusual tool,at fhat: an instrument withouE
a principal agent,like a sign that does not signify,or a
relation adrift without terms; for the mx the fool-maker
and agent is buried by the idea of one computer giving birth
‘to another,especially since Lord Russell has shown something
to the effect that we may have tools of tools and nothing but
tools without end,so that ewxything may well = in the service
of nothing. Non serviam appesrs to be a hoomerang.dmsshomrersryshenc:
SR AP NG IR PO DO IS S S, TR WG B @ L I& ,is admittedly&ffimt to

Mr.CeS.Lewis’s That Hideous Strengg )-

in 't’he ordexr( 1)-

think or talk about these things{which reminds one of a chapter in -




In the same Old Testament,to which A.M.Turing’s

instance of a theological argument refers,there is

also question of one who declared Non serviam;

Whereupon this person got himself Involved in a

multitudo negotationis(Ezesxxviii.l6). St.Thomas

explains,lapsing to the baroque,that"the activity

of the Bearer-of-light,averted from the First One,

was bent upon the many of inferior things,it being

their primacy that he coveted’{QQ.Quodlibetales,

gdl.5,8.7). Thought and action were turned towards

the scattered multitudinous. The sophist,toco, in

his elaborate ratiocinations,unrestrained by truth,

draws at will upon the infinite store of ens per accidens
(including an infinity of logies),and thus con%ri'ves to

make the worst appear the better reason and that which

is the least to ssem the most: whatever there is

most of appears what more truly is,and nothing is but @

what is not. For instance,of Mr.Smith,not to mention the events
composing hin as a bundle,there are far more particles .
than men on earth. The choice will be simple enoughi

" +h many conveyed by 'a mere bundle’ of fleeting . . cdev
~dgocurpances’ have far mors the nature of sheer many

than have the integral parts of a totum per se. Hence,

t+o meet the new standard of being,what co more suitable
than to fathar the rational animal as a mere bundle of @
occurrences rather than as a substance; for substance,

as Lord Russell proclaims(with loud cheers from the gallery),is a
4% “"hopelessly muddle-headed notion”, 5till,seeing what the
*wexsd word ’substance’ evokes in his mind(A History,pp.200-202),

- sogsoemnamkxfakt we must agree with the verdict. Accordingly,
AM¢ Snith’ "is a collective name for a number of occurrences,”
‘gomewhat as in the case of ’liy name is Legion,’ 3
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In the same 0ld Testament,to which A.M.Turitdg’s

instance of a theological argument refersy there is ’
.~akso question of one who declared Non serviam! {Jercem ﬁLeQ

Whereupon this person got himself involved in a 4

multitudo negotationis(Eze.Xxviii.1l6). St.Thomas .

explains,lapsing to the baroque,that”the activity 9’& Z?‘I-M/,

! averted from the First One,

was bent upon the many of inferior things,it being

their primacy that he coveted”(QQ.Quodlibetales,

gdl.5,a.7). Thought and action were Turned towards

the scattered multitudinous. The sophist,too, in

his elaborate ratiocinations,unrestrained by truth,

draws at will upon the infinite store of ens per accidens

(including an infinity of logics),and thus contrives to

make the worst appear the better reason,and that which -

is the least to seem the most: whatever there is

most of appears what more truly is,and nothing is but

what is not. For instance,of Mr.Smith,not to mention the events

composing him as a bundle,there are far more particles

than men on earth. The choice will be simple enough:

the many conveyed by ’‘a mere bundle’ of fleeting

"occurgences’ have far more the nature of sheer many .

