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THE TRUE SYSTEM OF TELEOLOGICAL NATURALISM (S.M.) 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

Nature (according to the functionalist view) is contradictious and there-

fore teleological – because it is both static/particle and dynamic/wave. 
 

Within human societies, the wave-form develops into commodity-form (i.E. 

the processus commodity-money-commodity) and the capital-form (i.E. the 

processus money-commodity-money). Price is the unity of subjective 

preference (use value) and energy conservation (exchange value), 

establishing mathematics as being both tautological and paradox. 
 

On the level of classification, consciousness tries to identify its need, 

to gain self-knowledge and become an autonomous economic actor. But this 

act of self-identification must fail for “the appearance as an appearance 

doesn’t appear”. The subject is faced now with three possible solutions: 

forbidding self-consciousness (the way of the foundation axiom), allow 

for self-contradiction of consciousness (the way of the anti-foundation 

axiom), or turn to formalized, symbolic language (Russell’s type theory). 

 
 

Science may either be founded on mechanism (randomness) or teleology (end-in-itselfness, 

that which is meaningless, non-utilitarian). Contrary to intuition, that which is random (non-

predictable) is not meaningless (randomness may be defined, altough it cannot be proved) 

and what is meaningless is not random, because it follows a pattern: self-contradiction. 

Another way of saying this is that randomness is the absence of a determining goal 

explaining reality – for if you go back in the chain of causality, at one point you need to 

introduce randomness (the so-called “Big Bang”) – and meaninglessness is the absence of a 

determining cause/ the adhesion to convention. A system more complex than nature could 

measure nature’s randomness; however nature is more complex than physics, economics, 

mathematics and linguistics, simply because all of these systems are part of nature.  

According to me, physical objects are in-themselves contradictious by a probability of 0.5. 

Either that, or we cannot observe nature-in-itself. The epistemologist Ernst Cassirer talks 

about the conceptual distinction substance/function as guiding principles of science. 

Conceiving of nature as a «substance» conceals nature. Substantialist/predicative thinking 

works like Aristotelian syllogism by attributing predicates to arguments: All A are B, C is an A, 

therefore C is a B. But the first premise in such a syllogism cannot be empirically verified 

(according to Karl Popper). Alternatively, following the functionalist/relational logic of 

thinking, the true message of the two-slit-experiment can be seen as an “ontological 

contradiction” corresponding to the appearance of imaginary numbers. Real numbers are 

always equal to themselves (x’ = x,) whereas imaginary numbers are unequal to themselves 

(x’ = -1/x). Economics is the physics related to commodities and prices are to economics as 

complex numbers are to physics. Economics is more complex than physics, but less complex 

than money. Mathematics is more complex than economics, but less complex than thinking. 

Finally, linguistics is more complex than mathematics, but less complex than language itself. 

The paradox of quantum theory reappears at every successive hierarchical level of language.  
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For the price statements and the relationship of assets/liabilities in accounting, it holds true 

that either the “substance of value” is baseless speculation and value is random, or, 

alternatively,  X = Y ↔ X ≠ Y. The proposition “this commodity is worth X dollars” by the 

seller entails “this commodity is worth less than X dollars”; “This commodity is worth X 

dollars” by the buyer implies “this commodity is worth more than X dollars”. (As observed by 

E. Kakarot-Handtke, in macroeconomic terms, the household’s sector’s dissaving is always 

equal to the business sector’s profit, therefore +1 = -1, therefore 1 = 0.) For consciousness, it 

holds true that it cannot consistently classify itself. The working class is the class that works/ 

thinks for everyone who doesn’t work/think for him/her-self. Does it work/think for itself 

then or does it not do this for itself? This is the undecidable meaning of Bertrand Russell’s 

antinomy: R ∈ R ↔ R ∉ R. For linguistics, finally, it holds true that communication is either 

impossible or meaningless (If mentioning an object is a way of using an object, it is possible 

to derivate/create a contradictious "object" simply by mentioning it, i. E. “The following 

statement is true” ↔ “The previous statement is false”. If, on the other hand, mentioning 

and using are distinct operations and “this statement” is only the name of a proposition in a 

metalanguage discourse, and not the proposition itself it refers to, communication becomes 

impossible. When I hear “The name of this mister is Smith”, the name “Smith” is mentioned, 

not used, and I could never be told anyone’s name in the first place. This paradox was 

discovered by Elizabeth Anscombe and relates to Alfred Tarski’s semantical concept of truth 

and Kurt Gödel’s incompleteness theorems.) To summarize, if in physics imaginary numbers 

