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SILVAN MÜHLEMANN – THE MANIFESTO OF DIALECTICAL POSITIVISM 

1. ON FALSIFICATION, GOEDEL’S PROOF AND THE OMEGA POINT 

Ashish Dalela has outlined that collective happiness may be considered a criterion of truth. This opens up a perspective to re-join fallibility, 

dialectics and Gödel’s incompleteness theorems. Karl Popper’s fallibility principle has been deemed self-contradictory, because it 

supposedly makes itself into an absolute truth claim. But with happiness as a truth criterion and unhappiness as a falseness criterion, it is 

clear that experiences of reaching an Omega Point (the Infinite) are possible which falsify – albeit temporarily – the principle of falsification 

itself. It is not contradictory to assume that theories can be absolutely true at one moment of history, but not at another moment. For 

example, Hegel’s “Absolute Knowledge” and Goedel’s “Incompleteness theorems” may constitute such a truth experience for the individual 

who comes to understand them in first place, although they may also be considered meaningless – and thus untrue – at a later point of 

history. The validity of a proof chain can be analysed by using deductive logic, its premises, however are granted by collective adhesion. 

(1) Hypothesis we want to refute: That which is unprovable and irrefutable is not necessarily meaningless. 

(2) Kurt Goedel’s implicit assumption: What is impossible is n ec es s ar i ly  impossible. (Otherwise, his proof about 

“formally undecidable propositions” would be meaningless. That is, Goedel presupposes the validity of the Law of 

Identity ‘A is A’ and also the Tertium Non Datur, which excludes the possibility of meaningless propositions. “In 

fact, Goedel doesn’t demonstrate. He effectuates a mental experience; he recurs to a “proof by the absurd” (…) – 

what the ancients called “proof by the impossible”. This name is explicated by the fact that, being the 

consequence of one of the two premises, the conclusion declares an impossibility: that one state of things and its 

contradiction are simultaneously true. To eliminate the impossibility, the contravening premise needs to be 

inversed in to its contradiction.” Source: Paul Jorion. Le mathématicien et sa magie. 

https://www.pauljorion.com/index.php?no_article=30; 14/10/2018) 

(3) Result: Possible is everything that contradicts itself or doesn’t contradict itself. Thus Goedel’s proof –insofar as it 

operates with the Ex contradictione sequitur quod libet – is meaningless. 

(4) (3) follows logically from (2), as following: 

i) DEFINITION of Possibility: Possible is what doesn’t contradict itself. 

ii) AXIOM: Everything is either possible or impossible, but not both at once. 

iii) SUPPLEMENT: If something is either possible or impossible, it is possibly possible, possibly impossible. 

iv) From (ii) and (iii): Everything is possibly possible, possibly impossible. 

v) SUPPLEMENT: If something is possibly possible, it is actually possible (Proof: By assumption (2) 

something impossible – that is the same as: not possible – is neither possible nor possibly possible). 

vi) SUPPLEMENT: If something is actual, it is also possible. 

vii) From (iv) and (v): Anything is possible. 

viii) From (vii): Nothing is impossible. 

ix) From (viii): The impossible is possible. 

x) From (viii): The impossible is impossible. 

xi) From (ix)-(x): The impossible is both possible and impossible. 

xii) Proposition (xi) is true and provable through the prove chain (i)-(x), but contradicts the Axiom. 

xiii) The proof chain (i)-(x) cannot be discarded, therefore we must discard Axiom (ii). This means: 

xiv)  There is at least one actual fact which is both possible and impossible. 

xv)  Per definitionem (i): There are actual facts that contradict themselves. 

xvi)  From (vi) and (xiv): What contradicts itself is a l so  possible (against definition (i)). 

xvii)  RE-DEFINITION of Possibility: Possible is what contradicts itself or doesn’t contradict itself.  

SUPPLEMENT: This implies that the category “possibility” doesn’t have a well-defined meaning, neither exclusively the meaning of 

Leibnizian Identity Logic, nor exclusively the meaning of a Hegelian Contradiction Logic. All arguments that operate with the category 

of possibility are affected by this. That is: all arguments besides purely empirical arguments which in turn are affected by David 

Hume’s Induction Paradox (as threated by Karl Popper): if a scientific theory has not been falsified, it’s only a so-far-so-good 

conjecture which may at any moment turn out to be an illusion in the light of new counter-evidence. The reason we want to avoid 

contradictions cannot consist in either the Law of Identity or the coherence with reality. It is because we want to meaningfully 

engage in conversation: it is because communication always has a purpose and we want our speech to be recognized by others. 