than have the integral parts of a totum per se. Hence,. .mis

to meet,.fhe new standard of being,what could be more sﬁf%ﬁh}e

th’,dﬂ'f&'c;;,?fhther the rational animal as a mere bundle of "+t

occurrences rather than as a substance; for substance,

as Lord Russell proclaims(with loud cheers from the gallery),is a

xx “hopelessly muddle-headed notion”. Still, seeing what the

fwoxd word "substance’ evokes in his mind(A History,¥p:200-202),

wadexnrmkxfaxx we must agree with the verdict. Accor: ”;%,

s,

AZHrSpith’ "is a collective name for a number of occurre
wiiisomewhat as in the case of ‘liy name is Legion.’ A
"Lord Russell’s ‘I’ stands for a kmmikmxmExmuwsmmks = ..’
. mere bundle,like %(wm=% the pronoun 'we’ in 'We,the: iy
" Cricket Club;’' so that sm if a house could talk-= -7
and of course some do--,expressing itself in a critical
fashion, it ought to say *We,the bricks,boards,nails, ...;’
and each brick should say 'We,the molecules,...’ and so
on,with nothing knowing where to stop. Non serviam,when
used by us,must be drained of its ego altogether,and the
ego replaced by bundled non-egos. Any other kind of self would
1 presumably arisem from the transmigration of some
_-dictator’s soul.--On the other hand,man,when viewed in the order
-.. operation,must renounce thought as something proper to him: .
- above kkex all else in nature; he is lowered to )
T Tfhg~level of g mere tools,and thus can do no more than sexmie,
’ ;@hgéfve,a tool,like any instrument,being of its nature moveng
“¥motum. & rather unusual tool,at that: an 1nst¥um§nt w1EEou§y
a principal agent,like a sign that does not signify,or a
relation adrift without terms; for the mk the too}-@aker'
and agent is buried by the idea of one computer giving bl;th
to another,especially since Lord Russell has shown somgthlng
to the effect that we may have tools of tocols anq nothing bgt
tools without end,so that evrything may well be in the'serv1ce
of nothing. fon serviam appears to be a boomergng.&xxxxgxx'
AREX AR KNI RYX L FAE XX REXHiRgxorxxexxad 1t is admittedly difficult ?o
think or talk about these things(which reminds one of a chapter in

Vr.C.3.Levis’s That Hideous Strength);Fhegg,rquq*gkaﬁ;gmguhynriﬂd
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formalized in such a way that

one is able to ses the structures of configuratiens of
certain "strings"(or sequences)of "meaningless"signs ,how
thoy hang together,are syntactically combined,nest in
one another and so on. '
A page cobered with the "maningloas" marks ef this
calculus speaks for itself,as does a mosaic,an abstract design,
a geometric diagramj...(l)

(1)Ernest Nagel and James R.Newman,Goedel's
Proof,in The World of Mathematics ,pp.1675—6

K¥hat does'calculation'mean? The werd comes frem calculua which
, Mm -/l[— &“{;M
eriginally meant 'pebble! %orc the intreductien of aymbols/‘pebblos Hm

' betebpvorrinna o ane watel o %(M
were ugsed in counting) AT° calculate meant to ‘make cloar'how units

there are were in a collection whose mumber was unknown,by comparing
Hap o f:w:f '?m e a{
it with a collection of pebbles jwhose bl
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7 Lhoy |2 Véxen two or more c]asses are equal,we gay that their

number is the'!same number',no matter what they may be the classes of—
0T moxs
people,horses,or pebbles. To establish that two/classes have the same

'.'.,‘vi

*
mmber,is to achieve exactness or rigour. ) :




(x) A difficulty might arise here in connection| with the notiens
equality,similitude,and sameness or identity.W§Asaid that the number
of equal classes is the same number.E.g.,if the number of a group of
pebbles is ten,and equal to the number of letters in the name
'"Washington] the number of both classes is idlwmikkmat identical. But
this does not mean that they are the same tenjone group are pebbles,
and the other letters. Aristotle explains this in Physics IV,c.l4,
R24a2:"It is rightly sald,t00,eseeses...and the other horses."(Oxfard
transl.) However,such distinctions and problems are irrelevant to )
the symbolic construction we are about te consider=.

'Equal' is gaid of objects that are 'one in quantity; 'similar' when

they are 'ene in quality! Xzammk 'sams,' in the sense of identical,when
they are'one in substancelas in 'the man next door,and the ene you saw

at Mindy's,are the same man.! Nwl W

e
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. m day pursued the 'aﬁ:éﬁﬂ-tic method te

(3) "David ¥ikmx Hilbert has in. +isal nrevesitiena.including the axioms,
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How can we show/in the light of & simple emmgfe;;mt syrﬂbo]ic

construction mea In the sx case of counting with the fingers
of one hand,to find the cardinal number of the letters in the
word 'five,! 'five fingers' will signify kwxk the number of letters.

But if instead of fingers we wxm put domn the symbol 5,ths symbol

itself can be used in counting,just as if the very ayfnbol ware
the cardinal number of the class.

