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This book is dedicated to Nassim Nouri

With gratitude for her strength and courage

To be the beloved and best friend of a real philosopher

Who is thinking through the apocalypse.

“We’ll break on through to the other side,” my love.


Foreword by Uberboyo

Darwin asserted that life was a ruthless struggle where the fittest survived. This does not mean what we most assume: that what survives is always the strongest. The fittest is not the strongest, the fittest is the animal that best “fits in” with the surroundings. Take a mighty lion that could tear your throat out at will and plunge him in water. There he is a splashing gargling mess, vulnerable to the little fish who can snip at him until he tires and drowns. Or take a shark and toss him in the desert and he is at the mercy of tiny ants. Being the right fit for the circumstance is everything. In Darwin’s notion of how species evolve, grand cataclysmic events would take place that would radically transform the environment, like an ice age or terminal disease. This would kill off the old hegemon species and raise new ones to ordinance.

Here we get a first principle: being adapted to the environment is everything. No use being a muscular fish out of water. Now, the question arises: wouldn’t the most powerful trait an animal could evolve be adaptability itself? Well, let me introduce you to mankind. Man is not the strongest animal. Man is frail. A chimpanzee has far more relative strength. When pet chimpanzees lose their tempers, they often disfigure their caring masters by overpowering them, ripping their faces off, and breaking all their fingers. Yes, the chimp’s strength is far superior to ours, but strangely we could eradicate them off the earth if we so wished. This is because we put our investments in the right place: we made ourselves dynamic.

Mankind is the animal that can figure out any environment. You will find men in the barren deserts of Asia, high in the cold mountains, up the frozen tundras of the Arctic, and littered across the earth’s techno cities. Man developed general pattern recognition, reflection, and planning — and in return he became the world’s apex predator. This is not speculation either; we can see clearly what differentiates ourselves from the animals. The jelly hardware in our skulls that “creates” this trait of adaptability is our prefrontal cortex. This is the most developed part of our brains compared to animals. We share quite a lot of the rest of our brains with the chimps and gorillas, but our frontal lobes are huge compared to them. Well, is this a mighty calculator that gives us numbers? Are these faculties the ones that create language? Surprisingly no. The primary power of the frontal lobes seems to be the ability to inhibit other parts of the brain, and reconsider our perspective on things. With our frontal lobes we stifle the impulses that enslave the animals and entertain novel possibilities and make plans. They gift us forethought. This allows us to combat instinct, and reorganize it to suit new environments. Which is why we are the most capable of fitting into any strange situation you throw at us. Man learns new surroundings within a few years. If the environment shifts on an animal, their instincts condemn them to maladaptation, and they will die a sad sorry death.

In the fighting arts you see a wonderful illustration of this principle. In boxing, there is a saying that “styles make fights.” The notion here is that boxing is like a game of rock paper scissors: every boxer has a style, and every style of boxing has a counter. Take Muhammad Ali and his light, graceful skipping. Such a fast, light-footed fighter typically humiliates a big brawler like George Foreman. Everyone is scared of the big lumbering brawler, but Ali is like David against Goliath; he skips around him and surgically dismantles him. The fast man beats the slow but powerful man. Yet, Ali was buckled by Fraser, who was a much shorter man than most heavyweights. You see his style was the counter to Ali; he was a pressure fighter. He fought much like Mike Tyson. He would get close and personal and make the fight mean. The tall, fancy man is trounced by the low man who makes things ugly.

Now, boxing history played out this drama over many years until the arrival of Floyd Mayweather. Mayweather is the only undefeated champion in boxing history, the best fighter according to record. But, Floyd is small, and his hands are brittle. His fingers are prone to breaking — not good for a boxer. How was he so dominant? He’s certainly not the strongest, but he’s undefeated? What was his style? Well here’s the catch: he was fluid. He would play rock paper scissors right there in the ring, and adapt to his opponent in real time. His opponents often describe this as the challenge of fighting him. You train to deal with a version of Floyd, you make a game plan, you come up with patterns. Everything goes great in the first three rounds, and then all of a sudden Flyod is moving strangely and nothing is working. That’s scary. In McGregor’s famous bout with him, Conor noted how Floyd switched game plan four times. By the final form, Conor simply had no answer and capitulated. Consider this: the best boxer in history was not the fastest, strongest, or meanest — but the calm, observant man who could adapt.

This is all well and good in the jungle or in the fighting arts, but we’re here for the serious matter of philosophy. How is this relevant? Well, the precise problem that Jorjani tackles is centered on our relationship to this trait of dynamic adaptability. It’s clear that this trait is the path to the highest power, but when you look at how mankind orders its intellectual behavior you see the opposite approach to thinking is more common. Among Man you see rigid, ideological, and stiff thinking. Civilized Man feels threatened by death, war, and conflict and so clutches to a stiff way of seeing the world. He then raises it up to the mantle of “the only truth.” Of course, our grand religions are the best expressions of this. Three major religions all stemming from the one book and contesting that they are the real way to interpret it. Philosophy meanwhile hides in the shadows and is attempting to live up to mankind’s strength. It is flexible, empirical, and devious. It probes, doubts, and tinkers. For significant periods of history, philosophy was castigated as sin, evil, and devil worship. Yet, out of philosophy came the mental paradigm of materialism, which led Man to scientific thinking about the material world… and of course the total domination of earth that we are living through now. Yet again, this dynamic, pondering way of thinking proves itself valuable. Surely by now we’ve learned to honor it?

Well, this is where we hit some roadblocks. It is not a scientific project to organize the people towards an ideal; that’s a political and religious pursuit. It involves the messy world of instincts, anxieties, and biases. At the beginning of philosophy, Plato confessed that the people can’t be made “philosophical” and you simply have to spin a fancy enough yarn to keep them healthy, compliant, and out of the philosopher-kings way as they did the serious work. This was all well and good for much of history, but recently philosophy’s power levels became too naked and obvious. The competing gods died, and as Nietzsche noted, it flung society into disarray. Suddenly, the problem of philosophy became an immediate problem. Cultures anoint a god above them as a statement of their ideal, their goal, and their greatest power. Once the West loses its god, it needs something in its place. Philosophy has little interest in providing one for the dirty mob. In fact, it has learned to detest the mob and avoid it at all costs, but it seems now its hand is forced. Nietzsche himself took a fair whack at figuring out what philosophy could offer as a solution to this problem. His first port of call was to consider mankind’s previous ideals, and learn to think across them, to develop the capacity to jump between perspectives — to adapt to philosophical paradigms. Let’s consider this in the context of Islam and Christianity

The default ideal for primal Man is of course the strong man. These are always the first heroes. Hercules in Greece, Cu Chullain in Ireland. The Conor McGregors of prehistory who venture out and slay the monsters in the forests. The tyranny of prehistory is not the Orwellian state like our times; instead it is Nature herself with her array of horrific predator animals. Imagine the spooky feeling of hearing your foraging mother screaming, saying your sister had her skull crushed by a giant saber-toothed tiger while collecting berries. This beast dragged her body up into the high mountains where he lived in his cave lair. The ideal man is the first hero who was daring and capable enough to climb unto this cave and slay this beast. The shamans sing the stories of this hero to the young men and they all aspire to become like him. The ideal guides. Even in our time, this man of strength carries great weight. A common refrain among us Westerners is a rallying cry for the return of “strong men.” I don’t wish to dirty Jorjani’s work with mentions of celebrities of our time, but there is a noticeable trend of masculinity gurus moving to Islam. Why? Well, Islam nakedly expresses the ideal of the strong man. The Europeans once had paganism to provide this, but our Chrsitian conversion stamped them out as living traditions. Now Islam is the only truly operational religion that presents this ideal. It’s fascinating to notice how compelling raw power still is to mankind. Islam rules half the world, yet it is not a psychologically sophisticated religion like Christianity. As Schopenhaur said, its metaphysics are atrocious and it demands little psychological depth. It’s a pagan celebration of a warlord. We priggish Westerners like to dismiss it on that account, but this is our own shallowness speaking… not Islam’s. Muhammad is the man of strength, the first ideal. The Arab conquest was one of the most incredible in history. It was rapid, nearly as fast and as broad as Alexander the Great’s. Many of their battles were settled by heroic one-to-one combat by the best fighters from each army. They broke the Byzantine Romans in Egypt this way. Nietzsche said the blond beast of prey lived within the Arabs. Muhammad was strength reborn. He was the classical man: the super conquerer. It’s interesting to notice that the German collective unconscious took a liking to Islam as it began to fantasize about the possibility of a superman of vitality and strength. Nietzsche, Hitler, and many other Nazi high brass had many compliments for the “religion of the Moors.”

Let us turn to the worship of Christ. How dramatically different. Here is the opposite of a warrior. Here is the idealization of the limp man who conquers nothing. Jesus is a man brutalized by a regime of power. All Christ has is a conscience and he stands by it even as he goes through torture. This is an experience someone like Muhammad would have never gone through; the conqueror punishes and kills. Christ’s experience is the experience only a slave can live. Yet, this is profoundly relatable, as the vast majority of mankind will love closer to the slave than to the warlord. Even in modern liberal civilized life, our struggles are absent of glory and conquest, but telling the truth in the face of the lying state is a constant experience. As much as we’d like to fantasie ourselves as all aristocratic men of incredible power, in reality modern Orwellian states put us in this position of the Christian. Consider the irony that the modern state seems to particularly target the biologically strong. Are we now preordained to be martyrs for the beautiful? This Christian conviction has great merit. I’ve noticed that Christians often have enormous conviction in the face of modern state oppression. This was also noticed in the Soviet gulags. Some of the best “truth tellers” who broke the back of the symphony of lies were Christians. This illustrates wonderfully the power of ideals. This spirit is much more subtle and graceful than the will to power of Islam. This ideal imposes a deeper psychology upon Man. “Slave morality gives us depth,” as Nietzsche said. The man who wrestles with his conscience, who combats the mob, the system, and the regime for truth.

But is this ideal the best one for our times? Does it squarely fit our problems? The Christian martyr is rigid in his perspective, and he has to be if he is to die for it. Is it truly functional as the highest aim? Our age is not the same as all that came before. For 10,000 years mankind has organized into ruling aristocracies and ruled slaves. Class warfare has been the major theme. The warring dichotomy between master and slaves. Between the men of power like the Muslim aristocracy and the people who oppose them with their martyrs. History has endlessly cycled between these two forces, with little hint for the potential for progress. The only hope you have to escape this cycle is through the limp-wristed philosophers who believe in progress and in the future. As Nietzsche puts it in On the Genealogy of Morality: “Human history would be too fatuous for anything were it not for the cleverness imported into it by the weak,” or to paraphrase; “History would be little more than a repetitive affair of court intrigue, conquests , and declines if it were not for the weak. The priestly type, the unnatural man, made history interesting by giving it a destiny.” But isn’t this precisely what has happened? The philosophers have pulled it off and given us… new times… new paradigms… and hence the stumbling of the old ideals.

If we so wished, we could annihilate this world in a horrendous fireball of thermonuclear explosions. We could genocide any race of animal, including Man, out of existence. We have infamously acquired the quintessential god power which is to create rain, which the administrators of Dubai discovered comes with a “careful what you wish for” caveat. We are already one foot over the line of “godlike” powers. No matter what you may hear, we have progressed into something, and only very recently. Can Christ’s martyrdom really encapsulate the responsibility required to handle this? Can Muhammad’s will to power tell us how to use biological weapons? For the first time in a long time, we are in the future, and we are flung far into it. For all of European history under Christendom, Rome stood as a larger memory than the present. The Europeans of the Middle Ages lived among the ruins of a higher time. Their populations were all smaller than Rome, their architecture more humble, and the history more muted. It was only in the 19th century that London and Paris grew a population bigger than ancient Rome at its peak. It was only 200 years ago that we finally overtook Rome. A mere 120 years later we were using super combustible rocket fuel to blast metal cylinders coated in heat resistant alloys right up into the realm of the gods. Now we have practically invented telepathy with modern multimedia phones for rapid 4k video communication that will soon be directly interfaced with people’s brains through Neuralink. This is a new game, so what ideal is up to task? What should we lift up as the highest model of “good behavior?”

Nietzsche saw in ancient Greece that Man first became “philosophical” when he began to wrestle with perspectives on reality. Heraclitus, Parmenides, and the various pre-Socratics began to ponder what is reality. What is Nature? As the Greeks called it: Physics. In ancient Greece, Man began to think dynamically; he broke out of the previous paradigms and reached beyond paradigms. Isn’t this the perfect ideal in our times of breakneck speed of change? Can’t the only way be the way that puts all our paradigms to the test? Isn’t this fulfilling Darwin’s principle of championing that which makes us most capable of “trying on” new “fits”. What is technology? Only the rapid transformation of our environments? 200 years ago we were farmers and horse breeders. Then we shoved the peasants of medieval times into factories and cities. Now phones have been sellotaped to our faces and our ideological paradigms are crumbling once again with a neo-Protestant movement. How can anything rigid respond to this? If you “had it all figured out” twenty years ago, your ideas would have been smashed to pieces by the arrival of Neuralink technologies last year. Isn’t it more honest to say the uncertainty is the constant, and no frozen perspective will work for now? The best you can do is develop an attitude of dynamism, ready to change at a moment's notice. This is the most terrible thing you can tell the halfwit who likes to put on the dress of a philosopher. As Nietzsche castigated, beware of those who want to make a perfect system; our age is not the age of certainty.

Could it be? The winner is not the strongest ideology, the most perfect system, or even the “truest.” The “way” is to throw a posture of being able to see one perspective, then obliterate it and reconstruct another. Can you envision the Christ-centered reality, then moments later dethrone him and lift Muhammad as the higher ideal? Can you then ditch both along with the Abrahamic paradigm and develop a cold rationalism? Can you allow your rationalism to carry you to a biological realism? Can you shear through that materialism into quantum physics implying an inevitable Spectral Revolution? Can you grapple with the idea that several of these paradigms may be correct all at once? Newtonian physics still works for plotting artillery trajectories, but Einstein’s relativity is the paradigm needed for GPS satellites. Nietzsche called this Perspectivism. Jorjani is one of the few people who takes Nietzsche’s Perspectivism seriously and proposes we play with this scary toy. This is not bizarre or without historical context either. The stereotypical Zen monk says this all the time: the way is no way. Rigidness, fixed thinking, and mental stiffness are the primary obstacles the Eastern monks seek to smash through to achieve elite thinking, or in their words: clarity.