5) If you assume that (2) is meaningless, then Goedel’s theorems are also meaningless. 

6) If you assume that (2) is false, then Goedel’s theorems are meaningless. 

7) If you assume that (3) is true, then Goedel’s theorems are meaningless. 

8) Because of (4), Goedel’s theorem is also meaningless if (2) is true. 

9) Since (2) must be false, true or meaningless, Goedel’s theorems are meaningless. 

https://www.pauljorion.com/index.php?no_article=30
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2. EQUIVALENCE AND CONTRADICTION OF DIALECTICAL POSITIVISM WITH GOEDEL’S PROOF 
 

As a result of Goedel’s incompleteness proofs, we know the following statements to be true: 

(1) Truth is not decidable. That is, there is no correct and universally applicable algorithm for 

determining what is true, and what is not true. 

(2) Truth is not recursively axiomatizable.  If we have correct recursively axiomatized theories 

about what is true, they will inevitably be incomplete. 

(3) Truth is not definable (in the language in which the truths are expressed). 

Four commentaries to this summary of Goedel’s proof (taken from the mathematics manual of Peter 

B.  Andrews): 

1. It is possible to infer from the form “Truth is not x-able” to the statement “Possibility is definable”. 

(If possibility were not definable, we could not know whether truth is x-able or not.) 

2. It is possible to infer from the statement “Possibility is not definable” to the form “Truth is x-able.” 

(Since, if possibility is not definable, anything is possible, anything is x-able.) 

3. It is possible to infer from the form  “Truth is not x-able” to the statement “Possibility is 

undefinable”. (If we don’t know the meaning of truth, we cannot know the true meaning of 

possibility either.) 

4. It is possible to infer from the statement “Possibility is undefinable” to the form “Truth is not x-

able”. (If we don’t know the meaning of possibi l ity , we cannot know the true meaning of 

decidability, recursive axiomatizability and definability.) 

Therefore Dialectical Positivism and Goedel’s Incompleteness proof are both the same and not the 

same theory: they refute each other and they imply each other. They are meaningless. 

 

3. EQUIVALENCE AND CONTRADICTION OF DIALECTICAL POSITIVISM WITH LEIBNITZ’ 

MONADOLOGY 
 

In his Monadology, § 17, G.W. Leibnitz makes the observation that “perception may not be explained 

by mechanical means”. This statement is equivalent to Hegel’s observation that “the appearance as 

an appearance is the supra-sensible” and Bolzano’s axiom “We have representations”. This 

statement is also equivalent to our statement “What is possibly possible is actually possible”. The 

appearance of possibility guarantees the actuality of possibility.  But asked about why something (in 

general) appears to be possible we can only ever give the answer “because it seems possible”.  This 

amounts as well to the doctrine that there are “holes in the mechanism”, that effectively there can 

be no self-awareness; it’s appearing things that we observe, not “appearances”. (As pointed out by 

Jean-Pierre-Voyer.) In other words, consciousness is intentionally structured. Human beings are 

indeed “un-extended” monads which are mirroring the world around them. Leibnitz attributes 

“perceptions” and “appetitations”. However, there is a problem with the Monadology: if all other 

individuals (monads) are likewise structured, there is no substance to perceive (to mirror.) The 

impossibility of self-consciousness brings with itself the impossibility of knowledge. Therefore the 

desire for knowledge must make place to blind erotic appetite (implicated and denied by Leibnitz). 
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4. THE AXIOMATIC FOUNDATION OF COMMUNISM 
 

META-AXIOM 1: The Axiom of Logos: Meaningfulness is a goal which should not be contested. The purpose of 

communication is to make us either d i rec t l y  happy (through recognition), or in di r ect ly  happy (through pleasure). 

META-AXIOM 2: The Axiom of Ratio: The concept of po s s i b i l i t y  is non-definable. Proofs by the absurd are insufficient.  

