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To mentors, colleagues, and friends expressing opinions and making decisions backstage. 
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What, Now?
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Observe these young people’s dread of independence and their frantic desire to “belong,” to attach themselves to some group, clique or gang. Most of them have never heard of philosophy, but they sense that they need some fundamental answers to questions they dare not ask—and they hope that the tribe will tell them how to live. They are ready to be taken over by any witch doctor, guru, or dictator. One of the most dangerous things a man can do is to surrender his moral autonomy to others.

—Ayn Rand​[1]





Previously we found ourselves stuck in production, substitution, and proximal situations presenting dangers reflected in philosophies and arts such as fatalism, acquiescence, and guilt. At history’s end no language exists other than the sheer animality of command. Opinions—once discussions that confessed or revealed truth—are now held under the guise of command and ordering the will. Productive logic results in negation—hence refresh, negation, refresh, negation, rinse, wash, repeat. 

Always need an enemy. Always need an opponent. The victory is mastery over the other. Grouping and unity is sociologically adept. Production of negation positions me against it: opposition. You make me lose. You make me wrong. Either way, I’m wrong. I’m made to be indifferent, to be an object to stand against and will about. 

Opinions become heightened by antagonisms of gaming and competition. They are something we are at “home” with; therefore, they may not be easily dislodged. Opinions are something heavily guarded and defended. 

Let’s see if we can find a way through this.

Let’s begin by thinking about the language of life.



	[image: ]

	 
	[image: ]





[image: ]


2

I’m Wrong

That’s Life
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And to imagine a language is to imagine a life-form.

—Ludwig Wittgenstein​[2]



At the end of his philosophical career, Michel Foucault became concerned with a definition of life. Living should always be considered, he once lamented, as “the proper domain of error.”​[3]  “With man,” Foucault decreed, “life reaches a living being who is never altogether in his place, a living being who is fated to err and to be mistaken.”​[4]  

Realize that being wrong or made wrong is also something befitting to life itself.

The primordial rise of opinions happened this way: We are mortal beings fated to err. It seems that if there is a purpose, it must be our purposive engagement with reality and with one another. 

Hans-Georg Gadamer’s interpretation of the famous Parmenides poem fragment suggests such an interaction. The “opinions of the mortals” (doxai brotôn) means something quite complicated if we reflect upon it.​[5] When doxai brotôn is used in the poem by Parmenides, it refers adamantly to “the common views of the people,” but only if we try to refer to something categorically and logically. Looking at this term outside of contesting discourse, a forcible yes/no, right/wrong, and outside of apophantic manifestation altogether, then we realize that “brotoi” was once also used in epic poetry as a synonym for “human beings in general.”​[6] Gadamer stressed that brotoi refers to “the common lot of us all—in contrast to the immortals;”​[7] it refers to our lot as mortally existing living beings. Our “common lot,” indeed, is opinions analogous to our common existence. There’s ontology to it. 

Reality opens itself up to living beings destined to always be at odds with it and with one another—a constant discomfort and agitated mistakenness. This spans outside apophantic discourse (logic and reason), or as Georg Simmel once noted, “Perception is a non-logical act.”​[8] Transcendence spans categories.

The “common lot” of all mortals lies not only in a constant state of existence, but an existence erring also. It is because of error that man strives to get beyond error, in his discourse with himself, others, and nature. His very nature is mistakenness. He has to push beyond the game of opponent and contest —beyond survive/die, win/lose, fight /flight, right/wrong, open/close, or active/passive dualism.

What Friedrich Nietzsche said about life was quite different. He made an awkward point worth considering, noting how complicated our erring really must be.


One must by all means stretch out one’s fingers and make the attempt to grasp this amazing finesse, that the value of life cannot be estimated. Not by the living, for they are an interested party, even a bone of contention, and not judges; not by the dead, for a different reason. For a philosopher to see a problem in the value of life is thus an objection to him, a question mark concerning his wisdom, an un-wisdom. Indeed?​[9]



To complicate the matter further, Aristotle said thinking and inferring must either rest or be arrested by something.​[10] Its journey is to seek home with something. Thinking is a passionate flight upon the painful path of the logos, as Socrates once described.​[11] Gadamer interpreted this way, “In truth, we are faced here with a speculative problem having to do with the inseparability of the truth of logical thought from experience and plausibility.”​[12]

James Madison was aware of the same issue. Short of defining and clarifying a new form of government, he had to reflect upon the problem of ever possibly being able to define objects of human thought through avenues such as words and names. He exclaimed:


Besides the obscurity arising from the complexity of objects and the imperfection of the human faculties, the medium through which the conceptions of men are conveyed to each other adds a fresh embarrassment. The use of words is to express ideas. Perspicuity, therefore, requires not only that the ideas should be distinctly formed, but that they should be expressed by words distinctly and exclusively appropriate to them. But no language is so copious as to supply words and phrases for every complex idea, or so correct as not to include many equivocally denoting different ideas. Hence it must happen however accurately objects may be discriminated in themselves, and however accurately the discrimination may be considered, the definition of them may be rendered inaccurate by the inaccuracy of the terms in which it is delivered. And this unavoidable inaccuracy must be greater or less, according to the complexity and novelty of the objects defined. When the Almighty himself condescends to address mankind in their own language, his meaning, luminous as it may be, is rendered dim and doubtful by the cloudy medium through which it is communicated. ​[13]



The early American conception held an awareness of our faults in language. Language should always be given the possibility to open up and be free in its movement, sensation, and circulation. This is because language itself is never fully complete to begin with. Language never reaches a complete description of reality: It errs and has to err. To think of deity, the indiscernible or indescribable can never be completely held in a word or sentence. Also, if deity were to exist, we still would not be able to completely hold it by name or word, remaining confounded by our inability to describe its awe.

Oddly overlooked is that Thomas Paine knew of the same issue. While he critiqued common law, “the commons in behalf of the people,” he also posed a critique of language itself.  He said: 


Though the expressions be pleasantly arranged, yet when examined they appear idle and ambiguous; and it will always happen, that the nicest construction that words are capable of, when applied to the description of some thing which either cannot exist, or is too incomprehensible to be within the compass of description, will be words of sound only, and though they amuse the ear, they cannot inform the mind ​[14]



Language has a life, a life that errs, and thus a mortal life also. What is “common,” as it were, to some of the most important realms considering the human animal (e.g. the social, political, and philosophical) is this problematic concern with language, more specifically, how to define thought through words.  

Something at this point needs to go beyond the logic of the opponent, the game of contest, the dual opposition of definitive and absolute right versus wrong, correct? 

This is why language never completely gets to it: We err. Language circulates, gathers complexity, complicates itself, and then gets beyond that. To live, to be a thriving human life, is to err. This is also why language changes and still never gets us fully there. It pushes itself at the envelopes and thresholds of reality, never fully reaching a syncing substance with it. Language has to be allowed this function; it has to remain open to possibility and multiplicity, never suppressed, held back, no paths blocked, especially by the fullness and totalizing rigors of contest and oppositional dualism. Language must open plurality and multiplicity while dissolving impediments or barriers, thus striving toward possibility and beyond. 

If this isn’t the case, then something is fundamentally problematic.

Maybe we have confused concept with signature, especially in regard to opinion and life. Rather than a concept that wishes to be described and expressed purely as something remaining “inert and unproductive,”​[15] signatures may be things and thoughts that leave their marks—remnants only partially signified by their true nature or virtue. Rather than concept, we may be dealing with signature, an unspoken language at the level of mimicry that become the “complete archive of nonsensuous similarity.”​[16]
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