The cardinal number of the class C is thgs seen to the symbol
representing the siaxx set of all classes that can be put into
ons-to-one correspondence with C. For sxample,the number five is
simply the nsme,or symbol,attached to the set of all classes,each
of which can be put into one-te-one correapendence with the {ingsrs

of one hand. (1)

(1)Edmard Kasner and James Newman,Mathe-
matics and the Ima tion,Simon and
Scmster,New York 1949,p.31.
The reason why the arbitrary marks used in calculation are
meant to "symbolize directly the thing talked about®(2),can be ssen
best in the case of large numbers. Ifymaperatingzwithxsysbsizyen
xsdzhmcrisnaidxexdis kinetiyza tl thwzaivamein xafz hezaixsx zonxol SX SN
taxwimh st xsynel sxnagxow refarvadysnzrouidz ge koxawhevex
If,in performing the operations upen symbols we had to abstract from
gux symbols ‘
these/qua purely cperational,and attend piecemsal to all the elements
in the class,like in counting directly with pebbles, even 5 X 25 would
be relatively involved; let alone lolo,which,as a symbel,is perfactly
clear,while no one can visualize such a wreExx mumber anymore than
an infinite one. This means that in calculating we do not have teo .
interpret the symbols in the operation itgelfs which is another way
of saying that the eperatien is purely mechanical. If we had te keep
ought te dm
in mind their meaning,as we/mrxt do when using words,we could get :
(3 '
nowhoro.) The interpretation of the symbels st remain quite exirinsic {
to ths actual eperatiens upen them; we muat prescind from symbols ;
as signs,divorcing them altogether from the order ef repressntatien, f :

and commit curselves to nothing that & machine could not do. In the

(?) James Ncwman;m world of Matematics,p.1852.

;

“ VAR "
(3) "David ¥ikex Hilbert has in our day pursued the axiomtic méthod to
its bitter end where all mathematical propositiens,including the axions,
are tumed inte formilas and the game of deductien proceeds from the
axioms by rules which take no account of the meaning of the formlas.
The mathsmatical geme is played in silence,witheut words,like a game of
chess, Only the rules have to be sxplained and commnicated in words,
and of course any arguing about ths possibilities-ef the game,for
instance about its consistency,goes on{the medium of words and appeals
to syidence." Hermann Weyl,The Mathematical Way of Thinking, in The World
of Mathematics,p.1848. T

Y2




What should be noted at. this peint is that mathematics nowadays
is held té be exactly the game with meaningl;ss symbols played according
to fixed rules,and that,as Poincare gaid,it is ne more necessary for
the mathematician than it is for these machines to know what he i
is doing. Like the symbols,the operations themselves are meaningless,
until the non-mathematician intorpret# them, -

What strikes us first of all in the new mathematics is its
purely fermal character. tingxxxinzgtnlxxiin! 'Imagine,' says
Hilbert,'three kinds of thin ?:
“which we will call points, stralght ‘lines, and ‘"‘““““f??~_————

planes; let us agree that a straight line shall : o
be determined by two points, and that, instead
of saying that this straight line is determined
by these two points, we may say that it passes
through these two points, or that these two
points are situated on the straight line." What
these things are, not only do we not know, but
we must not seek to know., It is unnecessary,

and any one who had never seen either a point or
a straight line or a plane could do geometry

just as well as we can, In order that the words
pass through or the words be situated on should
not call up any image in our minds, the former is
merely regarded as the synonym of be determined,
and the latter of determine.

Thus it will be readily understood that, in
order to demonstrate a theorem, it is not necessary
or even useful to know what it means. We might re-

place geometry by the reasoning piano imagined by
utanley Jevons; or, if we prefer, we might imagine
a machine where we would put in axioms at one end
and take out theorems at the other, like that leg-
endary machine in Chicago where pigs go in alive
and come out transformed into hams and sausages.
It is no more necessary for the mathematician than
it is for these machines to know what he is doing."
—~- Henri Poincare, Science and Method, trans. F.
Maitland, Dover Publications, Inc.: New York, 1952,

p.147
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SIS T apolication is broa¥€hed
because of a mot@apidorical extension of

their meaning. Thus 'governor' originally
meant a steersman on a boat,’spirit’ meant -

breath; a bend in a pipe is called an
fmidemim ‘' elbow, ‘the corresponding parts (H %M E, /\/4705) op.cit
of a pipe-fitting are galled "male’ and/ /,7 ., o :
' female,’ and so on.”[I do nof know whether /1" )

the authors mema imply that every extend&i%

of a word from its original meaning is
metaphorical. At any rate,we distinguish
between metaphorg,where the meaning of
the word is not mkmagmd changed{as in
‘the lion-heartedf§ and analogy;in which
a new meaning is “imposed upon the word,

as ximxkhkmxwmxsm Xin‘the light of new [Mtw
evidence,’or 'the governor of the stateS > R
In both examples(1light,governor),the same i o 5 theY
word may be interpreted either as a . . —-——""""J , Z /

At bl e /& L )'

metaphorg,or as an analogous term{(Cf.
SteThomas,Q.Ds de Poten;l:ia, ﬂ
The point we wish to make is that
P . ¢W4QV4L4¢MC§¢Zuéq/

Muf all extended meanings ame metaphorical, % A
’ it) followg that the proper sense of T - e Ultiung by Mj

word must be identified either with ’that ot /- b
VM>T¢H€nce the word was akkemxkakswh takeng® to signify,’ Tede,

as 'understand’ from ‘under’ and ikxkamzk

kxkarr% ‘stand;’ or with’that which the »

word was originally intended to_mean,’ as ‘matter’ for timber.