Axioms are indemonstrable (because of Meta-Axiom 2: demonstrating implies a proof by contradiction), thus we can only 

judge them by their consequences and material conditions (because of Meta-Axiom 1). This is called meta-deduction. 

AXIOM 1: The preference for consistency (Law of Contradiction): The more self-contradictions contained in a theory 

and/or contradictions with experience divided by the total number of phenomena it describes, the more (intellectual) effort 

it takes to uphold a belief in it. Goedel’s proposition is meaningless in a communicative context. (Contradictions and 

meaningless statements create doubt and doubt creates a feeling of unhappiness and thus unease. They are also less likely 

accepted by the community. They make us directly or indirectly unhappy – by the depravation of recognition or pleasure).  

DEFINITION 1: A fact is a true (coherent) representation of reality to which we collectively adhere. 

AXIOM 2: The preference for simplicity (Sufficient Reason): The r es u lt/o ut come  of the belief in a theory or the doing of 

an action being equal as the comparable belief in another theory (as per Meta-Axiom 1) or the doing of another action, we 

prefer the action that takes the least amount of energy to perform respectively the theory that takes the least intellectual 

effort to get to understand. The simpler a theory is, the easier it is to understand. There must be sufficient reason to invest 

into a theory. As per Meta-Axiom 2: Because everything, in principle, is possible: what is not n ec es sa ry , is fo r bi d de n. 

CONSEQUENCE 1: It is logic to do or believe everything which gets you social recognition and only that. 

CONSEQUENCE 2: It is rational to doubt and/or not to do anything unnecessary and only that which is unnecessary. 

CONSEQUENCE 3: Since only social recognition is absolutely necessary, consequence (1) is the sufficient reason for 

consequence (2), and consequence (2) is the sufficient reason for consequence (1). Therefore Axiom (1) is the sufficient 

reason for Axiom (2) and Axiom (2) is the sufficient reason for Axiom (1). Therefore Axiom (1) and Axiom (2) are the same. 

DEFINITION 2: Pleasure is the absence and/or suppression of intellectual and/or physical effort (labour). 

CONSEQUENCE 4: Recognition is the necessary condition of pleasure. Pleasure is the sufficient condition of recognition. 

Therefore, the pursuit of recognition can be reduced to the pursuit of pleasure. However, it may be rational to trade 

present pleasure for future higher pleasure, but it is never rational to trade present recognition for future recognition. In 

other words, non-pleasure is tolerable to the degree that the (perceived!) perspective of a better future makes you happy. 

Non-recognition on the other side, is torturing your mind. Non-recognition is never n ece s sar y , but cont i ng e nt . 

CONSEQUENCE 5: Money is the dominant form of social recognition, and social recognition is the same as happiness, 

insofar as it makes you feel confident about the future. Happiness is nothing else than a positive outlook on the future (a 

religious faith), and money is the object into which all faith has emigrated historically. Thus saving is more rational than 

consumption and/or investment. But since d i ssa v i n g  means profit and sav in g  means loss for the society as a whole (and 

eventually implies the breakdown of the monetary economy) money, in that sense, is self-contradictory. That is, the social 

relationship “money” is auto-destructive. There is no sufficient reason for money to exist, thus it must disappear. 

THE NEGATIVE-SELF-REFERENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE COMMODITY AND THE PSEUDO-SUPERIORITY OF MONEY 

Capitalism derives from the authority of the State’s constitution: capitalist Ratio-Power is embedded in the State’s Logos. 

Private property (competition) is the necessary condition of value. Value is the sufficient condition of private property. 

Value and price of the commodity fall always a part in much the same way as truth and demonstrability fall apart in 

Goedel’s proof. Value is u n dec i da bl e , and undecidable properties are meaningless (as we have seen). The commodity is 

the negative-self-referential object. It is an object to which a price is attached. Implicit in the price is the declaration of the 

commodity “I’m not worth X ounces of gold”. Otherwise the owner of the commodity wouldn’t give it away. Here we have a 

perfect analogy with the Liar’s paradox and it is well known that commodity-sellers are always lying. Still they admit it. But 

if consequently everyone retired money from circulation, the monetary communication system would collapse. Thus money 

cannot be qualified a true medium of exchange. Unlike language, it is only a medium of exchange in appearance. 
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5. THE BREAKDOWN OF THE MONETARY ECONOMY AS THE BREAKDOWN OF ECONOMICS 