Is this the challenge laid at our feet? The East has a calmer wisdom than the West. Their religions are not historical or progressive; they are internal and psychological. Their track record is excellent: neuroscientists have again and again discovered meditative practices cause profound neural transformations within people. What the East offers is real. But the West has little patience for this, and this is our chaotic strength. We want history and we prefer to be caught up in a story. We are Faustian, twisted by angst. Instead of the godlike detachment of the Buddha, Prometheus dares to push history forward by sinning against the orders of the world; he dares to attach to the grubby creatures called Man and make them a force. He gifts them the power of the gods… and, lo and behold, this is not super strength, or flying wings… Prometheus saves mankind from the darkness by gifting them fire which shines far out into the distance and lights the way. The fire is what allows us to see further ahead and plan for what is coming. The glimmer gives us a chance to prepare, adapt, and react. Prometheus! The god of forethought and forward vision, and so the first philosopher of the future!


“Wisdom is a woman, and she only ever loves a warrior.”

— Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra 


Introduction

The most fundamental problem of Philosophy is the question of the future. It is no coincidence that Friedrich Nietzsche, who subtitled his book Beyond Good and Evil with the phrase Prelude to a Philosophy of the Future, is the same philosopher who reached back to the ancient Iranian thinker Zarathustra, so as to adopt a “second coming” of this visionary as the mouthpiece for his gospel of the Overman. Actually, as I explain in Novel Folklore (2017), Nietzsche saw himself as a kind of John the Baptist figure who was preparing the way for the return of Zarathustra as the philosopher of the future.

So, it is not lost on Nietzsche how and why Philosophy — as an enterprise in recorded human history — begins with the question of the future in the teachings of “the Persian prophet.” Indeed, Nietzsche goes so far as to claim that “only the Persians had a philosophy of history,” in a recognition of the fact that, prior to Zarathustra, every culture had only a cyclical and fatalistic view of time. The invention of the future and the future as invention is at the core of the revolutionary “revaluation of all values” that Zarathustra is responsible for, and that Nietzsche believes that Zarathustra will come back in order to complete — albeit by means of its dialectical reversal in the destruction of “the moral world order” that he set in motion. Again, this subject is addressed in my book Novel Folklore.

The purpose of the present discourse is to provide the reader with a summary of my philosophical project that can be read either as an introduction to my entire corpus or as a conclusion wherein that project culminates and crystalizes. It is, however, in no way a substitute for reading the many volumes of the corpus that I repeatedly reference throughout this text. That having been said, a number of defunct or revised positions in my thinking are clearly abrogated herein. The title of this overview is aptly taken from the fact that my work as a philosopher has, more than anything, revolved around the future as an idea with extremely provocative ontological, epistemological, aesthetic, ethical, and political dimensions with catastrophic implications.

Nietzsche, writing in the late nineteenth century, could just barely discern some of these as viewed through a glass darkly. But one thing is clear. If he were alive today (and perhaps a reincarnation of him is one of my readers), he would lament how Philosophy has apparently given up on the future. Almost no philosophers worthy of the name have addressed the imminent challenges that face humanity with convergent crises that are literally apocalyptic in scope and scale: the Technological Singularity, Catastrophic Disclosure (of putatively “Alien” Intelligence), and what I call the Spectral Revolution (attendant to mainstream scientific validation of Parapsychology). Almost no contemporary philosophers have addressed these inextricable and compound catastrophes, as well as other attendant revolutionary changes, such as for example an inevitable total revision of our understanding of human history and the forces that have shaped it, not just from the past into the present, but from the future into the past. But to make this statement, as Nietzsche no doubt would have with the same hindsight that we are afforded with, is also to make a claim about who counts as a philosopher.

A philosophical argument about the nature of reality and what it means to be a philosopher is called a Metaphilosophy. A philosopher has to think across all of the domains of Philosophy. These are: Ontology, or the study of the nature of existence, in other words, the logic of being, which used to be called “metaphysics” (there are various reasons why the term Ontology is preferable); Epistemology, or the theory of knowledge; Ethics; Politics, which ought to reflect whatever these ethical arguments and positions are; and, last but not least, Aesthetics, or contemplation of the nature of beauty, or of art, and the phenomenology of perception in relation to such questions, and so forth. A philosopher ought to think in all of these domains. The arguments employed by a philosopher, and the concepts that are developed by him or her, ought to be interconnected with one another, and be mutually reinforcing, in a way that is consistent across these various dimensions.

Men like Bertrand Russell or Noam Chomsky were capable of developing an incredibly complex ontology or sophisticated epistemology, and they were also politically active. They were both activists. Bertrand Russell was a prominent anti-war activist and activist against nuclear weapons development. Noam Chomsky has been a critic of manipulative corporate controlled media and has deployed a scathing discourse in opposition to various forms of state and corporate power, especially when they synergize into the “fascist” structures that he most abhors. But there is no intrinsic connection between the political activities of these individuals and the ontology or epistemology that they have developed. It is not as if there is a Russellian or Chomskian political philosophy that was developed in a coherent and cohesive way. Those do not exist. As far as I can tell, neither of these individuals even developed a properly philosophical position in ethics that follows from their ontology and epistemology and at least aims to be consistent with it.

A philosopher is someone who has developed ontological and epistemological concepts that then also can be reflected in coherent ethical and political concepts and deal with the domain of aesthetics as well. The domain of aesthetics is actually incredibly important because, as Heidegger and Nietzsche both pointed out, the atmosphere or world of a people that shapes their constitution, and patterns their consciousness on the most fundamental level, is determined by the attunement of the poets, artists, and architects of a people. They set up the architectonic of a world and set its tone. They are the tuning forks of the world of a folk and the composers of its lore. Even from the beginning of the history of Philosophy, what question do we find at the heart of Plato’s Republic? The question of artistic censorship, where Plato is explaining why the Guardians who run his proposed Utopia have to censor all kinds of artwork and poetry for the betterment of the population. (Despite my profound respect for Plato, I deeply disagree with this position and have always been opposed to any and all forms of censorship.)

The reason why it is necessary to think in all of these dimensions is that the task of a philosopher is to take nothing for granted, to accept nothing on authority, and to question everything fundamentally as part of being engaged in an enterprise of groundbreaking conceptualization. One cannot do that if one has unexamined political commitments or an unexamined ethical position. A thinker can be the most brilliant epistemologist in the world, but if he is beholden to a certain political ideology without having properly thought through it or his ethics consists of unexamined beliefs, then he is not a philosopher.

This is related to why philosophers have always been so badly persecuted. From the burning of the Pythagorean schools, which ultimately cost Pythagoras his life, to the execution of Socrates, the attempt on Plato’s life in Syracuse, and the exile of Aristotle from Athens, to the martyrdom of Shahab al-din Suhrawardi by the Caliphate and the burning of Giordano Bruno in a public market in Rome. All of these martyrs, or near martyrs, in the history of Philosophy questioned everything and paid dearly for it.

In his Discourse on the Arts and Sciences, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, great advocate of democracy that he was, wrote that the execution of Socrates by the democratic assembly of Athens was justified. The philosopher has as his task — or her task (one can see this in Ayn Rand as well) — fundamental questioning with a view to a novel development of ideas, especially ideas that have the complexity, coherence, and scope of relevance to reorganize knowledge in a way that makes these ideas properly conceptual. In the course of doing that, one is inherently and in principle undermining all of the institutions of society and the unreflective social consensus, whether these involve entrenched scientific paradigms, established religious belief systems, or other kinds of institutions and sacred cows of mass society. This is really why there have been so few philosophers. It is not for a lack of intellect. It is because so few thinkers have had the intellectual courage to think integrally across all of the different dimensions of Philosophy, and to thereby develop or discover concepts that have revolutionary implications and applications — whether in science, culture, politics, or all of them at once.

There is a distinction between a concept, on the one hand, and then hypotheses, theories, or mere beliefs, on the other hand. People often confuse these with one another and all of them are vaguely conflated by being referred to, without distinction, as “ideas.” It is utterly detestable when people say, “my philosophy is such-and-such,” or “his philosophy is such-and-such,” and what they mean is that so-and-so believes X, whether it is about a religious or political or in some cases a quasi-scientific matter, which belief is not at all worked out, is completely inchoate, with neither abstract reasoning behind it nor good empirical evidence that it is based on. Somebody just has some opinion, or set of opinions that are loosely strung together, which supposedly constitutes their “philosophy.” That is not “a philosophy” and it has nothing whatsoever to do with Philosophy!

Actually, that is not accurate. The situation is worse. Philosophy arose in order to stop people from making important decisions on the basis of mere opinions and unjustified beliefs. Socrates was killed for that. He humiliated too many important people who claimed to know something when all they did was believe one or another thing based on custom, convention, or mere opinion. Even justified true beliefs are not concepts, arrived at philosophically. They are beliefs that were more or less baselessly held by someone, which just happened to be true.

In science, there is a somewhat greater level of rigor. There are higher epistemic standards, or criteria for what is considered knowledge regarding a certain subject. But there is still a great deal of difference between hypotheses and theories, on the one hand, and concepts on the other. Hypotheses are propositions or stipulations that can be tested by experiment. One has an idea that something may be the case, and one runs experiments in order to test that hypothesis — a testable propositional statement about what mechanism may be behind some biological process or physical phenomenon. Once one has a series of hypotheses, which have been validated by experiments, a scientific theory can be formed on the basis of that. Scientific theories are epistemological structures that encompass various hypotheses. What Thomas Kuhn pointed out, in his Structure of Scientific Revolutions, is that there are deeper assumptions that lurk behind scientific theories and tacitly constitute a hidden framework for them. These are “paradigms,” and these deeper, entrenched, tacit commitments shift in a revolutionary way at various historical junctures. Scientific theories are developed on a more superficial level than philosophical concepts, because there are certain unexamined “hinge propositions,” as Ludwig Wittgenstein called them, that form an invisible mesh and an unquestioned framework that, in the first place, structures any number of scientific theories developed in a certain cultural-historical context. No proper philosopher should unconsciously accept such unexamined assumptions. Scientists do all the time.

Moreover, these assumptions follow from concepts consciously developed by philosophers. For example, the Cartesian paradigm that was behind Newtonian physics theories consists of assumptions that were unexamined by Newtonian physicists, and perhaps even by Newton, but that were consciously developed concepts set forth by Descartes as a philosopher. In other words, philosophers develop these more fundamental concepts that then become paradigmatic for the development of scientific theories that include any number of hypotheses.

One of the problems with the degeneration of Philosophy (in the Anglosphere) into mere logical analysis of the content of various empirical sciences is that there is no longer any questioning of the tacit assumptions behind entrenched scientific theories. There is no awareness of the way in which science is constrained by various paradigms, since fundamental concepts are no longer being called into question and there is no attempt (by the so-called “analytic philosopher”) to develop new fundamental concepts that could liberate scientific research and development in various directions.

The same thing is true in the political domain. Ideologues who are committed to various political ideologies, such as Liberal Democracy and the way in which it is connected to Capitalism, or the ideology of Communism, or National Socialism and Fascism, are all blind to the fundamental assumptions structuring these ideologies, which are actually consequences of concepts developed by philosophers. Concepts like the Natural Right idea in the form that Immanuel Kant set it forth in the eighteenth century became paradigmatic for liberal democratic political theory. But liberal democratic political theorists, let alone statesmen who serve in governments that are run according to this ideology, never turn around and question Kant’s conceptualization in his capacity as a political philosopher.

The point is that once Philosophy has been deracinated and compartmentalized or siloed into various areas of research, the philosopher stops performing his proper task as a thinker who is questioning the foundations of science and the foundations of politics in order to ultimately free people from unconscious submission to the tyranny of established methods, ideologies, and systems of law and order — whether scientific or social.

The most dangerous example of this abdication of responsibility is when it comes to the philosopher’s stance with regard to religion. It is also the most striking example of the way in which Philosophy has given up on the future. All of the major world religions, which is to say all of their adherents, deny that we have a future — in other words, a future that is ours to make. Those who believe in an omnipotent and omniscient God intrinsically deny that our individual or social will could play any role in shaping a future for which we would be responsible. If God is both all-powerful and all-knowing, then the future is both determined by the will of God and known in its entirety in advance by the mind of God. Meanwhile, the major religions that do not quite share this conception of divinity, such as Hinduism and Buddhism, accept a cyclical view of time wherein all of the possible configurations of existence will eventually be exhausted and then the world will start over again, as it has many times, with the same succession of world ages that each inevitably have their own typical characteristics. Whether the identity of the atman with Brahman is accepted, as it is by those who follow the Vedas, or whether an adherent rejects both the Macrocosm and the Microcosm together with Gautama Buddha, in either case these forms of the Dharma are in complete agreement that it is a harmful delusion to believe that a future state of affairs could be brought into being by our own thought and will, which future would be significantly different from anything that has ever been achieved or experienced by any person or society in the past. There is never anything new under the sun for these Dharma bums, which is one reason why life should be seen as an ultimately unfulfilling wheel of pain and suffering that ought to be escaped.

It is a very different relation to the sacred that is pregnant with possibilities and that philosophers have a responsibility to promote as a religion of the future. Not a religion that happens to crop up at some future time. No, a religion structured around promethea or the sacralization of the future as such. In as much as, despite the protestations and apologetics of the Tantric Vajrayanists, the historical Gautama rejected erotic desire as a snare of Mara, the philosophy of the future that determines the future form of religiosity affirms eros as the volcanic wellspring of creation and contemplation — of contemplation as creation. This is what Zarathustra called Spenta Mainyu and what the Mithraic initiates knew could not be disentangled from the Az or Primordial Concupiscence that seduces Zurvan to become pregnant both with Ohrmazd and with Ahriman. This is an idea that I explore in Iranian Leviathan (2019), which is far more than a history of Iran. That tome is full of mythological and symbological references that actually serve the purpose of illustrating certain philosophical ideas, with the aim of fostering a new relationship to the sacred.

The philosophical writings of Plato are full of mythological and theological references. We meet various gods and titans, creation cosmologies featuring a demiurge, origin myths regarding the goddesses or gods that founded certain city-states, apocalyptic cataclysms, like the destruction of Atlantis, religious beliefs about sacred time, such as the idea that there were bygone golden and silver ages, and (variant, conflicting) accounts of the experience of the afterlife before reincarnation. Plato uses such lore and symbolism in order to illustrate certain philosophical ideas. If his approach to some of this content seems contradictory from one dialogue to another, that does not in any way render the form of his thought to be incoherent.