S ee: <hreakkz Hence,if%man sees

that 10 is a large numberyxthough small

compared to the infinite,’to see’ mwﬁé&f&wm a

metaphorf.@”,‘(words like %k®m ’'understand,’

' confer, ’ conclude,’and so on,could s

possibly signify- anything proper to man.-—

Y. it i o Ll Hidlegigin
M.'&.ao}u‘iz%ﬁw /fwf. N4, /.959, s ley on
Aohachin s muadln
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In the same Old Testament,to which Mmm A.M.Turing’s
instance of a theological argument refers,there is
also quesfiion of one who declared:Non serviamlf
Whereupon this person got himself involved in
a multitudo negotiations(Eze.xxviii.1l6). St.Thomas,
in a mood of baroque scholasticism,explains that”the
Rersdfedmkk activity of the Bearer~of-light,averted
from the First One,was bent upon the many of inferiox
things,and it was their primacy that he coveted"(gg;
Ouodlibetales,qdl.5,a.7) Thought and action were
turned towards the nmimmrkmmtmmmm mere multitudinous and
the scattered,for their own sake. Now the sophist,too,
in his elaborate ratiocinations,unrestrained by truth,
draws at will upon the infinite store of ens per accidens
(including an infinity of logics),thus contriving to make the
worst appear the better reason and make to seem the least ] Aones
that which is most;se=idwet) whatever there is most of ~
appears what more truly is,and nothing is but what is not.
ZFor instance,of Nr.Smith,not to mention the events composing the
bundle,there are far more particles than men on earth.The
choice will therefore be simple,seeing that the many conveyed by
’a mere bundle’ of fleeting ’'occurrences’ have far more the
nature of sheer many than have the integral parts of a
totum per se. Hence,to meet the new standard of being,
what could be more suitable than to father the rational
animad as a mere bundle of occurrences rather than as a
substance#for substance,as Lord Russell once decreed,rousing
yimRmxrel loud cheers from the oollery,is a "hopelessly
nuddle-headed notionfibmcirepiinonmweesgs \yhaot he has in mind ae A2 sses
waddenmmne that word,we bught & agree with e
Accordingly,¥xx® ’‘lr.Smith’ becomes a collective term,"“““*“m“-;%é@fam.
as in ‘ly name is Legion.’ On the other hand,man,in the T 4 7?
order of operation,is lowered to the level of a mere
+ool,and thus can do no more than serve;a tool,like any
instrument,being of its nature movens motum.(A rather strange
tool,at that/an instrument without a principal agent, *tie"
like a sign that does not signify,or a relation adrift,
without terms; for thie maker and agent is buried when one tool
gives birth to another,seeiﬁ%f?ussell has shown kkak something
to the effect that we may have tools of tools and nothing but
tools without end,so that everything may well be in the service
of nothing.)--Whether or not we believe in Sacred Doctrine is
“not at present to the point. The plain fact remains that the
literature to which Turing refers sets forth a strophe for
~ which we have provided an antistrophe: we have echoed the
wef NN S8TViAN T} st the attending desire of primacy for the sheerest
w . many; not in the romantic way of Karl Marx quoting Aeschyles’s
‘ Prometheus,nor by merely enslaving “some of these infernal
machines’(as Z.T.Bell calls them) to do the repulsive drudgery;
but in identifying science with the mechanical process itself,
making what goes on in the computer to be one and the same with
the highest form of life,namely,thought. And it is worthy of note
that the keenest joy is expressed when such reductions are mabe.
Similarly,the scattering thought finds an entitative counter-part
in the mere bundles that are Mr.Smith,Earl Russell,etc.; a dispexrsio
that should be carried on and extended to the universe as a wholee
the supreme heap of bundles that outbundles them all. Russell has
said that we may one day blow up the universe,and he is appalled at
the horrible pxmp prospect. Yet,it being by nature already so much
out of joint,one can hardly see what there is of the universe to explode,
or that it could make much difference;nor why any one should redally
care,seeing thatyto whatever there is in the universe it will Dbe as k&
4

if it had never been.Besides,it would all happen st wéﬁf{m&;@
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here is always a danger when a reader offers suggestions about a esm sample
of Erriting. UndZi‘ the rﬁbric of correctness (which often is a very pgli}id thing
indeed), the reader makes remarks whose gffect would be t o rob the writing
of all of its btyle! - the mind as approximately embodied in turns of phrase,
and in the order .and rhytlm of parts within the paragraph and within the sentence
jtself. I am not in favor of the tampering with whole sentences by another.
Therefore, at present, I have limited myself to suggestions that may involve
an addition of a word or a short phrase, rather than interfering with the very

march of the phrases themselves. :