 

Jean-Pierre Voyer’s dualist ontology – parallelizing Frege’s notion of function and object – tells us that “everything that is 

not object is an appearance”. The meta-axiomatic of “Preference for consistency” combined with “Preference for 

simplicity” demands that subjectivism be abandoned. The theorem of value-dissociation criticizes the male-western-white 

subject. This critique could be more substantiated if the subject in the sense of self-consciousness was actually proven to be 

an illusion. The founding myth of modern science, the idea of process and schematic is embedded in the money-form and 

also constitutes a dualism of subject and object. But according to Theodor W. Adorno, the object is more real than the 

subject. However, due to his materialism, Adorno fails to see that the object, the thing-in-itself, is actually knowledge. 

There is no object “capitalism” and another object “identity logic”. Capitalism is identity logic. Capitalism is knowledge. 

And knowledge, since at least Goedel (if not since Socrates), must be paradoxically structured. Roughly speaking, during 

enlightenment some philosophers knew that there is no knowledge. At the dawn of postmodern era, everyone knew that 

there is no knowledge. We’re currently passing to a post-postmodern stage where “everyone knows that everyone knows 

there is no knowledge”. We’ve not yet arrived at this stage, since there are obviously influencers who try to impose their 

opinion on others. All distributive advantages – as in game theory – may be boiled down to the capacity of being better 

informed than others (and thus anticipating the future better). Class struggle is the same as the struggle of classifications 

(Bourdieu). Therefore postmodernism of the second degree is the same as a communist society. It knows no class 

distinctions as it knows no classification distinctions either. Common knowledge becomes common pleasure (no effort). 

The economy is no real institution, it is an appearance in the sense of illusion; but the belief in the economy is a real 

institution (Voyer). Therefore the breakdown of the monetary economy can be nothing else than the breakdown of political 

economics and its subjectivist dogma. Wanting monetary profit, wanting to accumulate wealth for the sake of wealth 

instead of being immediately happy is actually illogical behaviour. Value is undecidable. It is nothing the external world 

could give us. Further, we cannot know (identify) the future, because every appearance is a miracle (Voyer). Anything is 

possible. Giving fundamental u n cer ta i n ty  about the future, saving for the worst case is rational. If this knowledge 

becomes common knowledge, capitalism will end. Note that one and the same fact that brought down real socialism will 

also bring down capitalism: you cannot rationally plan. (For if you want to plan everything, you would also need to plan the 

planning.) Humans do whatever their desire tells them to do, but desire is not localizable “inside” the subject. In that sense, 

and in that sense only, we agree with the school of theoretical economics which calls itself the “Axec Project”. It is clear that 

their use of the expression “economy” has nothing to do with the ordinary use and resembles more a Hegelian Concrete 

Totality (since they explicitly consider methodological individualism – the explanation of a whole by its parts – a failure.) 

QUOTES 
 
“The existence proof of general equilibrium, which is based on subjectivebehavioral axioms, is replaced by the existence 
proof of a final turning point, which is based on objective-structural axioms. The final turning point is characterized by an 
irreversible switch from profits to losses for the business sector as a whole and marks the beginning of the breakdown of 
the monetary economy. This has nothing to do with any market failures or irrationalities. The final turning point can be 
preceded by an arbitrary number of temporary profit/loss reversals and is in full accordance with the households’ optimal 
intertemporal consumption plans.” – Egmont Kakarot-Handtke. Mathematical Proof of the Breakdown of Capitalism 
Source: https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/52910/1/MPRA_paper_52910.pdf 

 
“Jevons composed his value theory of nonenties. These creatures are elusive. Subsequent formal refinements did not 
eliminate the fundamental flaw but made it only harder to detect. A vacuous formal structure is one that cannot be 
interpreted in some domain. For want of any correspondence in the monetary economy, Jevons’s approach could not 
produce viable results. Roughly speaking, Jevons made value dependent on subjective factors. This paper gives a rigorous 
formal proof that value is determined by objective conditions. Within the structural-axiomatic framework there is no formal 
spare room for the major behavioral nonentities utility, optimization, rational expectations, and equilibrium.“ – Egmont 
Kakarot-Handtke. The Logic of Value and the Value of Logic; Source: https://poseidon01.ssrn.com 