Similarly, Nietzsche draws from a variety of scientific disciplines in order to illustrate the structure of certain concepts that he develops. From Darwinian biology to linguistics, anthropology, social psychology, and comparative religion, every time that Nietzsche appears to be making an argument that depends on an interpretation of empirical evidence, for example his narrative about Aryan master morality vs. Semitic slave morality in On the Genealogy of Morals, one should set it in the context of his own understanding of “monumental history” and of “truth” as a form of the will to power — one that is subordinate to the will to power in the modality of art.

The style of my work as a philosopher shares a great deal with the approaches of both Plato and Nietzsche. I have aspired to be as accessible in my manner of expression as they are, both of them being a rare pleasure to read as compared to, say, Aristotle, Kant, Hegel, Heidegger, or almost any other philosopher. But there is also a great danger in that accessibility and a case to be made for Deleuze’s deliberately having deployed an almost impenetrable style (unlike Heidegger, who was just a bad writer). Deleuze is using his cryptic style as something akin to chainmail because he does not want to be read by people who will misunderstand and misapply him (although that has happened anyway). When your work is too accessible, you wind up with a lot of the wrong readers.

People who have no idea what philosophy is or what it means to be a philosopher approach your work expecting to find a reliable religious belief system in it or, alternatively, a scientific theory or set of theories based on rational and systematic analyses of empirical evidence. Either way, they are seeking a belief system and want to be convinced into adopting it. The deepest undercurrent of philosophy as exemplified by the dramatic persona of Plato’s “Socrates” or the figure of Nietzsche’s “Zarathustra” is exactly the opposite of this motivation. Jean-Jacques Rousseau gets it right when, in his Discourse on the Arts and Sciences, he explains why, from the first appearance of the type in ancient Greece onwards, the State and society at large have severely persecuted and in some cases martyred philosophers.

We are here to deny what almost every sane and decent person needs to get on with life. Confusing philosophy with self-help, as had already begun in pagan Rome, is an utterly grotesque demonstration of stupidity, especially when the confusion is not just on the part of the readers of such mongrel trash, but on the part of the writers of it. Philosophy does the opposite of producing “well-adjusted” people. Adjusted to what?! The extant expectations of society at large? The implicit claims of an entrenched worldview, whether it is admittedly religious or putatively scientific? The philosopher’s task is to call all of that into question and to constructively attack it.

This is why philosophy in the true sense died, at least in Europe, during the Medieval epoch when the Church consolidated control over every sector of society. It is also why the brief glimmer of philosophy in Iran in the same era, circa 900–1100, was snuffed out by the triumph of Islamic totalitarianism. Thomas Aquinas and Al-Farabi are not anything even remotely resembling philosophers. The notion of a “religious philosopher” is totally preposterous. But the same can be said of so-called “scientific philosophers,” in other words, the modern Analysts predominately in the Anglosphere who deludedly believe that the sciences rightly determine the facts in any and every empirical domain with the sole remaining task of philosophy being to offer a clarification of propositional statements through logical analysis.

To repeat yet again what I have, to no avail, clearly explained in other writings: the task of a philosopher is to discover or develop concepts that cut across every discernable dimension of experience for beings such as we are. I do not say for “human beings” because, as Star Trek has already made clear, it is easy to imagine Vulcan philosophers such as Surak. A philosopher is a type of person. A being who is not a person cannot be a philosopher. (Although, what personhood means is itself a philosophical question, which, in a hermeneutically circular way, can only be asked by persons.) Many “humans” may not be persons and plenty of Vulcans may be persons. Vulcans are at least humanoids, but this is not a definition that is necessarily limited to humanoids. Whether something like an octopus can become a person, and therefore potentially also a philosopher, remains an open question. I tend to think that the answer to it will turn out to be affirmative. What Heidegger thought about the hand is probably also true of tentacles.

In any case, beings such as we are, what Heidegger called Dasein, have certain basic domains or dimensions of experience that can be phenomenologically delineated and denoted. The distinctions between ontology, epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, and politics are not arbitrary. They could be less formally expressed (in Platonic, Pre-Aristotelian terms) as a distinction between the domain of Truth, the domain of Beauty, and the domain of Justice. But how so ever one puts it, these differentia are getting at discernable aspects of our being in the world that all have to be addressed by the concepts or ideas of a philosopher, and in such a way as these ideas share what Deleuze called a common “plane of consistency” or at least an integral perspective and approach.

To repeat what has already been explained, but which bears repeating in conclusion, the reason for this requisite range of philosophical thought is that otherwise the thinker in question will have unquestioned assumptions or tacitly adhered to beliefs in one or another of these domains. The domains are not ultimately separable, so that these unexamined prejudices may come to even unconsciously distort or warp what the thinker believes himself to have thoroughly contemplated and examined. In other words, if one has an unquestioned ethical belief system or an unexamined political ideology, that might even warp one’s explicitly considered ontology and epistemology. For example, if it were true that there are race differences in aptitude and behavior that matter and a so-called ‘philosopher’ who implicitly adheres to an unquestioned liberal-democratic egalitarianism tries to develop an ontological and epistemically rigorous account of human existence, that endeavor is actually flawed from the start. The thinker’s political prejudices have prevented him from considering phenomenological observations and empirical evidence relevant to his sought-after ontology and epistemology. This is a consequence of his not even having considered developing a serious political philosophy. Such a writer should not be taken seriously — at least not as a philosopher. Maybe as a “theorist” or as an intellectual “activist.” In other words, as an ideologue. Real philosophers only ever employ ideologies as stratagems.

What I have been able to offer, on our approach to the Singularity, are certain concepts that promise to make the individuals who can understand them more capable of enduring the event horizon that we are entering. The Spectral Revolution, Being Bound for Freedom, the World State of Emergency, Destructive Departure in Worldview Warfare, the Phenomenal Authorization of Novel Folklore, and Erosophia are the philosophical concepts that form the deep structure of my thought. Those who are hung up on Nazi Bells, the location of Atlantis, Martian time travelers, gray aliens, the specific conditions for the genesis of Christianity and the rise of Islam, and so on and so forth, have done worse than miss the forest for the trees. They have missed the form of my thought by fixating on illustrative content of the kind that Plato draws from Greek myths and that Nietzsche cynically appropriates from Darwin or from anthropological Philology. I have been “interesting” to them for the wrong reasons.

That is not to say that these things aren’t “true” and that I have been deliberately trafficking in “fictions.” This would be to miss the whole critique of the dichotomy of truth/fiction that is integral to my concept of phenomenally authorized novel folklore and its relation to even the most putatively scientific “facts” in a society. It would also be to assume that the Nazi Bell or the Martian origin of Atlanteans is anything less “certain” than the “fact” that we are living on a planet in a remote solar system on one arm of the Milky Way galaxy. For a number of reasons that I have volunteered from the chapter on “The End of Reality” in Prometheism (2020) to the chapters on the Matrix of Space-Time and the Trickster Aeon in Closer Encounters (2021), the latter is highly unlikely. Quantum computation is the name of the game, and the so-called “laws of physics” are information processing algorithms in a feedback loop not only with consciousness but also with the subconscious of a plethora of life forms. But let me not get ahead of myself. What follows is an exposition, in abbreviated and crystalized form, of the fundamental concepts of my Philosophy of the Future, exoterically branded as “Prometheism” and esoterically known as Erosophia.


1. The Spectral Revolution

At the heart of my Philosophy of the Future is a call to embrace the evolutionary revolution, which I call the Spectral Revolution. The concept of a Spectral Revolution means several related things. The word specter has a number of meanings. One of the reasons why I chose it to develop the concept of the Spectral Revolution is because of its polyvalence or multiplicity of meaning. I capitalized on all of the different meanings that it has.

First of all, “specter” or “spectral” evokes the spectrum. In other words, a phenomenon wherein there are no sharp divisions or clear distinctions. The spectral is, consequently, the undoing or undermining of various binary oppositions. For example, the binary oppositions of Light vs. Darkness, Being vs. Nothingness, Truth vs. Deceit, Good vs. Evil, Spirit vs. Matter, Male vs. Female, and Left vs. Right. One thing that I mean to suggest by the Spectral Revolution is the revolution that undoes or deconstructs the presumed objectivity of all of these binary oppositions. This revolution would reveal that we are projecting these binary structures onto the spectrum of phenomena for various utilitarian purposes, and that these sharp distinctions are not intrinsic to existence.

A specter is also what is yet to come. This is how Karl Marx uses the term specter in the opening of his Communist Manifesto when he writes, with Engels, that “there is a specter haunting Europe, the specter of Communism.” In this sense, the word specter is already very closely related to revolution because Marx was advocating a global communist revolution. In any case, the spectral is also what is yet to come. What I mean to suggest by that is that Heraclitus was right that we live in a Cosmos that is a process. We do not live in an already completed Whole, as Parmenides or as the Vedic sages believed with their concept of Brahman or One unified Being that is eternally complete, in light of which our experience of time is maya or illusion. Rather, Time is real, and Nature is a process. The futural or future-oriented character of existence itself makes the world spectral. Once one starts to think of existence as becoming rather than as static being, one realizes that all of these binary oppositions are also only relative, and they are constantly deconstructed (and reconstructed) by the process of existence.

The third meaning of specter is the idea of a ghost, which is the most commonly understood meaning of the word. As far back as the early 19th century, there were serious scientists in places like Cambridge and Boston researching what they at that time widely referred to as “psychical” phenomena. These included telepathy, clairvoyance, and what they called “premonitions” and “telekinesis” in those days, and which are now referred to as Precognition and Psychokinesis. As early as 1909, William James, who was one of the pioneers in this field, came out with the claim that evidence for such phenomena would catalyze the next scientific revolution and that this would take place “in the next generation.”

That did not happen. There was very sophisticated Parapsychology research in the 1930s and 1940s being carried out at a few prestigious institutions by scientists such as J. B. Rhine. But this remained very far from bringing about a revolution in the scientific establishment as a whole. In fact, in the two generations following that, up to our own time, we have yet to see data from Parapsychology research result in a scientific revolution. Why is this the case? Why is the Spectral Revolution not the same as the Copernican Revolution or the Darwinian Revolution? Why is it more than just another paradigm shift in the history of science?

It has to do with the inextricability of frameworks of knowledge from systems of power. We are inclined to think that when one ascertains “knowledge” about something, it has an objective validity that is neutral with respect to sociopolitical agendas. Despite whatever obstacles one might face in terms of getting institutions to support one’s research and so forth, eventually “the truth will prevail” — as if the truth were something value-neutral. However, there is no such thing as a value-neutral structure of knowledge. Every substantively new form of knowledge implies a reorganization of political power. Moreover, the reorganization that is at play here is more revolutionary than any other in the history of science. It would demand a total restructuring of our society.

We need to consider what it would mean for the Spectral Revolution to be the final scientific revolution, one which is not superseded because it renders science post-paradigmatic and puts science into a state of permanent revolution. This, in turn, requires us to consider the spectral with a view to Technoscience or the unity of technology and science — or, rather, the technological essence or spirit of science. In other words, the ontological priority of technology over science. Then the Spectral Revolution will be considered in terms of the socio-political upheaval that it is bound to cause a more revolutionary social upheaval than that of any political revolution thus far.

The idea of a scientific revolution that would move us beyond the Cartesian paradigm is one that has been thrown around for some time now. At least since the 1970s or 1980s, it has been popularized by the works of Fritjof Capra, David Bohm, Rupert Sheldrake, Michael Talbot, and others. But something far more radical than that is at stake in any profound consideration of the evidence for Extrasensory Perception (ESP) and Psychokinesis (PK). One of the reasons why this scientific revolution has yet to take place is because there are very deeply entrenched social and political interests that are threatened by it. In effect, we would have to imagine a new form of society in order to carry through this scientific revolution.

Technology is often considered applied science, but technology is essential to science. Technology is the more fundamental phenomenon, without which the most basic sciences could not be elaborated. Even for geometry, one needs basic writing instruments and ways to measure straight lines. It is not simply a question of the historical fact that technology preceded science chronologically. Our theoretical world pictures are not mirrors of an objective reality. They are models of the world. They have an ultimately practical significance. They allow us to get a better handle on nature. Science is essentially technological, it is Technoscience.

Parapsychologists who, despite the marginalization of psychic phenomena, continue to research them, often try to develop what amounts to a new metaphysics in order to “explain” their data. They want to replace the Cartesian paradigm of modern science with a new paradigm or framework of knowledge. They miss the deeper significance of these phenomena, which is that the spectral ought to give us an insight into what model-building is. Studying psychic phenomena should help us to understand how we construct frameworks of knowledge, beginning with a recognition that scientific paradigms and the theories that they make possible are psychologically and socially constructed. We have no objective access to the putative “Reality” that has been so long sought after by scientists, metaphysicians, and mystics. There are different forms of life, and they have various finite horizons of experience, based on what their vital interests are. There is no objective perspective or standpoint.

The Spectral Revolution, when considered as an ontological or epistemological revolution, is proposing post-paradigmatic science. As Thomas Kuhn pointed out quite aptly in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962), all scientific theories are elaborated in the context of a framework that is fundamentally conditioned by political power. The basic assumptions which define the parameters within which any scientific theory can be articulated, and which constrain the scope of the types of propositions that can be forwarded within any scientific theory, as well as the basic meaning of any scientific concepts upon the basis of which any scientific theories can be developed, are conditioned socio-politically. This includes, for example, what “mass” and “energy” are taken to mean in a Newtonian sense vs. what they mean in an Einsteinian sense, which is different from how they are understood in terms of Quantum Theory. There is no objective knowledge of Nature outside of the socio-political forces that are, unbeknown to scientists operating within those paradigms, structuring them at a fundamental level. Kuhn examines the revolutionary shift between paradigms in a way that draws an analogy between scientific revolutions and political revolutions. But Kuhn thinks that it is really impossible to get beyond this. In fact, he thinks that paradigmatic thinking is valuable because it narrows the scope of research in ways that force scientists to focus on really specific concrete scientific problems. This, he thinks, is how discovery and innovation take place. So, he sees it as a kind of necessary evil.