I just want to mention a consideration which you probably have reflected
upon and judged. I mention it, not to criticize any of the sentences as such
in the sample, but to alert you ( as the New Englanders say) to a modern
problem in style. The modern American has become accustomed, even in his
school manuals, to a verysimple order within the sentence, which marches along
almost unimpeded by modifying e clauses. In many of your sentences, there is
a quasi-periodic structure in which the punch phrase comes ab the last. To
me this is admirable - but two factors should be noted. The modern reader,
his taste in a puerile state fromthe impact of jet-propelled journalism, may
feel entangled in a verbal thicket when he encounters subordinate clauses,
especially if the matter is of any degree of difficulty. - Thus, because of
the irritatlion engendered in him es by his momentary panic in his progress
through the sentence, he may fail toe xperience that glow of satisfaction
when the illumination becomes full in the last clarifying phrase. Secondly:
English has the defect of producing ambiguity and confusion in subordinate

. clauses becuase of its lack of identifying tag-endings on the words. There-

fore, the modifiers of Inglish clauses have to be as close as possible, and
the antecedents of the opening words of a phrase must be clear.

I think that most of the time you escape the pitfalls admirably. I
only want to suggest that sometimes the splitting of complex sentences into
bwo or more sentences is the only graceful way of projecting a phllosophic
conception. ’ :

1. Will the reader understand the meaning of 'formaliged' from the previous
text? '

2. TFouwler might prei‘e.r lag! instead of t'like!' here; maybe: as our chips are
used in playing poker. I suspect that tused! should be inserted to
maintain parallelism in structure in the two phrases.

3. Vould it be necessary to say here: the number of each, or thdir numbers
rather than their number? I just suggest it - I think that it is under-
standable as you have i#r it in the context.

ho Group is collective, I think. Perhaps could say % One group is composed

of pebbles and the other of letters. —

5. Fowler objects to 'the reason why'. Still, it is used widely in U.S.
to-day. To avoid this use here would involve some intricate changing .

6. Is it possible that a reader emy may be confused by gqua operational?
e.g.- that the qua operational is the way the abstraction is made,
rather than that from which the abstraction is made. True, the pos-
ition you have g iven shows that qua purely operational modifies symbols.
tinsofar as they are purely operational! may emphasize it.

7. tlet alone.' is bothersome. I don't know if it is favored in writing,
although you hear it in speech.




8.

9e

10.

11.

12.

13.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19

20.

The last phrasc gives at present an awkward relation to. the rest of the
sentence., Perhaps could say after toutside the mind! and thus, no

. less than the symbols, drained of any meaning whatsoever.

I am of the opinion that expressions like this "inversely proportional
to such and such® throws the ordinary reader. He usually has to stop
and figure it out.

‘goes on in' is awkward in English and abbiguous. Also, I think

the in has to be repeateds what is in (or perhaps - what is present in)
and what takes place in...

. Perhaps more clear to say: in the same way in which the s tuff that

the marks are made of _1_s_ there in the machine.

Ferhaps : it should be noted at this point that... sounds better than
what should be...

Some might not see that human machinery is being talked about .
Perhaps insertion of one word might make absolutely clear.

What does the 'this' refer to precisely? In the last sentence, you
talked of man's perversity, but Turing doesn't mention that aspect,
but rather refuses to make any distinction between man and machine,
which is in the backgrounl of your previous paragraph.

Could you insert ‘lattitude! or 'view! - such as this attitude appears
to stand out ; insertion might prevent wonderment about the antecedent
of this. The when, which I suppose is a kind of introductory word to
the quotation is too far removed by-the-intewwening- from that which
it modifies by the intervening clauses. Or perhaps better simply
drop the as. Also, the it here pecaure of the relation to the this ,
bzcomes uncertain

that it is time to realize he is on a level with the wheelbarrow,
though somewhht more involved, is likewise a refusals Ican't see
the relation of the underlined To the rest of this part of the com-
pound sentence. Perhaps something left out?

after old sense of 'thinking! - I think you have to insert something
1like - dominant in the period when. Otherwise, the when has no
antecedent.