“By looking at the economy as a whole, which can be done with the help of an objective formal starting-point that radically 
reduces the complexity of the real thing, it follows that total profit of the business sector is determined in the elementary 
case of a pure consumption economy by two factors: 

 by the relation of consumption expenditures to total income, 

 by distributed profits in the period under consideration.”                              Source: https://www.axec.org/profit2.                            

https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/52910/1/MPRA_paper_52910.pdf
https://poseidon01.ssrn.com/
https://www.axec.org/profit2
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6. Digressions on Spencer-Brown 

 

                   
“The first initial allows changes in the number of marks which are positioned side by side, therefore it’s indicated by 

“number”. The second initial describes that marks that are written within each other may be sublated respectively 

introduced. It allows to eliminate and create marks – that is, it allows for the creation of levels – thus it is called “order”. All 

calculations of the indication calculus are based on these initials, and the calculation is developed by finding and 

distinguishing general patterns of calculation. Since we distinguished the direction in which an equivalence sign is read, the 

initials are each describing calculation operations: It is possible to condensate two crosses written side by side to one cross, 

and it is also possible to affirm one cross, such that two crosses are written side by side; further it is possible to eliminate 

two crosses written within each other respectively to compensate the non-marked state with two crosses, such that two 

crosses written within each other appear. Based on these four forms, the indication calculus can be built.” (Felix Lau. Die 

Form der Paradoxie, Systemische Forschung im Carl-Auer Verlag, Heidelberg 2012 (2005) Translation S.M). 

C = Consequence, I = Initial of Arithmetic, J = Initial of Algebra, (a, b, p, q, r) = variables 

 

With the second consequence (C2), another consequence C3 may be demonstrated (Ibid. p.79-80): 

„In his text, Spencer-Brown continues to calculate 

also with variable (indeterminate) partial 

expressions. He finds (and proves) the theorems of 

invariance (form of position) and variance (Form of 

Transposition), which are used as initials by the 

primary algebra”. 

“Theorem 8 (Invariance) is proven by replacing the 

variable p by the two possible meanings (the 

marked and the unmarked state), which results 

both in the unmarked state. 

“Theorem 9 (Variance). By replacing r with the 

unmarked state, there is an immediate identity of 

both sides of the equations. Is r the marked state, 

the partial expressions ‘pr’ and ‘qr’ result in the 

marked space. After Initial 2, the inner crosses are 

sublated, such that on the left side there is only 

the marked state (…) The right side of the ninth 

theorem must be the marked state, if r is marked. 

Thus it is proven that the ninth theorem is valid for 

any occupation of the variable.” 

Ibid. p.74-75 
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„We can start a succession of returning commands, to transform an initial expression into other, equivalent 
expressions which differ only in their length: One after another, a and b are separated by a distinction. With the 
exposition of a step sequence of equivalent expressions, Spencer-Brown shows that the expression S1 may be 
transformed in a way as to create expressions which are built in the same form; such that a and b, separated by a 
cross, are exchanged for each other in a fluctuating way” (ibid., p.89) 

 

 

In such a way, any distinction between A and B may be transformed into a paradox where A = B and B = A. 

1. C3 is applied, which states that any 

expression may be written twice, 

side by side. 

2. With consequence C1, the b of the 

first partial expression is posited 

under two crosses. 

3. According to Initial J2, the right 

partial expression may be written 

under the two crosses who are 

posited inside the left partial 

expression. 

4. With CL, the right partial 

expression within the cross most 

on the outside is being simplified. 

5. After consequence C1, the two 

crosses which contain b may be 

canceled. This expression is called 

S2. 

“Because of the specific, repeated pattern of 

the endless sequence of expressions, we may 

represent an infinite expression (…) Because 

of its special form, S1 = the equation S (…) 

From there, we get the (negative) self-

referential ‘oscillator’ function O and the self-

referential “memory” function G” (Ibid.p.91f) 

1.

. 
2.

. 
3.

. 
4

.. 

 3.

5.

.. 

 3.

Proof of CL: C1, J2, C5, C1, C4. 

Proof of C5: C1, C4. 

Proof of C4: C2, C2, J1. 