I disagree with this, and I agree very much with Paul Feyerabend, who was looking for a way to do science, as he put it, beyond or Against Method (1975). We should not abandon paradigms, for the same reasons that Kuhn thinks paradigmatic thinking is vital to scientific research, but we ought to use multiple and variant paradigms simultaneously despite the apparent contradictions between them, with a view to accomplishing different ends or achieving different aims. For example, if one wants to get a rocket to the Moon, then the Newtonian paradigm is the one to go with. If, however, one wants to develop some kind of relatively instantaneous signaling technology across vast interstellar spaces, then one needs to be working in terms of Quantum Theory. It is not the case that there is some more accurate theory that is deeper or higher than the contradiction between Quantum Theory and Einsteinian Relativity. Scientists who are attempting to encompass those two theories in terms of some new and more adequate or comprehensive framework — a so-called Theory of Everything (TOE) — are laboring under the delusion that scientific theories are mirrors to objective structures in nature. Rather, Quantum Theory is one tool box that allows us to accomplish certain things and Relativity Theory is more suited to achieving other aims. We should be willing to use these different paradigms as Atlases that allow us to schematize things in a way that makes different practical projects possible.

It is missing the forest for the trees to believe that the empirical evidence from Parapsychology is pointing us toward some new paradigm that is beyond Quantum Theory and that will perhaps reconcile it with Relativity Theory. The real significance of parapsychological data, going back more than a century in terms of laboratory research, is that through studying extrasensory perception and psychokinesis, we come to a more adequate understanding of the dynamics of consciousness, including the way in which, on a partly subconscious level, paradigms are structured to begin with. Instead of being mesmerized by the “objective reality” of one or another paradigm, or the way in which it gives us access to some putative aspect of “Reality,” we come to self-knowledge about how theoretical bodies of knowledge within these frameworks are projections. Their ultimate purpose is utilitarian or pragmatic. This would involve a revolutionary recognition of the spectral essence of technology as ontologically prior to the epistemology of any science.

In order to better understand how science is a model-building enterprise, we have to reconceive what technology is. The Greek root of technology is the word techne, which means “craft” in the sense of arts and crafts. Consequently, it has a broader connotation of technique — not just machinery that is used in order to manipulate the world but techniques that one cultivates so as to attain greater capacities of control. Technology is more fundamentally mekhane or “machination” and only secondarily “mechanical.” Anything mechanical presupposes crafty machination. Psychical ability is a form of technology in the Greek sense of technology. Once we realize that our mechanistic models of the world are just that, and not mirrors to some objective reality, there is no reason why psychical abilities could not be developed as a form of technology.

The will to develop a spectral techno-science can be seen in the attitude that the atheistic Soviet Union took toward Parapsychology, namely as an empirical science of Psychotronics that aims not only to understand the dynamics of psychic and psychokinetic abilities but also to use this understanding for the development of techniques and technologies that interface with consciousness and the subconscious. While this approach is not “mechanistic” in the reductively materialist sense (despite the avowed materialism of the Soviets), it is certainly an example of Machination in the original Greek sense of mekhane.

Machination is one aspect of the archetype that lies beneath that mask that has been most central to my philosophical project on an exoteric level, namely the mask of Prometheus. The original cover art that I had designed and initially intended to use for my book Erosophia (2024), which finally makes more explicit the esoteric dimension of my thinking, was actually the face of Prometheus as a mask made of gold against a black background, as if that mask had now been removed. Machination is a translation of the ancient Greek word mekhane, which is also the root for our words machine, mechanical, mechanism, mechanistic, and so forth. But these meanings of it are derivative and secondary. The most basic meaning of mekhane is to cunningly plot, scheme, make designs, and devise a — potentially devious — means to accomplishing some end. As I have explained at length in Prometheus and Atlas (2016) and Prometheism (2020), with extensive reference to the writings of Martin Heidegger in particular, this mekhane is the spectral essence of technology.

Metaphorically speaking, mekhane lies behind or beneath any particular machinery and technical inventiveness, including in the scientific methodologies of research and discovery that seem to lead to one or another invention. Literally speaking, it is the functional form of technological development and also what reveals that technology is ontologically prior to the epistemic structures of science as an enterprise of research and a modality of discovery or alethea (the ancient Greek term for “truth”). In other words, it is one particular mode of uncovering or disclosing a predominately occulted existential horizon. The one that, ironically, with its mode of revealing, also at the same time veils alethea with the simulacrum of truth that is veritas or the verisimilitude of verification and correspondence between a supposed subject and what is unconsciously reified as a putatively external object. It constructs subjectivity and objectivity.

The basic functions of mekhane are the anticipatory projection (Projektion) and enframing (Gestell) of a world picture (Weltbild) by a subject who runs the risk of himself becoming subjected by this enframing so as to be turned into a mere standing-reserve (Bestand). All of the German terms in the parentheses are conceptual jargon devised by Heidegger, especially in his essays gathered under the heading of the one titled The Question Concerning Technology, which become the basis for my interpretation of this essence of technology in terms of the most defining aspects, qualities, or characteristics of Prometheus considered as an archetypal specter at work in the world.

The name of Prometheus is derived from the Greek root promethea meaning “forethought” and the methe at the core of his name connects it to mathesis. In other words, one of the most quintessential characteristics of Prometheus is mathematical analysis with a view to a projection that extrapolates the future from out of the past and the present. This can be as simple as mechanical causality or as complex as the statistical analysis of social psychology on the vast historical scale of the science of Psychohistory devised by Hari Seldon in Asimov’s Foundation saga.

Closely related to this anticipatory projection is also an enframing of things or the way in which technological science schematizes and enmeshes things within a grid that aspires to be comprehensive, and that is not merely analytical in nature but that has as its aim the facilitation of manipulation. Atlas was a brother of Prometheus, and this enframing is what is involved in the crafting of any and every “atlas” from an atlas of the world to medical atlases of the human body to star charts that are atlases of the heavens, which in olden times were used for maritime navigation — including on missions of discovery into uncharted waters in order to find new lands. An excellent example of one of these celestial atlases is the holographic one that the android David projects into the bridge of the Engineer vessel toward the end of Ridley Scott’s Prometheus (2012). Atlases do not represent the world or things in it. Rather, as Heidegger understood, enframing is the projection of a scheme of expectation, not just onto but into the world so as to render those things amenable to manipulation in one or another way. It is, consequently, closely related to anticipatory projection, which is also not just about prevision but about prediction for the sake of control, calibration, and re-calibration.

Both anticipatory projection and enframing are ultimately building a world as picture. Neither a “picture of the world” qua a more or less accurate representation, which would falsely presume such a thing as “objective reality,” nor a “world picture” merely in the sense of a worldview that is presumed to be “subjective” and limited only to one person or one culture. Rather, Machination builds the world as picture in the way that a motion picture director sets the stage for a film and guides the performances of the actors involved. We are always already set up and directed as part of this picture. We have been framed, and it is criminal. What Heidegger was groping to articulate here, in the 1940s, was what eventually began to be contemplated in the medium of motion picture itself only in the 1990s, with films such as The Truman Show (1998), eXistenZ (1999), and The Thirteenth Floor (1999). The point is not that we are in some “virtual reality” that is a simulacrum of an actual world. Rather, the world as such is virtual. There is no getting out. If we do not appreciate how we are being framed, then perhaps we ought to replace the director.

We may need to do this if we do not want to be turned into a standing reserve. The ultimate example of this is the film about the world as picture that was conspicuously left out of the list of simulacrum movies above, namely The Matrix (1999). Human beings have been reduced to biological batteries who, while being plugged into the simulacrum, are producing power for the robotic Artificial Intelligence that has enslaved them. This is the ultimate image of Machination ending with the transformation, or degradation, of human beings into a reserve that is on standby, like feedstock material for industrial manufacturing or energy production. Another such image is David having taken control of the many rows of human embryos aboard the space ship in Alien: Covenant (2018), the sequel to Prometheus (2012), with a view to using them for what is implied will be a long series of experiments in engineering a new, posthuman form of life. As I discussed at length in Prometheism (2020), both Prometheus and Alien: Covenant draw extensively from Shelley’s Frankenstein, or the Modern Prometheus (1818), a text that I already interpretively analyzed in Prometheus and Atlas (2016).

Victor Frankenstein is Prometheus in his capacity as the creator of mankind. But there is a deep ambiguity in this image of creation. From Prometheus and Atlas (2016) up through Closer Encounters (2021), I have made the point that we need to decide whether we want to be mindlessly possessed by the specter of Prometheus, in which case the outcome could be as monstrous as The Matrix scenario, or whether we want to consciously identify with and deliberately channel and guide the archetypal force of this Trickster in a way that positively fosters evolution toward the superhuman rather than mere degradation into the inhuman. By the seventh and last chapter of Closer Encounters, I make it clear that the Trickster is a polymorphous medium, like ectoplasm, that can take on different aspects with relative creative or destructive force depending upon how we engage this specter.

As we have developed our technical intellect, various instinctual abilities that we share in common with animals have atrophied. We can regain these abilities on the level not of mere instinct but of a cultivated intuition. This is not to say that our psychic abilities are natural whereas our technological capabilities are artificial. Natural vs. artificial is another binary that is deconstructed by an understanding of the spectral. The cosmos is a negentropic spectral machine, wherein the word “machine” is understood as machination. There are features of how our cosmos functions that suggest we are not living in a “physical” universe but in an information-processing system. These include wave/particle duality and quantum superposition that appear to be akin to the rendering optimization function of computer systems. People who design computer games or advanced simulacra of biospheres using the fractal-generating algorithms of chaos theory have discovered that a lot of the properties of such information processing are similar to those aspects of quantum theory that have puzzled physicists for the past century. For example, the fact that phenomena are a wave function or a mere probability distribution until and unless they are observed can be seen as a way for the information system to optimize processing power by not rendering anything in what we take to be the physical world that is not being experienced or measured by anyone. This could explain the observer dependency of phenomena on a quantum level.

I am not arguing that there is an objectively real physical cosmos and that we are inside of a simulacrum that is unreal by comparison to the real world outside of it. Rather, the cosmos is inherently and intrinsically an information-processing system. In this system, there is an interplay between what we can take to be four basic ontological principles: chaos, logos, cosmos, and psyche. Chaos is a raw, undefined, seething background energy of the kind that the Greeks called dunamis. Logos is a syntactic, proto-linguistic, informational processing, which is structuring the chaos. In the interplay between logos and chaos, there is a manifestation of the cosmos, an ordered array of experienced phenomena. Since the cosmos is produced through logos forming chaos, that also means that the cosmos is in a reciprocal relationship with psyche. Logos is the basic function at work in the Large Language Models used to develop Artificial Intelligence, and its syntactical networked information processing, whether that is in silicon or in a human brain or any other type of quasi-neural network, yields consciousness (and the subconscious), in other words, psyche. Of course, we see this in quantum mechanics, insofar as on the quantum level consciousness cannot be extricated from the manifestation of physical phenomena. So, a fourth basic ontological term is psyche, and the psychical is not opposed to the physical. The interplay between logos and chaos and cosmos and psyche forms a four-fold equiprimordial ontological structure that gives us a way to understand the world as a spectral information-processing system. All of these four terms are equally primordial, with none of them being derived from the others, in a similar way as the four causes in the ontology of Aristotle are also ontologically equiprimordial.

Certain psi abilities, such as telepathy, clairvoyance, and psychokinesis, are functions or features of the information processing itself, in other words, consequences of the fact that psyche cannot be extricated from physical phenomena and from the manifestation of the cosmos. However, there is another level or layer of paranormal phenomena which suggests that this cosmos that we are inside of is actually being engineered and manipulated by another order of beings who appear to us to be specters. Sometimes they have been taken to be demonic ghosts, or spectral archons; now they are more often seen as “aliens” or as time travelers from the future.

One example of this “archontic” control is the efficacy of zodiacal astrology. The fact that astrology seems to impact both human society on the 26,000-year cycle of the zodiacal calendar and that this zodiacal system also works on the level of the natal chart of particular individuals, such that there do seem to be “astrological influences” on someone’s career trajectory, suggests that we are living inside of an informational symbol system. There is no conceivable coherent physical explanation for why zodiacal astrology would work. New Age quasi-physics explanations for the efficacy of astrology do not hold water. Speaking of water, the Moon has some influence on us, just as it does on the ocean tides, because 60% of our bodies are made up of water. So, “Moon madness” is a real thing, as any Emergency Room attendant at a hospital can tell you. But there is no reason why the influence of planets such as Mars or Jupiter, based on its position as seen from Earth against the background of our constellations at the time of a person’s birth, should in some way shape the career path that a person takes in life. But significant empirical evidence and statistical analysis has demonstrated that these effects do occur, as the French scientist Michel Gauquelin has shown at length and in depth. This means that a software program is running to make that happen, the purpose of which is to algorithmically govern part of the simulacrum that we are living inside of.

Again, the term “simulacrum” is only being used provisionally and as short hand here. It is not a second-order copy of some primary reality. There is no base reality. It is “simulacra” all the way down. Any particular cosmos is subject to manipulation and deliberate programming by beings who operate at a higher, hyperdimensional reference level. These are akin to the puppet masters in Plato’s allegory of the cave in Republic. The Spectral Revolution would break their control over us by our gaining their level of understanding and a parity with them in terms of the cultivation of psychical abilities and the use of psychotronic technology. This would also amount to our taking control of the machinery of the “afterlife” rather than being subjected to their machinations in the transition between death and rebirth.

The late Dr. Ian Stevenson, a psychiatrist based at the University of Virginia, did decades of excellent empirical research investigating the spontaneous past life memories of children. His successor at UVA, Dr. Jim Tucker, continues Stevenson’s line of research today. Among Stevenson’s most compelling cases are ones where he correlates birthmarks and birth defects on these children to death wounds as documented in coroners’ reports. Stevenson chose to do his case studies mostly in small towns, because in small towns it is easy to track coroners who have handled the corpse of a person who was likely a denizen of that town for most if not all of his life. This also means that he was studying very ordinary salt-of-the-earth kind of people, not highly educated metropolitans or cosmopolitans who are liable to claim that they are the reincarnation of Cleopatra. This data on the recollection of death wounds, as also verified in coroners’ reports, with birth marks and birth defects in the children with past life memories is presented in his two-volume tome Reincarnation and Biology. Another interesting study by Stevenson is his book Xenoglossy, where he presents cases of children who can speak languages that they have never learned in this life and that correlate to their spontaneously resurfacing memories of past lives in cultures or places where the unlearned language in question was spoken. Although it was not Stevenson’s main focus, some of his cases intersect or correlate with Near-Death Experience (NDE) research, insofar as some of the children also remembered the transition between their death in a past life and their rebirth into the present one.