describe an underlying reality and if in economics prices and profit describe a reality, then 

reality is contradictious. If in mathematics, particularly set theory, the observer is a blindspot 

but nevertheless real, and if in linguistics the use of names is a blindspot, but nevertheless 

real, then thinking and commmunicating is contradictious. From all this it follows that either 

a) there is no knowledge and I might as well assume everything to be random or b) 

everything is necessarily contradictious. Because of Gödel, Russell and G. Chaitin, neither of 

these statements will ever be proven or disproven. So it is our subjective choice to support 

those theories which make us happy. To me, it seems more fulfilling to recognize and resolve 

contradictions in reality than to abstain from any intellectual speculation. Communication is, 

after all, at least (at most) 50% meaningless, and to that extent, it is not a means to some 

distinct utilitarian cause, but rather an end-in-itself. By thinking about wheter we should 

behave altruistically – as well as by communicating –  we have in fact already decided 

ourselves for behaving altruistically.  I suppose, this is also Jeremy Griffith’s point of view: 

that communication is an end in itself and not a means to an end. These assumptions can 

also be related to thermodynamics, positive entropy representing randomness and negative 

entropy representing meaninglessness (contradiction) in my sense. As Hegel said (contrary 

to Marx) – the absolute is essentially a result, not a mechanistic cause. Malheur aux vaincus! 

P.S: Karl Popper and G.W.F. Hegel are often seen as opponents, but in truth the PREDICTION of 

UNIVERSAL contradiction of things-in-themselves doesn't JUSTIFY any PARTICULAR contradictions 

which, when observed, may then be used to falsify a philosophical system or system of empirical 

science. So the Hegelian Dialetic is perfectly compatible with progressive ideas. 
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PRACTICAL CONSEQUENCES: NEGATIVE DECISIONISM 
 

Negative decisionism may be summarized with the following postulate: 
 

NEVER TAKE CONSCIOUSLY A NON-WELL-FOUNDED DECISION! 
 

It consists in 2 premises and a conclusion : 
 

i) While communicating and thinking about wether we should act altruistically or 
selfishly, we already have acted in a selfless, altrustic way. 

ii) A decision to act selfishly or altruistically can never be well-founded. 
iii) But precisely because of that, we should act altruistically, that is, in so far we 

remain open to different possibilities of how to act. 
 

Escaping reflection by the means of reflection is impossible (Vittorio Hösle). The 
philosophical system that founds negative decisionism is a result of the precedent 
considerations –  inspired by G.W.F. Hegel, Ernst Cassirer as well as other philosophers. 

 

ANNEX: The difference between ‘predicative’ (substantial) and ‘functional’ 

(relational)  thinking (as elaborated by pedagogue E. Dägling) 
 

Elisabeth Dägling has found the following illustration for the functionalist/predicative world view: 

 

By looking at the details of the individual figures 
and the relationship in which they relate to each 
other, a solution can be found in a predicative way, 
line by line and column by row. The 'lid' and 'floor' 
of the figures remain the same, while the walls are 
straight, once bent inwards and once outwards. 
Columnwise, the walls remain the same, while 'lid' 
and 'bottoms' are straight, bent inwards and 
outwards. A functional solution succeeds with the 
idea of movements. For this purpose, starting from 
left to right, the vertical lines (the 'walls') of the 
first figure in each row are pressed inwards once 
and drawn outwards. Columnwise, the same 
movements take place along the horizontal lines. 

 

“Durch die zeilen- und spaltenweise Betrachtung der Details der einzelnen Figuren und der 

Beziehung, in der sie zueinander stehen, kann auf prädikative Weise eine Lösung gefunden werden. 

Zeilenweise bleiben ‘Deckel’ und ‘Boden’ der Figuren gleich, während die Wände einmal gerade, 

einmal nach innen und einmal nach aussen gebogen sind. Spaltenweise bleiben die Wände gleich, 

während ‘Deckel’ und ‘Böden’ gerade, nach innen und nach aussen gebogen sind.  

Eine funktionale Lösung gelingt mit der Vorstellung von Bewegungen. Dazu werden ausgehend von 

links nach rechts zeilenweise die senkrechten Linien (die ‘Wände’) der ersten Figur in jeder Zeile 

einmal nach innen gedrückt und einmal nach aussen gezogen. Spaltenweise vollziehen sich die 

Gleichen Bewegungen an den horizontalen Linien” (Elisabeth Dägling. Die universelle Regel. Wie über 

die Regelung der Informationsverarbeitung die Welt im Kopf entsteht. Sierke Verlag, 2013, p. 261). 