.4 small point - the they might be thought to refer back either to

the ancients or todistinctions. Though I will admit, if you referred
to the distinctions, the word these would have been used.

Here it might emphabize the importance of the contrast if the word
meaning after single were underlined and also after manye. Though
perhaps the same emphasis could be g ained by underlingng the single
and meany. Perhaps even underlining of meaning throughout would
focus the attention of the reader onthis doctrine.

As matter for timber has the air of a pun in English. Perhaps - as
matter meant timber .

The relation of : we had thought and named for reasons... is awkward.
perhaps very clear: that which we had thought and that which we had

named for reasonSe...
you see the we had thought is not given a clear relation to

for reasons whichaes
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21,

22.

23.

2k

I wonder about the phrase save in the sense of wind. If the last
part of the sentence is true, that there is no strictly scientific
evidence for matter, how does the wind help us to talk about spirit.?
Isn't the wind immaterial only by contrast to matter?

Perhaps you ought to specify further the word same here
Perhaps same explanatory structure or some other substitute.
As it is it sounds awkward. '

Perhaps at end of this sentence add: which operates in mechanical fashion.
In order to emphasize ~ else the sentence may end flatly and fail to
impress its point.

I think that you have to repeat in latter part of sentence -~ and therefore
man robbed or drained of his own nature. Perhaps the part in parenthesis
is awkward unless add % which~ne-%enger which then no longer exists

. except as an object of opporbrium.
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rom God’s Eo¢ﬁﬁmwﬂ“ between the wheels of mem thou Qﬁ%
ralk no HostH. A heart made rpoud by its own beg A\M$wm&oe
uined through its own dazzling Wupmwwﬂmmm.ﬁ.sw\ﬁo earth I must cast ﬁrm
an example for kings to see. @Hmmﬁ Jor” ﬂ of thine,all the
$ins ofthy trafficking, have Dpe mzmm thy sanctuaries; such
fire I will kindle wt:,evammHﬁ of thee as shall be thy
indoing, leave w#nxzwhﬁmmﬁ of dust on the ground for all to

daze at. Nomée ob earth that recognizes thee but must be

dismayed at the sight of theS ™ Oriyrwwirrtef—st

- ani shod—afd—ea .appongbi sﬁgw
St.Thomas explains,in a mood Nwww\wwatﬁlrm)wwHHiﬁf
baroque, that “the activity of the Light-bearer,averted from
the First One,was bent upon the many of inferior things,
it being their primacy that he coveted.”(2) Thought ANVOO.DSOQHMmeWHmm~QQH.m.m.q§mm 1.

and action were turned toward the scattered and multitudinous §§ § p Nmfw /

The sophist,too,in his elaborate traffick kings,unrestrained by truth,

draws at will upon the infinite store of ens peX accidens

(including an infinity of logics), and thus contrives to make the

worst appear the better reason,and that which is the least to

| / 2z Wb ,
seem the most: whatever there is most of is what

A

more truly is,and nothing is but what is not. What is Mr.Smith?
A mere bundle of occurrences. The choice is wmexmmgEmohe o sinple
one: for the many oow<mAwm& by 'a mere bundle’ om.mHmmﬁwﬁQ ABERUREEBNESHE




'occurrences’ have far more the nature of many as opposed

to one than have the integral parts of a totum per se.

Therefore,to me ‘'t the new standard of being; to -sumsmin

A/\

assert the tll&iﬂb primacy mmwwwmg.iwmﬁ

could be Bbwonmcwﬁmvwm than to father the rational animal as

a mere Uﬁb@wm_wm occurrences,rather than as a substance. OFf Mr.Smith,
QO

not to Embﬁwommwrm multitudinous events composing the bundle, there
UN

as, . 1
are far more particles than men on earth. Besides,substance,as Lord

Russel} proelaims(loud cheers from the gallery),is ”a hopelessly -

UNIVERSITE LAVA

FACULTE DE PHILOSOPHIE

muddle-headed notion.” PQQOHQMﬁQH<..EH.mBMﬁw. "is a collective

name for a number of occurrences,” somewhat bg# as in the case “My name is Legion.”

Each and every one of us are a crowd of something or other.

"I’ stands for a bundle,like the Igi

pronoun ‘we’ in .émnﬁrm Cricket Club.’ If a house could talk--and

of course some do--,expressing what lies behind linguistic convenience,

it would have to se say something like ‘We,the vaon.vomHmm. v
nails,ete.;” and,each brick in turn,’Ve,the molecules...’ and so

on ,with nothing knowing just where to stop. Besides, Xltakx whether
. /

CABINET DU DOYEN




it would then be as if it had never been,it is not at all clear
why it, or they should really care. Once we have banished the

role .of '‘good’ together with the organismic <wmiﬁww

(1) Some amkhmxx writers on
cybernetics-~some,like
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18,

20.