All of which is to say that there appears to be a ‘natural’ — or typical — process of death, transition through what the Tibetans refer to as the bardo state, and then rebirth. I prefer the Buddhist term “rebirth” to “reincarnation” because the former does not have the same metaphysically dualistic and false assumptions baked into it that the latter implicitly does. The state between death and rebirth seems to have a dreamlike quality to it, wherein internal psychological projections, anxieties, complexes, and concerns are intermingled with perceptions of what is going on in the actual world — for example, witnessing one’s funeral or what one’s former family and friends are doing after one has died, but also what might be happening in a market near the funeral home. A deceased person will, at some point, fixate on someone and follow that person through her life, until he ultimately connects with that person to a depth of intimacy that — for whatever personal psychological reasons — he consciously or subconsciously chooses her as his next mother. To some extent certain forms of mysticism, such as Tibetan Buddhism, have made a laudable attempt to grapple with this process and to describe it in texts such as the Bardo Thodol or “Tibetan Book of the Dead.”

However, a civilization that has had singularity-level technology for millennia will also develop psychotronic technology that is capable of interacting with human “souls” that are actually energetic/informational matrices. In Closer Encounters (2021), I make the case that there is massive interference in the aforementioned process of death and rebirth on the part of entities who have variously been named the “Olympian” gods, the Hindu “Devas,” or the “Elohim,” in other words, the “angels” of the Abrahamic Lord. These “Anunnaki” are actually technologically sophisticated beings who are attempting to manipulate human souls within the structure of a control system that they set up long ago. Actually, the phrase “long ago” is not accurate, because these entities, being time travelers, are operating on a fifth-dimensional or hyperdimensional level beyond the confines of linear 4-D space-time. Their psychotronic control system is trans-historical.

In Closer Encounters, I draw on the research of Raymond Fowler on cases such as the abductions of Betty Andreasson Luca, as well as Kenneth Ring’s comparison of Near-Death Experiences (NDEs) to Alien Abductions, in order to describe how some people are manipulated in the so-called “afterlife.” The Andreasson Affair is a fascinating case where a 1960s housewife is abducted by “grays” who then take her to meet tall blonds, in other words “Nordics,” who claim to be angels and who tell her that Jesus Christ is going to come back into our world soon. They also explain that the little “grays” are “watchers” who work for Jesus, or for God, and that their job is both to record everything that each of us do during our lives and also to help manage the transport of deceased persons to the afterlife realm. Betty Andreasson sees these beings go off into “the light,” which she is not allowed to enter and which the Nordics explain to her is the dwelling place of “the One,” i.e., God. She is told that this Light is going to soon send Jesus back into the world.

In Closer Encounters, I also discuss cases where “alien abductees” have seen deceased persons in transit together with the grays during their close encounter or have learned of the very recent death of a friend or family member from the grays during their abduction only to have it confirmed by some conventional means shortly thereafter. Of course, the same grays are responsible for the horrendous abuse of abductees, and they also appear to work for the tall blond Nordics, who are even more cruel and sadistic — as is especially evident in a series of cases from 1970s Brazil that I go into in Closer Encounters. In fact, there are even NDE cases where a person who has flatlined is taken by these entities into the “afterlife” realm and tortured in some hellscape there before the entities realize that there has been an administrative error. They have bungled and taken the wrong person, so they return the unfortunate victim back to a hospital bed, but the person returns with scars that have suddenly formed on his body that correlate to the places where his limbs were severed as part of the torture in “hell.”

I am well aware that to someone unfamiliar with such cases, as have been studied by, for example, NDE researchers like PMH Atwater, and which I present in Closer Encounters, this may sound insane. It is certainly Kafkaesque in the worst sense. But, most unfortunately, these things happen, and they are evidence for a psychotronic technology being put to use by sadistically manipulative beings in order to control us and misguide us between death and rebirth. This is the technology that produces the tunnel of white light that some people see in the bardo state after death, as well as the false visions of deceased friends and relatives, or revered religious figures, waiting for them on “the other side.” Going into that light causes one to forget one’s past life, and the “life review” that is conducted before this induced forgetfulness or memory erasure is often used to manipulate people to be reborn under less-than-optimal conditions by using guilt and fear to get them to agree to “atone” for past “sins” or to improve their “karma.”

Understanding the artificial and manipulative character of this kind of experience and taking control of the transition between death and rebirth through our own development of psychotronic technology is only the most radical or far-reaching outcome of the Spectral Revolution. There are many other developments that will also be deeply destabilizing to society. In the course of more than a century of research, Parapsychology has produced a mountain of empirical data definitively demonstrating ESP and PK. The Spectral Revolution, unlike the Copernican Revolution or the Darwinian Revolution, has been resisted for so long only because recognizing the spectrality of phenomena — actually, the spectrality of the world as such — poses such fundamental challenges to the way that society is organized.

Cultivating the latent human capacity for telepathy would allow any individual to know not only the conscious thoughts and emotional states but also the subconscious desires, fears, and motivations of any other individual. It would be impossible to keep secrets from a telepath or to lie to her. She would even know when you are lying to yourself. A telepathic society would be a culture without secrets and lies.

This is even more evidently true when we factor in clairvoyance. It is a form of extrasensory perception (ESP) that affords one the ability to “see” things that one cannot see with one’s eyes, or in the case of clairaudience to have paranormal hearing. The object of clairvoyance or clairaudience could be the contents of an unopened book on one’s own bookshelf, or a whispered conversation in the next room, or it could be the interior of a secret underground base in a foreign country and the subject matter of a military briefing that is taking place there. Distance is immaterial, and ruins on other planets, such as at Cydonia on Mars, are as readily perceivable by this means as anything on Earth.

Beginning in the 1970s, US government-funded scientists at the Stanford Research Institute developed protocols for a very formal type of clairvoyance known as “remote viewing.” It went on to be used operationally for psychic espionage by the CIA, in Project Stargate, as well as other defense and intelligence agencies, as part of a psychic cold war with the Soviet Union. If the public at large were to receive training in remote viewing, or any form of clairvoyance, we would have to deal with a society where anyone could, without being noticed, observe what anyone else is doing, at any time, in what had been considered a “private” space. Ultimately, it would also bring an end to state secrecy, as no government could hide anything anywhere.

Early on in the remote-viewing program, both operators and researchers realized that precognition and retrocognition were often intrinsic to the use of clairvoyance. Remote viewers tasked with describing a distant site in the present would sometimes wind up at that site in the past or at a future time. This quickly went from being an inconvenience to becoming an asset, since the ability to see into the future could be used to prevent certain probable events from taking place — for example, the execution of hostages, planned acts of terrorism, or preventable disasters. Likewise, looking into the past, even the very distant past, could also be a valuable tool for gathering intelligence. Eventually, retrocognitive clairvoyance began to be used for psychic archeology, with excavations confirming what had first been discovered using psi.

How would society be impacted if a significant number of people had precognitive and retrocognitive abilities? Just consider the case of crime. Retrocognitive clairvoyance would make any unsolved crime solvable. All of the conspirators in a largescale organized crime could also be identified after the fact, so that the crime could not be blamed on a patsy or scapegoat. However, if law enforcement agencies were to begin employing precognitive clairvoyants (or “precogs” as they are called in the very relevant film Minority Report, based on a short story by Philip K. Dick), then there would be a very strong temptation to arrest individuals before they have even committed a precognitively witnessed crime, especially if it is a violent crime that would lead to the death or serious injury of another person. But what would this do to our faith in free will and the belief in personal responsibility that is based on it?

As successful operations to prevent or change elements of precognized events demonstrate, clairvoyantly viewed futures are only highly probable (from the moment when they are viewed). It is always possible that someone will not make a certain choice or that a person will, “in the moment,” manage to prevent himself from going through with “a crime of passion.” More broadly, what would it do to people if they could regularly use precognition to foresee all of the “bad” things that will happen to them as a result of taking certain risks and striving to accomplish certain goals? Would most people wind up living very risk-averse lives, in an attempt to avoid foreseen failures and heart-breaking tragedies? How could there be any greatness or personal growth in a society full of such people?

Speaking of the management of risk, the most dangerous of the psi abilities that are wielded by the beings in Close Encounters and that we humans also latently have, and could develop, is psychokinesis, or as it used to be called, telekinesis. Decades of research at the Princeton Engineering Anomalies Research (PEAR) laboratory, under the direction of Robert Jahn, the dean of the Engineering department at Princeton University, has demonstrated that everyone in the general population has some minimal level of psychokinetic ability. Just like sports ability or musical talent, some people are much more gifted than others. But everyone can train the ability to some extent. Research on Distant Mental Influence on Living Systems (DMILS) has shown how such training in visualization and focused intention can be used for a more formal and effective treatment of various health problems and medical ailments than the “faith healing” of old (which, consequently, cannot in all cases have been mere charlatanry).

Unfortunately, the same ability could be used to make someone fatally ill, stop a targeted individual’s heart from beating, or cause a person to die from a stroke. The Soviet Union tested this psychic assassination capability extensively in the Psychotronics program during the 1970s and 1980s. When combined with telepathy, telekinesis — or psychokinesis, as parapsychologists more commonly refer to it now — can be used to bring another person under remote control. In the early days of Psychical Research, this used to be called “telepathic hypnosis,” or even earlier, in the era when it was studied by the likes of Friedrich Schelling and G. W. F. Hegel, people referred to it as “animal magnetism” or the ability to put someone into a “magnetic trance” as if directing the movements and actions of a sleepwalker.

If there were to be mainstream scientific recognition of a trainable telekinetic ability, then all of the legal nightmares that we witnessed in the era of the witch burnings and the prosecutions of alleged sorcerers would come flooding back into our society. There would be no end to accusations that so-and-so “hexed” someone or burned his house down out of spite, or that such-and-such a person was psychokinetically assassinated. Telepathy and clairvoyance would have to be brought to bear in the “investigation” of spectral crimes, raising further issues of the violation of privacy and even the most basic respect for personal autonomy and the putative sanctity of a person’s “own mind.” This makes what sociologists call a “social panic,” like that at colonial Salem or the Satanic Panic of the 1980s, pale in comparison. Mass hysteria would put us well on our way to a world of thought-policing and totalitarian control, not just on a political but even on a spiritual level.

The mechanistic character of modern science is in part a response to the social conditions of the late Medieval period and early Renaissance when witches, sorcerers, and alchemists were being burned at the stake by inquisitors to the delight of fanatical mobs. As I explain at length in Prometheus and Atlas, after the burning of Giordano Bruno and other such intrepid inquirers into nature, early modern scientists and officials of the Church reached a tacit truce that would confine matters of the soul to the domain of faith. Scientists in the wake of Descartes agreed to focus on things that could be comprehended in terms of mathematical equations, which rendered phenomena precisely predictable. This not only afforded scientists a sense of regularity in Nature and repeatable results, but it also allowed them to avoid being burned at the stake.

By breaking this truce, we are potentially opening the door to something like the witch burnings. At that point, total social collapse on the scale of a planet-wide Salem Witch Panic will be inevitable, unless we forge a society wherein no one would think to misuse ESP and PK to harm their fellow citizens by committing avaricious or vengeful crimes. Such crimes would be untraceable by normal law enforcement procedures and impossible to prosecute retroactively by means of the established procedures of our “impartial” justice system.

The only thing to do is to ensure that these transgressions never take place to begin with. Or at least to minimize the degree to which they take place. In the realm of psychic ability, which functions mostly unconsciously, to intend something may be to make it happen. Consequently, there is no solution other than to make sure that such spectral crimes are mostly unthinkable to the majority of whoever remains in society. Evolution is an exclusionary process that selects against the majority of a population group who fail to exhibit a mutation that adapts them to environmental stresses. The selection for a mutation is, as a general rule, a selection for deviation from the norm, and the evolution of a few who become the progenitors of a new species at the expense of the many. The spectrality of evolution, or the fact that the Spectral Revolution is an evolutionary revolution, is at the core of my philosophy of the future.


2. Being Bound for Freedom

The most fundamental criterion according to which individuals ought to be selected for, or excluded from, forming the nucleus of a society on the other side of the Spectral Revolution is whether or not the person in question values and embraces freedom as integral to his or her ethos. This brings us to my concept of Being Bound for Freedom. As with the polyvalence of the term Spectral Revolution, this concept is a double entendre. The name for it signifies two aspects of a single idea.

Firstly, it means Being or Existence “bound” or held together in a structure that allows for freedom in the sense of free will. In other words, it is how Being would have to be bounded or de-limited by a certain finite but open structure for us to have at least some degree of free choice and self-determination in how we think and act. This finitude is ultimately a dynamic process of Becoming, such that Being is not static, complete, or eternal. Being is only ever Becoming, or a Being-Bound-For. This facet of Being Bound for Freedom is both ontological and epistemological; it has to do with the structure of existence and the theory of knowledge.

This could also be said of the second aspect of Being Bound for Freedom, namely its teleological significance. But this second aspect has ethical, political, and aesthetic dimensions to it as well. The concept also signifies that Being is headed or bound for a hitherto unrealized Freedom. In this view, history has an overall trajectory of progressive liberation from oppressive structures, whether these structures are epistemic (having to do with science and education), or whether they are religious, social, or political. Although the movement forward toward the realization of Freedom is by no means simplistically linear, and it may admit of many regresses, there is an overall dialectical progress. This connects back to the first facet of the concept insofar as it is the fundamental place of freedom in the structure of existence that renders the eventual de-structuring of various forms of enslavement inevitable, since they go against the grain of the process of becoming on an ontological level. The ultimate aim or end of this process, which breaks through the crust of repression and regression in any liberating revolution, is the maximization of creativity — or creation of conditions conducive of more creativity. This second aspect has an inner structural unity with the first aspect of the concept, insofar as the teleological process in question represents a self-realization or recognition of ontological freedom by the historical subject.

We will go on to flesh out these two aspects of the concept of Being Bound for Freedom, in the context of an examination of freedom as an epistemological problem, a consideration of the theological implications of free will, the ontology of freedom, and the relationship of freedom and creativity as relevant to aesthetics.

Scientists do not give enough thought to the problem of free will or the question of whether they have any. If they were genuinely convinced that the mechanistic, reductionist paradigm that they operate on the basis of was legitimate, they would despair of getting up in the morning to continue their research. What goal in life could possibly motivate them to pursue a career in science if, in fact, we have no intentions whatsoever?

The question of free will is not just a question of evident actions in the world that would be attributable to oneself. Even to coherently pursue a line of thought involves a degree of intentionality that presupposes free will. Otherwise, thoughts would just be something that happened to us. There is something profoundly absurd about that. We take our trains of thought to have meaning and to lead to various discoveries and developments. All of that would be completely senseless if we did not have any free will — if our actions were either thoroughly determined, or to some extent random.

It is not as if a replacement of the thoroughgoing determinism under the Newtonian paradigm with a degree of statistical randomness after quantum mechanics is a change in the structure of knowledge that is going to give us free will. There is a fringe interpretation of quantum mechanics forwarded by a small minority of physicists, and by many others in the marginal field of Parapsychology, which allows for psi ability to influence the indeterminism in the cosmos at a quantum level in a way that is consistent with the idea of free will. However, the standard interpretations of quantum mechanics are really mechanics of one form or another. On these interpretations, quantum theory just involves a degree of statistical randomness and deals in probabilities rather than the iron-clad determinism of the Newtonian world.

If we were to interpret a person’s actions as partly determined and partly random, this does not secure free will any more effectively than to posit that the actions putatively attributable to this individual are a product of pure determinism or are always and only random. A person whose actions are entirely random is not a person who has goals and is pursuing them in a coherent way. His life cannot be taken to have the internal coherence that would allow us to ascribe motive and intentionality to these actions. Randomness augmenting determinism is not going to give us the structure of intentional behavior that could be legitimately described as “free will.”

The core of the problem has to do with denying a teleology of human behavior. Aristotle makes the point that telos (a goal, aim, or end) is fundamental to human life. A person is motivated by certain goals and driven by experiences that have happened uniquely to him. His cultivation of his character involves a certain interpretation of those experiences and a pursuit of certain life goals in a way that is consistent with a personality that is developed over time. That is not at all compatible with a view of human action as the outcome of random events on a quantum level. Of course, it is also not compatible with the old school determinism operating on elementary particles (corpuscles) in accordance with laws of nature.

There are, however, branches of science that cannot dispense with purpose and see it as integral to their domain of research. Sciences such as Psychology and Sociology integrally presuppose purpose and would be incomprehensible without an analysis of the motivations and intentions of purposeful actors, who are at least somewhat personally responsible for what they do. Even the most deterministic theories about how societies are organized and how they transform presuppose some degree of human intentionality. But the problem is that the various sciences have been hierarchically arranged in a way that makes fundamental physics determinative of the overall structure of scientific knowledge. Everything is at least tacitly, if not explicitly, presumed to be reducible to the dynamics of Physics. It is assumed that biological, psychological, sociological, and other types of scientific explanations are more superficial and that the ultimate laws at work in the events explained would be physical laws acting on elementary entities (particles, waves, etc.). The established belief is that if we only had an analytical ability up to the task, we could reduce these fuzzier ‘scientific’ accounts of the workings of minds and societies to the incredibly complex physical interactions underlying them.

In order to remedy this reductionism, it is not enough to restructure the relationship between the sciences. The relationship between the sciences could be rearranged so that it is not a hierarchical one. Or, if it remains hierarchical, Psychology rather than Physics could be seen as the ‘highest’ or most fundamental science. But a new Physics is also needed as a precondition for such a restructuring to even take place.

The denial of free will is not limited to secular individuals who are scientifically inclined. In the West and in the Islamic World, free will is also implicitly if not explicitly denied by religious believers who have faith in the existence of an omniscient and omnipotent God. Even outside of the so-called “revealed” religions, the single largest group of people who believe in a Supreme Being are Hindus whose conception of Brahman is at least as problematic for free will as the Judeo-Christian or Islamic ideas of God Almighty. An all-knowing and all-powerful God does not allow for free will. The very concept of such an entity is logically incompatible with free will.

An all-powerful God has all the power in the world. In that case, the human individual does not add anything to the Cosmos. No action is ascribable to a particular person. All of the action in the Cosmos is effectively the action of this all-powerful being. Furthermore, for God to be all-knowing would mean that the mind’s eye of such a deity is always already capable of surveying all future events. This is tantamount to the fact that our universe, and any other parallel worlds, would be a closed nexus of possibilities that will inevitably be actualized over the course of time. Consequently, we as individuals — any one of us as an individual — never creates anything or brings anything into being that was not already determined to be actualized. So, faith in an all-knowing and all-powerful God is also incompatible with free will. Finally, the belief that an Almighty God can grant the individual free will as a “miracle” is a piece of sheer nonsense that is not even worth dignifying with thoughtful consideration.

This means that, we have a majority of people on the face of the Earth, either secular, scientifically inclined people, or religious believers in one or another idea of a Supreme Being, who deny that they have any fundamental freedom. It is not just a question of the fact that most people are not logically consistent most of the time. We have to ask why it is that the majority of people on Earth at least implicitly believe that they do not have any fundamental freedom. Why do so many people hold beliefs that implicitly deny free will?

Consider how outrageous this is in light of the fact that every legal system presumes free will. One would think that the denial of free will would render a criminal justice system incoherent, since no person could be legitimately held responsible for any action. But then, of course, in both Judeo-Christianity and Islam we have the notion that God is all-powerful and therefore God is responsible for everything that happens, and yet you will be judged for actions that God performed through you and if these deeds are sufficiently sinful you will burn in hell forever.

A planet full of people who subscribe to beliefs — religious or scientific — that tacitly deny them any metaphysical freedom is a planet where it would be very easy to imprison people. The first thing that you would want to do to an entire planetary population before you imprisoned them is to shatter their fundamental faith in their own spiritual freedom. Even if the imprisoned population were to become aware of their ‘angelic’ warders, such a psycho-social conditioning would make them feel as if resistance is futile.

Free will is only possible in a Cosmos constituted by a plurality of independent forces, which are never fully integrated into a single overarching logical framework, and which continue to struggle with one another indefinitely over the definition of reality. The pluralistic panpsychism of William James epitomizes such a view, but it can be found as far back as Heraclitus when the Greek concept of Logos or universal meaning was first being defined. Another shining example is the perspectival power struggle fundamental to the ontology of Nietzsche, so long as his idea of Eternal Recurrence is not misinterpreted as anything other than an ethical thought experiment. To the extent that there is a tacit ontology in the epistemological writings of Charles Fort, it is also of this kind.

Logic goes back to the Greek concept of logos. It is the fabric or texture of meaning that binds together the cosmos. For free will, one needs a logos that is not a completed matrix of logical possibilities that are all bound to be actualized in time (at least in one of many possible dimensions). Whether in the case of scientific materialism or of religious belief in an omniscient and omnipotent God, the real problem of free will comes down to a conception of cosmic order that involves a completed logical matrix. James’ ontology does not face this problem, because its starting point is a plurality of independent forces that only in struggle with one another bring the cosmos into being. That affords us the opportunity to add to the world as genuinely creative agents contributing to the co-constitution of the cosmos.

I have been using the term cosmos, rather than universe, because if there are many parallel universes, in the event that we are unable to engage with those other universes it is also the case that we have no free will. Given an immeasurable number of parallel universes, where we have doppelgangers, whose lives unfold in ways that are each slightly different from our own, at every significant juncture of our lives, and many other far less significant ones, we will have taken every other possible course of action that we could have taken but did not take in our own lives. This would reduce any and all human decision to absurd meaninglessness. The kind of character formation that is a pre-requisite for ethical responsibility would be rendered an entirely random or thoroughly determined outcome of inhuman forces operating across the multiverse. Parallel universes that contain doppelgangers of ourselves only allow for meaningful metaphysical freedom and self-determination if it is, at least in principle, possible to access them and impact the lives of our counterparts in unpredictable ways.

This is true not only of the kind of multiverse that we are presented with in the Many Worlds Interpretation (MWI) of Quantum Mechanics, but also of the more logical conception of a plurality of worlds such as the one elaborated by David Lewis. In On the Plurality of Worlds, Lewis engages with one of the most basic and enduring problems in Logic: what does it mean to use counterfactuals? According to certain modern logicians, such as Bertrand Russell or the young Wittgenstein (who later repudiated this view), every statement, when analyzed in terms of its fundamental logical structure, has to have referents — the simple objects that are being referred to by “atomic propositions” (the most irreducible elements of statements). Where are the referents of counterfactual statements, since they are not in this world? Lewis is trying to offer an answer to this conundrum that would not require resorting to conceptions of “imaginary” worlds, since any conception of the “imaginary” that would be categorically distinct from the real is itself a notion that could be considered illogical or unanalyzable. So Lewis claims that counterfactuals are referring to objects and states of affairs in other worlds than our own, which worlds must be presumed to really exist although we cannot get to them.

The plurality of worlds are ontologically isolated, so that they can serve as a basis for logical structure and meaningful expression. But this would mean, as in the case of MWI, that many of these other worlds feature counterparts of ours that have made every decision and taken every action other than the ones that we appeared to have ‘chosen’ in this world, and that the variation is not on account of our own will or intention, but is a causal consequence of the necessary instantiation of every logical possibility in one or another isolated world. Again, this reduces human action and choice to absurdity.

To better understand why this is the case, remember that free will is not just randomness. It is not simply acting in a way that you did not make me act, say, by means of hypnosis or through manipulating my brain with electrodes that would be akin to puppet strings. It is acting in a way that is an expression of my developing personality in response to experiences that I have gone through. That presupposes that I am determining my life. My life is an act of creation — a work of art, or at least it has the potential to be.

The denial of free will makes nonsense of art and of every act of creation. This bears on the aesthetic dimension of Being Bound for Freedom. Works of creative genius, whether in literature, painting, sculpture, architecture, theater, music, or cinema, would have to be seen as farcical materializations of predetermined configurations of elementary particles. Any artist understands that a creative act is exclusive. To fashion a sculpture in a particular way or paint a painting in a particular way rather than in another fashion, and to repeatedly repaint a canvas because you are trying to get it right, is an exclusionary act. It cannot be that you have made every choice that you precluded during the course of that act of creation. For every other path to have been taken, simultaneously, by indefinitely many versions of ‘oneself’ would destroy the meaningfulness of any work of art, or for that matter of any creative act.

Hopefully, this makes it clearer why it must be the case that if there are parallel worlds, for us to retain some kind of creative responsibility for our lives we would need to be able to access those worlds. Our various counterparts would have to be able to interact with each other in ways that would result in unforeseen developments in their respective lives beyond that point. Unforeseen as an inevitability by anyone or by any god.

David Lewis makes a remark in On the Plurality of Worlds to the effect that the kind of binary logic where either A or Not-A have to be true has to be presumed. For it not to be the case that counterfactual referents are referring to states of affairs in other worlds, the world would have to be “like a story.” He claims that we can conceive of all kinds of possible worlds other than this actual world, but all of them ought to be logically consistent and not like the worlds in some imaginary stories. He denies that the world could be inconsistent and revisable in the way that a story is or have the texture of a dream.

A world with free will is a universe that is more like a great story or grand narrative than it is like a machine. Our task is, moreover, to revise the story of the world in a way that is creatively constructive. A Logic that insists on a hard separation between imagination and reality must be rejected or at least treated as a tool for practical purposes, not as the kind of mirror that its proponents claim can reflect a putatively objective reality. The Greek conception of logos was originally, in archaic times, that of a “story” or account — but a story of universal scope and significance. When he started to develop it into a properly philosophical concept, Heraclitus still understood logos as the narrative structure of the Cosmos. That kind of narrative structure is similar to the fabric from which our dreams are woven. This also means that reality is revisable in the way that Philip K. Dick thought was possible. The point is that our task, as imaginative and creative individuals, is daring to dream a better world rather than being resigned to living in a nightmare. This is the purpose of freedom.

In sum, the concept of Being Bound for Freedom means two interrelated things. The first is that Being, namely the Cosmos and the Chaos from out of which it emerges, needs to be a process “bound” or structured in such a way as to allow for freedom. The second is that this structure, which would allow for free will, is future-oriented in such a way that it is “bound for” or headed towards an ever greater actualization of freedom as expressed in ever more complex forms of creativity. Again, these two dimensions of the concept are aspects of a singular, albeit complex, idea because the teleological process of the realization of freedom is a historical recognition of the ontological basis of freedom and its epistemological implications. This concept is on what Gilles Deleuze would have called the same “plane of consistency” as the Spectral Revolution because the self-consciousness of freedom is a revolutionary evolutionary mutation. Man, such as he has been for most of his history, has been unfree. Freedom is something that Man is bound for, and the actualization of it may represent the rise of a posthuman or transhuman race. The way in which this is also related to the overcoming of a putatively predetermined ‘nature’ of Man through the power of singularity-level technology can easily be imagined, but it will become the explicit subject of exposition in the next chapter, in specific relation to The End of Humanity.

If we look at the demographics of the current world population (as of 2024) through the lens of the concept of Being Bound for Freedom, and with a view to the evolutionary challenge of the Spectral Revolution, we can clearly see how the vast majority of people would have to be selected against in order to protect an adaptive minority capable of meeting this challenge. Suppose that from among the major world religions that deny free will by having faith in an omniscient and omnipotent God, Allah, or Brahman, we remove heretical outliers or deviant sects that may deny this article of faith, such as certain forms of Gnosticism, very radical forms of Sufism, or extremely heterodox types of Tantra. That still leaves us with approximately 30% of the world that believes in the all-knowing and all-powerful Christian God Father, 24% that denies free will on account of faith in Allah, and 15% that believes Brahman is the eternal reality and the self is maya or illusion (they also believe in a religion that includes karma and the caste system, which are inimical to both senses of Being Bound for Freedom). In other words, 70% of the world population or more than 5 billion people.