21,

22.

Not clear whether we are to observe in the ltght of computer=philosophy
or whether what has happened, has actually happened in the I fght
of computer-philosophy.

The possible conjunction of light and observe“fends to produce this
ambiaquity. -_— . T

| think that inserting epmp after the word appears in this sentence
"to be" might make it more easy for the reader. Otherwise, it
is necessary to go over thet part of the sentence several times. -

I+ is permissible to begin sentences with an of. BRut its connection
with the part to which it Is connected is interrupted by the phrase
"not to mention the events composing him as a bundle,".

Perhaps in this particular instance i t would be better to

state simply ="for instance, there are feor more particles in Mr.
Smith than there are men on earth, even if we do not consider

the events composing him as a bundle."

| only suggest this = | realize In this sentence it is difficult

to retain all the factors that you want. StIll, as presently

stat ed, 1t seems to me to be awkward, .

The use of the words "to father" in this sentence might be bothersome.
A question might arise in the mind of the reader as to the effect

that 1s gained by 1t here; especially since it is not part of an
extended met aphor.

The word 'nothing' here seems to tske on a hypostatic character.
perhaps it would be better to say "not a thing knowing where to
stop." :

Several points In this sentence that seem bothersome.

The necessity of the tmage of viewed is not apparent, It
seems to obstruct the sensee. A passive voice is introduced
in the middle of a sentence in the active voice. Perhaps
better to sitmply omit and say ="man, in the order of operation,”
or at the level of operation" or some such,

The relation of "proper to him™ and "all else in nature” is
obscure. If it is truly proper, then it seems it cannot belong
to other thinags in nature, 1|s the comparison: among all the
things proper to him, this factor above all; or rather is it
this factor is more proper to him than to any bther thing
in nature? ' '

| think the last phrase might be changed thus = since a tool,
l1ke any instrument, is of its nature movens mofum,

Otherwise, the word tool seems to partakiec of *eek fwo functions

simultaneously., l.~ naming as a noun knd thus #emphasizing)

what is contained in the pharse "thus can do no more than serve,"

2. is the subject of the subordinate clause that completes the

sentences | think this 'blinking! should be avoided.

The words "it being" seems awkward here. |s it better to savy,
"yet, since it is, scientifically speaking,.." | think that
the participle being suspended as it is, seems more awkward
than the straight indicdtive.




-= Whether or not we believe in Sacred Doctrine is not at
present to the point. The plain fact remains that the literature
to which Turing refers sets forth a strophe for which we
have provided an antistrophe. Weé have echoed the non serviam
as well as.the attending desire of primacy for the sheerest
many. The first,not in the romantic -way of Karl Marx
quoting Aeschylus’s Prometheuss nor by merely enslaving .
7somo of these infernal machines”({as lir.E.T.Bell calls them)
to do the more repulsive drudgery; but in identifying knowledye
and science with the mechanical process that may attend them;in declaring

what goes on in the computer to be one and the same
with the highest form of 1ife,namely,thought.Nor is it without
significance that keenest joy is expressed when such reductions
are mads. As to the desire of primacy for ths multitudinousness
of the inferior things,we have carried it to the order of the
negative many. For it is worth noting that Russell,in his remarks
on St.Thomas"s marqumnents professing to prove the existence
of God,” should be caught in a #)caical fiction in the kind
of infinity which draws its meaning from the art of calculation.
W51l these [arcements),except the one frem telefology in.lifcless
things, depend upon the supponed impessibility of a series
having no fixst term. Every mathematician knows that there is
no such impossibility; the series of negative integsrs endin
with minus one is an instance to the contrary” (opecite,ped62).
Further,the scattering thought finds an_entitative counter-part
in the mero bundles that are Mr.Smith, BEaxl Russell,etcs;