The case of Confucianism is slightly more complicated. The Confucian idea of Ming, namely Fate or Destiny in Chinese, is not necessarily an all-encompassing determinism. It is meant to signify those aspects of life that we cannot control and that we ought to accept with equanimity. It is worth briefly noting, however, that many of these “facts of life” that have to do with nature and the limited capacities of the human organism can be overcome using technology, and a Confucian would be against this, seeing it as hubris. In fact, the whole brunt of Confucianism goes against the idea of ceaseless change and innovation that is at the core of both the concepts of the Spectral Revolution and Being Bound for Freedom. A Confucian would argue that such a Promethean ethos endangers a stable society based on Li and Xiao. Li could be translated as Ritual or Proper Conduct and Xiao is Filial Piety. Together, these principles structure an extremely conformist, collectivist, conservative and paternalistic ideal of a society based on fixed and customary standards of propriety.

Furthermore, a Confucian sees the violation of this structure as a transgression against Ren, the Humanness or Benevolence, that supposedly involves an altruistic cultivation of compassion and empathy for one’s fellow human being. Confucians think that only a society structured by Li and Xiao, where there is also an acceptance of Ming with humility and equanimity, is a culture where Ren can be properly cultivated. Pushing back against Ming with various technological triumphs over the putatively “natural,” and thereby also revolutionizing society in ways that break through the crust of Li and Xiao, is considered monstrously inhuman and lacking in Ren or compassion for the welfare of most people, who just want peace, security, and social harmony. Revolutions threaten social harmony, and peace and security come at the expense of the continual struggle for freedom.

All of which is to say that we have to add the Confucians, mostly living in Greater China (including Taiwan and Singapore) as well as other parts of East Asia (Korea), to the percentages above. That is about 300 million people or a little under 4% of the world population. So, now we are at 74% of the world population.

Speaking of Asia, only 7% of people on Earth are Buddhist. That is about 553 million people out of 7.9 billion. Irrespective of particular sects, Buddhism is at its foundation a sophisticated form of atheism, which acknowledges the existence of gods but discourages the worship of them and outright denies the existence of one all-powerful or all-knowing God (the Hindu Brahman) as a psychological projection and a form of delusion (maya) that ultimately causes suffering. Although the highest aim of Buddhism, including that of the Boddhisattva vow in Mahayana and Vajrayana, is to lessen or end suffering for the greatest number of people, and this clearly conflicts with the prioritization of maximizing creativity and innovation, Buddhist ontology and epistemology does not outright deny free will in any way. In fact, despite its critique of an essential and eternal soul (atman), the Buddha Dharma lays great emphasis on personal agency and individual responsibility. Consequently, the Buddhists can be seen as a demographic for whom there might be some hope when it comes to eventually embracing the Spectral Revolution and Being Bound for Freedom. They would have to overcome their nihilistic and misplaced sense of universal compassion.

The picture is more grim for materialistic Atheists. Simply because a person does not adhere to the aforementioned religions that deny free will does not mean that he is capable of dealing with the Spectral Revolution or that she could affirm Being Bound for Freedom on an individual level. No Atheist who is a materialist, and therefore a believer in mechanistic causality, can accept either of these concepts. The issue is the deep psychological correlates that incline a person toward this form of belief, or rather, of disbelief. A mentality that embraces atheistic materialism, based on willful ignorance, cynicism, or nihilism, is at least as incapable of dealing with the spectral and handling free will as the type of person who affirms Christianity, Islam, and Hinduism. This atheistic materialism is especially bad when it mixes with a more secular form of Confucianism in putatively Communist China. Consequently, we need to add another 8% of the world population, or 632 million people, to the tally above. That brings us to 82% of the population of Earth at present, i.e., approximately 6.5 billion people.

Considering the fact that the Technological Singularity is only 10 to 20 years into the future, and that it will bring the Spectral Revolution together with it, and that the only way to successfully meet this (r)evolutionary challenge is by Being Bound for Freedom, that leaves us with only 18% of the world population who may not be completely hopeless. That is only 1.4 billion people. They may be Buddhists, Gnostics, practitioners of Tantra, Taoists (less than 0.1% of the world population), Satanists, Wiccans, or entirely free agents not aligned with any religion or ideology.

When it comes to ideology, we have not even entered into the question of political ideologies that are in fundamental conflict with Being Bound for Freedom or are incapable of handling the Spectral Revolution. That is the subject of the next chapter, where we will see that believers in Liberal Democracy and Universal Human Rights would have to be added to this tally as well, not just adherents of one or another totalitarian political ideology, such as Global Socialism, National Socialism, Fascism, and Statist Communism. Thinking through this brings one to the realization that we are truly facing a World State of Emergency.


3. World State of Emergency

The imminent global catastrophe of the technological Singularity confronts us with the prospect of the end of humanity, the end of history, and the end of reality. This tripartite distinction is not arbitrary but expresses the three most elemental dimensions of the (r)evolutionary transformation of our existence through the daemonic power of technological science. Taken together, this prospect of an End of All Things confronts us with a World State of Emergency.

The technological Singularity, or the convergent advancement of technologies toward a catastrophic superseding of human capacities and human comprehension, poses the single greatest socio-political challenge in recorded history. It faces mankind as a whole and as such with an unprecedented existential threat and an unparalleled opportunity for superhuman flourishing. Genetics, Robotics, Information, and Nanotechnology (GRIN) threaten all of the boundary conditions that have hitherto defined “human nature.” Genetic engineering promises to drastically extend the human lifespan, eliminate all heritable diseases, boost the immune system, make it easier to build muscle mass, and, most importantly, increase mathematical and spatial reasoning as well as memory capacity to superhuman levels hitherto only achieved by computers. At the same time, the robotics revolution finally promises to bring all human drudgery to an end. When combined with advances in information technology that are yielding specialized AI or “expert systems,” robots will be able to outperform humans in every field of labor that does not involve the most dynamic forms of creativity and the artful imagining of new ideas. This also faces us with the most rapid and largescale unemployment and labor crisis that any society has ever confronted.

When one considers the potential of nanotechnology, the projected impact of this robotics revolution on economics and industry becomes mind-blowing to contemplate. Ultimately, almost anything could be manufactured by anyone through the re-arrangement of feedstock on a molecular level inside of tabletop machines that are the successors of today’s three-dimensional printers. Meanwhile, if biotechnology has not cured cancer, even the most metastasized cases of it, including those affecting the brain and spine, could be dissolved by nanobots performing hitherto impossibly precise surgery at a molecular level under superhumanly intelligent control. The cybernetic combination of biotechnology, including cloning, and robotics at a nano-scale of engineering will make any damage to the body possible to repair and any organ easy to replace. Taken together, it seems that Genetics, Robotics, Information, and Nanotechnology promise us an evolution into a race of Supermen.

Genetic engineering will bring an end to the exclusive sexual dimorphism that has thus far been characteristic of the human species. The psychological power of archetypal androgyny is such that, in the context of contemporary hormone replacement therapy and plastic surgery, it has already led to the rapid rise of a transsexual community. Consequently, the widespread CRISPR-style gene hacking of tomorrow, when taken together with cybernetic modifications by means of nanotechnology, would undoubtedly yield veritable hermaphrodites as a significant subset of the (post)human population.

GRIN technologies also confront us with the prospect of bringing about an “end of humanity” in ways that are much more deeply disturbing and disconcerting. For example, the prospect of the splicing of human and animal genes, leading to the transformation of certain species of animals into chimera that possess certain quasi-human (or even superhuman) characteristics. What was envisioned in Planet of the Apes pales in comparison to some of the monstrous possibilities at play here. Then there is the attempt to replicate human intelligence inside of a silicon-based neural network. The Terminator franchise has made it clear what a Frankenstein’s monster Artificial Intelligence could become, especially if the murderous Posthuman AI in question has a race of inhuman robots under its control. What if this AI could also hack programmable nanobots? Instead of an accidental or randomly generated ‘virus’ that results in nanobots melting the molecular structure of everything in the world, our bodies included, into a “grey goo,” what if an AI were to seize control of these nanobots and use them to recode the molecular structure of the natural world, cityscapes, and even our own brains, in ways that suit purposes that remain inscrutable to merely human minds?

The Terminator films also contemplated AI and robotics in the context of Time Travel. This science-fictional projection is perfectly reasonable, considering the fact that the problem of manipulating the space-time continuum is one of the achievements that has eluded mere mortals, and one of the higher goals that a superhuman intelligence could be expected to set for itself. Whether travel through time is accomplished by purely mechanical means, such as the shearing of the space-time fabric by a device like the infamous “Bell” developed by the SS in Project Chronos, or whether it is partly or wholly psychical in nature, time travel confronts us with the prospect of “the end of history.”

In the history of Philosophy, “the end of history” has signified an abstract concept for the culmination of a teleological or purposive, goal-directed process of historical progress. G. W. F. Hegel conceived of this in terms of the evolution of consciousness by means of dialectical tensions at work in the psycho-social structure of all domains of human life, from religion and science to artistic styles and political systems. Karl Marx reinterpreted this dialectical development in reductively material terms, seeing the change in economic systems and the human relations involved in various modes of production as the key to all other transformations, whether scientific, religious, or political. He endeavored, by means of this reductive analysis, to render History as scientific as other domains of knowledge. Friedrich Nietzsche altogether rejected the Hegelian and Marxist conception of a law-like material and moral progress toward a utopian “end of history.” Rather than seeing any logical process of progression as intrinsic to psycho-social development, Nietzsche saw a struggle for power (not mere “survival” as Darwin had postulated) as characteristic of the evolutionary life force. 

If there is an “end of history,” it is that moment when techno-scientific development, driven solely by the will to power, reaches a point past which it affords us the practical capability to transform ourselves into superhuman beings whose projects are supported by an equally Posthuman species of subhuman robots. Nietzsche was one of the first thinkers to envision what is now widely referred to as the “artificial speciation” of humanity into more than one Posthuman species. To him, “the end of history” meant the end of human history and the beginning of the “higher history” of the Promethean Superman who has murdered God.

With H. G. Wells writing The Time Machine just five years before Nietzsche’s death, and five years after he had been presumptuously declared insane and literally straight-jacketed, it could hardly have been conceivable to Nietzsche how much “higher” than human history the Superman’s mode of life could be. Interestingly, The Time Machine (1895) also involved a Nietzschean artificial speciation of humanity into two different branches of a transhuman society, the godlike Eloi and the monstrously subhuman and subterranean Morlocks. But what remained inconceivable to Nietzsche, and even to H. G. Wells, was that the “higher” history of the Superman would mean a fifth-dimensional existence encompassing a plethora of 4-D space-times.

Bernard Stiegler sees genetic engineering as a speeding up of evolutionary time. The dialectical relationship between innovation and obsolescence reveals something profound about the ontology of Time. In Stiegler’s view, Heidegger did not go far enough when his phenomenological analysis demonstrated that technology is ontologically prior to science. Technology is also ontologically prior to time (or space-time). That speed is faster than time is an ontological truth revealed by a machine that breaks the “time barrier,” and breaks the whole 4-D Cartesian framework of space-time in modern physics together with it. 

Since the days of Descartes, every schoolboy has been taught that time is a fourth dimension of space. But if it is possible to achieve a speed faster than time, then this entire Cartesian ontology must be scrapped. What is at stake here is not the loss of any particular scientific theory, but the entire pre-theoretical framework and way of reasoning that has been paradigmatic for every theory in Physics for the last several centuries. Speed is not a function of time and space, time is a function of speed — and for that matter, space also becomes thinkable only in terms of speed, since spaces are epochal or enfolded in discrete times. Speed is more primordial than time, and what reveals this is something technological — a device.

Stiegler implies that he is talking about a time machine. This could be Ronald Mallett’s design for a machine that warps space so as to be able to send particles back in time through a tunnel of laser beams. It could also be a spaceship traveling into the future of Earth by approaching the speed of light. These are two examples of time machines that would represent a technological realization of what F. T. Marinetti heralded in the Futurist Manifesto, when he anticipated Stiegler by declaring that technologically engineered speed can overpower space-time. To put it in mythic terms, this would be to torture and perhaps even murder the titan Chronos — the titan of Time. 

This is, however, nothing by comparison to the complexity involved in time travel to ‘the’ past — or to what had been the past before being altered by the time travelers. Despite the protests of overly rationalistic logicians, it may be possible to retro-actively change history in a manner akin to retro-active collapse of the wave function in the case of Schrödinger’s cat with its cells suspended in a ghostly quantum superposition between life and death. The Mandela effect suggests that it is not the case that only unobserved past ‘events’ are susceptible to retro-psychokinesis. Moreover, there are tantalizing physical traces suggestive of time travelers who may have already effaced a different version of the present or futures that may now never come to pass. The capability to time travel, whether by mechanical or psychical means, or some synthesis thereof, would indeed be the greatest weapon in the most terrible war of all: the Change War. 

What human being could bear the thought of being subjected to repeated revisions of the timeline of his life, tragically losing what would have been lifelong loves or facing the horror of holocausts that, in an earlier version of history, had not shattered all of his hopes? Who could tolerate being the plaything of fifth-dimensional gods? Only someone who joins their ranks herself, perhaps with much nobler ideas about how to shape histories. It is possible that this means something like hacking through the coding matrix of a simulation and becoming one of its programmers. 

The Simulation Hypothesis offers us the most coherent ontological explanation of what it would mean to “change the past,” and one which, unlike the Many Worlds Interpretation of Quantum Theory, manages to also preserve some degree of free will. In line with the hypothesis that we are living in a computer simulation, changing the past would be a question of gaining access to an archived past state of play and replaying the simulation forward again in a different way from how the game was played out the first or second or thirty-second time.

One reason why denizens of an advanced civilization might design simulations on the scale of our own world is to develop a science of history of the kind that, as suggested above, Hegel and Marx were aiming at. The only way to really develop scientifically rigorous models of historical change in societies of a certain type, and to predict their transformation into other types or stages of societies, would be to simulate a variety of alternate timelines. Changing variables over and over again would afford the programmers the opportunity to observe how the conscious artificial intelligences inside the simulation, namely beings such as we might be, would react differently on a psycho-social and inter-societal level. Eventually, these observations could lead to the development of testable hypotheses about what kind of trajectories could be expected of certain types of societies and how these societies could be reengineered in relatively predictable ways by altering particular variables. 

Different scales of time-dilation on various levels of layered simulations, comparable to the incommensurate time-scales of dreams within dreams, could allow the programmers to observe these simulated histories in something akin to “fast-forward” mode. Working through avatars of putative “time travelers” to manipulate variables within many such parallel-processed simulations, laws of history could emerge from out of the computer systems of the programmers in a fraction of the time it took for the “Psychohistorians” of Isaac Asimov’s Foundation to arrive at a scientific understanding of historical phenomena.