a dispersio that should be carried on and extended

to the universe as a whole=-the supreme bundle of bundles outbundling
fhem all, Russell has sald that we may one day blow up the universe,
and he is appalled at the prospect. Yot it -being,scisntifically P,
speaking,so much neither in nor out of joint,one can hardly see
what there is of the universe to explode in any significant sense;
nor is it at all clear why one should really care,seeing that to
whatever there is in the universe it will be as if it had never
veen. Besides,it would all happen according to law. If Mr, Smith
-'.‘al.a-w,t';w'-w»:c:wa:m- LR tﬂmmﬂm o
can accept his incumbent dispersal as he can the dissolution of
a cricket club,why should the same not hold of the whole bundle
of humanity? At least no one will experience surprise,as Loxd
Russell night point outs "Suppose you are walking in a thunderstorm,
and you say to yourself,’I am not at all likely to be struck
by lightning.’ The next moment you are struck,but you expsxriecnce
no suprise,because you are deads If one day tﬁe sun explodes,
as Sir James Jeans seems to expect,we ghall all perish instantly,
and therefore not be suprised,but unlsss we expect the
catastrophe we shall & have been mistaken (opscite,p.822), We now

have sound human reasons for ezpecting some kind of sudden dissolution

of all humar bundles,but why should we call it a catastrophe? Explosions
are going on in the universe right along,nox could we kive without

them.and who cares about the sun being burnt? Perhaps the

distinction some paople insist upon between the rational and the

jrrational is really the xm¥m revelation of a basic cruelty of

man tewards all other creatures,especially towards the ones that,

presumably,cannot suffer,
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Then when he says: "But since the
combination and the separation are in thought,
ete." .
He eliminates being as true and be-
ing by accident from the principal considera-
tion of this doctrine; saying that composition

- and division, in which the true and the false
are, are in the mind, and not in things. There
is, of course, a certain composition found in
things, too; but this sort of composition pro-
duces one thing, which the intellect receives as
one by a simple conception. But that composition
or division by which the intellect conjoins or
divides its own concepts is in the intellect only,
not in things. For it consists in a certain com-
parison of two concepts; whether those two things
are the same according to the thing, or diverse.
For the intellect sometimes uses one thing as two
in forming a composition; Jjust -as it is said: "Man
is man": from this it is plain that this sort of
composition is in the intellect only, not in things.
And for this reason that which is being in such wise
as the true which consists of this sort of composition
is different from those things which are beings in
the proper sense, which are things outside the mind,
each and every one of which is "either 'what it ist,”
that is; substance, or of such sort, or so much, or
some incomplex thing which the minds puts together
or divides," -- In VI Metaphys.,, lect.4, #1241
(ed. Cathala)




Now, from this he further concludes
that identity is unity or union; either by rea-
son of the fact that those things which are
called "the same" are many according to being
and yet are called "the same" insofar as they
agree in some one thing. Or because they are
one according to being, but the intellect uses
it as many to the end that it may understand a
relationship, For a relationship cannot be un-
derstood except between two extremes. Just as
when something is said to be "the same as itself",
For then the intellect uses that which is one ac-
cording to the thing as two, Otherwise it could
not indicate the relationship of the same thing
to itself. Hence it is plain that, if a relation
always requires two extremes, and in relations of
this sort there are not two extremes according to
the thing but only according to the intellect, the
relationship of identity will not be a real rela—
tlonshlp, but only of reason, inasmuch as somethlng
is called "simply the same", It is otherwise, how-
ever, when any two things are said to be '"the same“
either in genus or in species. For, if the relation
of identity were a thing bedsides that which is
called "the same", the thing which is the relation,
since it is the same as itself, would with equal
reason also possess another relation which would be
the same as itself, and so to infinity. Now, it is
not possible to proceed to infinity in things. But
in those things which are according to the intellect
nothing prevents it. For since the intellect reflects
upon its own act, it understands that it understands.
And this very thlng it can also understand, and so
to infinity., -- In V Metaphys., lect. 11 #912 (ed.
Cathala)
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comes from calculusg,which originally
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-+ - meant pebblex. kmwkmxdxwfxzimkexx Before the introduction of symbols,

pebbles were used imxraumk in counting. To calculate meant to find
at hand{let it be B)
find out how many units tk(lere are in t; collection[by comparing fm it with a given
let it be A :
fkxtim collection of pebbles/whose mumberxz is already known}aﬂd_thzn_m
collection=to BE S,
express—tiE-Tumssr ot thy; ~ifi~berme-of-bthe-rumberof~pstblerusedr

'the same number!

%ambnxﬁxzﬁnznn does not answer the question:What 1s this number that is the same

Lo fire A ceebon,
f:or both? ¥hat is the cardinal ber of # S

’ nfxetexentszuexfinxinz kher kimgkexantix collection of mwkinkas¥
ﬁebblss? or of the elements’ that make up the word XdmximimwixtxTiksxws

|

\

get to know that from M te #iﬂ ;;,and then from M to 'S.“ﬁ 11?
g6,does not refer to the elementE#,but to the collection of
letters from ¥ to E inclusive; that is:
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