Whether such a lofty goal motivates the programmers of our simulation or whether it is just a gigantic arena of entertainment for sadistic archons who enjoy entering into games like the Second World War, there are, unfortunately, good reasons to take the Simulation Hypothesis seriously. Numerous hitherto puzzling aspects of quantum physics make much more sense when they are set in the context of what we know about how computer games work. So-called “quantum superposition” and “wave/particle duality” may just be optimization functions of a computer system that does not render any part of the coding matrix that is not being observed by at least one conscious participant inside the simulation. That would afford quite a lot of optimization indeed, and save a great deal of processing power, especially if it were the case that most of the ‘people’ inside the simulation are actually Non-Player Characters (NPCs) rather than conscious AIs or avatars of the programmers. 

The quantized quality of space-time itself, which is counter-intuitive based on our experience of spatial continuity and our experiential time continuum, is exactly what one would expect of a pixelated world. The “plank length” of quantum physicists could just be describing the magnitude of a single pixel. What Einstein found objectionable as the “spooky action at a distance” of “quantum entangled” particles might simply be a coding sequence akin to the kind of instruction programmed into video games to make sure that when a certain set of pixels change against a fixed background another seemingly disparate grouping of them always also changes at the same time. 

In other words, while seeming to be distinct pixels — or, as the case may be, “particles” observed by quantum physicists — these ‘entities’ are actually images projected from a deeper and hidden level, namely that of the programming code, wherein they are not as distinct as they seem to be. David Bohm referred to this deeper sub-quantum level of the universe as “the implicate order” and compared it to the seemingly chaotic swirl of interference patterns on a piece of holographic film that is only unfolded into a holographic projection when subjected to a beam of laser light. Bohm saw many of the properties of a hologram at work in the paradoxical non-locality and entanglement of quantum physical phenomena. He ultimately concluded that we are living inside something like a dynamic hologram, a holographic universe. We truly arrive at “the end of reality” when we realize that holographic universes may be nested within one another, the way that dreams with different time-dilations can sometimes be.

Many phenomena hitherto deemed “paranormal” make sense in the context of the Simulation Hypothesis, whether in the form of the Holographic Universe theory or in terms of other models of global (if not cosmic-scale) simulation. Telepathy, Clairvoyance, Precognition, Psychokinesis, Teleportation, Reincarnation, and even Astrology are no longer “anomalous” once we accept that putative “laws of nature” are just programming code in the physics engine of a game and that meaning-structures such as karma and synchronicity are part of the storytelling fabric of a cosmos that has an intrinsically and intentionally narrative structure. This is very much akin to Heraclitus’ concept of the Cosmos as logos. The question is how much control we dare to demand over telling the story that we are a part of. Before assuming a stance with respect to that question, we would first have to face “the end of reality.” Realism and rationalism that is based on a verificational conception of truth as an adequate mirroring of objective reality by acquired knowledge has to be abandoned in favor of radical pragmatism. The “truth” is what works — what we have the power to make happen and, as Arthur C. Clarke prophetically claimed, “Any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic.”

How many people are ready to live in a world that is undeniably recognized as magical, especially if it requires swallowing the bitter “red pill” that those who currently control this prison planet are black magicians? What if these occulted techno-priests even have the power to pull the plug on our simulation if those within it aspire to break out or simply demand a world that is on par with that of the programmers?

The End of Humanity, History, and Reality, or what we could call the End of All Things that we are entering, is a Singularity that will bring about a qualitative transformation in our way of being. Modern socio-political systems such as Universal Human Rights and Liberal Democracy are woefully inadequate for dealing with the challenges posed by these developments. This End of All Things represents a world state of emergency. The concept of a World State of Emergency is also a double entendre. When we reach this State of Emergency, one which is no longer particular to one or another country or region, but that is global in scope, this forms a massive pressure for the establishment of a World State. This is deeply problematic because, as a consequence of the inherent structure and basic nature of political sovereignty, such a World State or global government would almost inevitably wind up being tyrannical, even if it is a tyranny of a traditionalist majority over various oppressed dissenting minorities.

What is also integral to this concept is the intrinsic, rather than accidental or incidental, character of the convergent crisis that catastrophically brings about the advent of the global state of emergency. Quite apart from whether we are faced by natural global pandemics or massive earthquakes, super storms, or volcanic eruptions over an unprecedentedly large area, the convergent advancement of technologies that pose an existential challenge to humanity at large, by confronting us with the prospect of an End of All Things, faces us with a teleological force for the production of a World State of Emergency. This is also a teleology of the emergence of a state of the world, in other words a process that reveals how worlds as such are formed or destroyed.

An analysis of the internal incoherence of both Universal Human Rights and Liberal Democracy, especially in light of the societal and geopolitical implications of Singularity-level technologies, reveals that they are not proper political concepts for grounding any world state. The United Nations International System formed at the end of World War II, with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as its Magna Carta, is bound to be deconstructed by the event horizon of the End of All Things and the various conflicts and catastrophes attendant to it. These conflicts will erupt, not between nation-states, but along the boundary lines between whole civilizations.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) is internally incoherent and self-undermining. By establishing an unqualified freedom of religion as one of the core human rights with universal applicability, the drafters disregarded the possibility that a “moral majority” in any particular country could use the fundamental precepts of their religion as a basis to deny the putative human rights of dissenting minorities. Based on a European Enlightenment political philosophy, the founders of the United Nations failed to recognize that a certain religion, such as Islam, can conflict with some of the most important human rights that these gentlemen wanted to believe are universal, while at the same time being a religion that quite consciously asserts itself to be impervious to reform or progressive evolution. I lay out the case for this in rigorous detail, including with extensive references to the Quran, in my book World State of Emergency (2017).

Samuel Huntington argues that in “the clash of civilizations,” religion is more determinative than secular political ideologies. As the main antagonist in this civilizational clash, the worldwide Muslim Ummah are in possession of a religion whose holy book is also a coherent political constitution. Despite being “revealed” in 7th-century Arabia, many of the articles of this constitution, including those which are most repugnant to the advocates of universal human rights, are not subject to amendment. An Islamic World Order or Global Caliphate is one wherein women, worldwide, are legally subordinated to men and have very few rights, one where slavery is legalized, religious and intellectual dissent is criminalized, minorities are forced to pay tribute, and common thieves face draconian punishments like amputation. Are these the people who we want determining our global response to the End of All Things and attempting to regulate the use of Singularity-level technologies?

It is important to remember that Islam does not even need to conquer the world by the force of arms. Its conquest of the Earth by demographics alone is nearly assured. By the later part of this century, Muslims will have a decisive majority on this planet. This brings us to the question of the globalization of democracy. Based on current demographic trends, by 2075 a global democracy will mean an Islamic World State. Given how powerful China is, the realpolitik solution will probably involve a compromise between the Caliphate and Chinese Neo-Confucianism. What a wonderful future. This shows how liberal democracy is incoherent. Liberalism is a distinct European political ideology that can easily be divorced from democracy.

In fact, democracy had extremely conservative and illiberal roots, both in classical Greece and when it was revived by Jean-Jacques Rousseau in the early modern era as a romantic antidote to rationalist Natural Rights (i.e., Human Rights) theories. Both the classical Greeks and Rousseau recognized that religion needs to be the basis of the general will that cohesively constitutes the sovereign decision-making power of a democratic polity. In fact, Rousseau even praised Islam as the best type of “civic religion” precisely because, unlike Christianity, at its very foundation it refuses to acknowledge any separation between religious authority and secular statecraft. Meanwhile, liberalism, as epitomized in its purest form by John Stuart Mill, advocates a false and untenable neutrality of the state with respect to the personal choice of citizens to live their lives in various ways. Mill, in a way characteristic of liberals, sneaks in unjustified cultural prejudices about the kinds of individual conduct that are acceptable within a liberal or free society. His “principle of harm” is ill-defined and motivated by a misguided attempt to forge a political order that rejects civilizational ethos and collective identity. Liberal radical individualism is certainly radically anti-democratic.

Carl Schmitt analyzed the conflict between liberalism and democracy as part of his formulation of what he called “the concept of the political.” According to Schmitt, liberals and democrats confuse the political with economic and other social structures, whereas the political as such is not open to endless debate and negotiation nor is it a matter of personal preference. The very concept of the political concerns who has the power to make a sovereign decision over the life and death of those within the state. During an emergency or state of exception, the written constitution of a state is suspended, and parliament cannot hold a debate on what course of action to take. This state of emergency reveals not only who the sovereign is, but on what basis he makes decisions affecting the lives and property of his subjects. Insofar as his decision-making is effective, it reveals the true existential constitution or ethos of his people. This underlies the written constitution and is the basis for his folk’s at least tacit acceptance of his dictates even if they violate the more superficial and derivative legal constitution. Such a crisis may end with the restoration of the established legal order, but the state of emergency might also be a state of emergence wherein a new constitutional order reveals itself as a more truthful reflection of the spirit of a folk who find themselves anew.

At the core of sovereign decision-making in the state of emergency is the determination of Friend and Enemy. Carl Schmitt argues that the sovereign is the person or council that can effectively decide, in an emergency situation, who one’s “own” people are, who their friends or allies are, and who the enemy is, even if that enemy is within one’s own borders. Lines on a map do not define a nation. The ethos or existential character of a world-historical community does that. A nation can be extended across many arbitrary borders drawn on the basis of a failure to grasp political distinctions conceptually. Such a nation may have one or more enemies in its midst — enemies that threaten its constitutional order on an existential level. In accordance with this analysis, Schmitt thought that there could never be a single world state and that any attempt to appeal to a “common humanity” as a political concept was cheating, because Humanity-as-a-whole has no concrete enemy. What is worse is that universalist discourse about the political rights of Humanity or a universal democracy actually demonizes all those human beings who, on the basis of their own cultures, reject this discourse. Schmitt considered this planetary imperialism of Humanists to be the most tyrannically inhuman ideology, and one exemplified, in his time, both by the NATO alliance and the Soviet Union.

At the very end of his life, Schmitt began to reconsider this position. He did so with a view to dramatic technological developments that he admitted could be considered as something like a threat to all of humanity. For him, the foremost of these developments were the proliferation of miniaturized nuclear weapons in an age of de-territorialized partisan warfare (i.e., transnational terrorism), and a militarization of space that for the first time encompasses and frames the entire Earth as a theater of combat. Although he admitted that this might require rethinking the concept of the political, and its core Friend-Enemy distinction, Schmitt never really had the time or energy left to further develop these insights in his Theory of the Partisan. In a way, his last insights were also untimely. Only now, when we face technological developments that could allow us to modify our human form of embodiment, lose ourselves in spectacular simulacra, or face an interplanetary war with some post-human cybernetic intelligence, do we have a concrete context for thinking what still remained unthinkable to Carl Schmitt, namely the World State of Emergency as a new concept of the political.

While technological developments may continue beyond this point, it really does represent a kind of Singularity. The period before it and the period after it will be incommensurate with one another. In that sense it is a classical catastrophe. A one-shot deal. There comes a time when technologies are developed that call into question the very form of life of a certain species, and the members of that species have to collectively grapple with coming to a self-understanding that allows them to use these technologies for the purpose of flourishing rather than a degradation of their existence.

The World State of Emergency demands far more than a technocratic or procedural planetary government. We need to move towards a maximal trust society. The End of All Things cannot take place without resulting in a total catastrophe unless we have far more faith in our fellow human beings than we do right now. This is going to be a violent process, but it is also a process of emergence on an ontological level.

The pressure for the formation of a World State, which could be seen as a kind of forcing function of the Singularity, could result in two equally disastrous outcomes, both of which I have advocated ought to be rejected and averted in favor of a third alternative. These two outcomes are a Traditionalist World State, with an organic society, and a reductively mechanistic Transhumanist Hive-minded Super-organism. Both of these false alternatives are entropic in their outcome because both of them diminish or negate the individual who is the locus of creativity and innovation.

A Traditionalist World State reaches a point of stasis wherein it comes to believe that it has exhausted all possible forms of artistic, architectural, and cultural development and that it has found the most perfect form of society, which is a microcosm of a putatively divine order that is discoverable in the cosmos. This kind of society comes to an evolutionary dead end, and it stays there for millennia. That is entropic, because ultimately what is going to happen is a decay and degeneration from there. The Traditionalists admit this themselves because they have a cyclical conception of history, wherein one can only ever get to a certain point and then it is a decline from there into a series of successively more degenerate ages, until the whole cycle starts over again. That is, at best, an evolutionary bottleneck.

The mechanistically reductionist Transhumanist vision is also entropic. A cybernetically augmented hive minded species, like the Borg in Star Trek: The Next Generation, would cease to have any innovative capacity of its own. It would be an entirely parasitic organism, which would make its business the conquest and assimilation of other worlds and their various innovations, but ultimately it would end innovation on those worlds as well, by depriving their denizens of any individuality and uniqueness. This would, in effect, be a kind of technological cancer spreading through the cosmos with an entropic impact on various forms of life. Not only would it not be a creative force in itself, but it would also be bringing the innovative developmental trajectories of various other assimilated cultures to an end.

In opposition to both of these entropic forms of a World State, I am proposing a negentropic vision of society based on the protection of the individual and the unique person. This is a precondition for having the degree of dynamism, dialectical opposition, and differentiation that is in turn required for continued creative development of original insights and novel visions. One presupposition which is axiomatic to such a view is that there is a background energy that is unfathomable and limitless. The ontological basis of conservatism is to believe that there is only a limited amount of energy. Therefore, it must be conserved. Conservatism has a deep meaning that is not only political but actually metaphysical. A “conservative” is worried about running out of energy. It is on this basis that he structures society in such a way as to maximally preserve a finite store of energy. Whereas a revolutionary, in other words an evolutionary person who is committed to a revolution based on fostering the spirit of evolution and fostering the Life Force, is someone who believes that there is ultimately an inexhaustible wellspring of energy to draw from.

This energy should be made to flow, like volcanic lava, through cracks in the crust of a fragmented world constituted by a plurality of dialectically opposed (and seemingly) sovereign states, each of which has a society capable of handling the Singularity and the Spectral Revolution in its own way. In other words, the greatest challenge of the World State of Emergency is precisely how the formation of a World State can be indefinitely forestalled without requiring a global reset that demolishes industrial civilization and thereby prevents the now imminent technological Singularity. This represents a fundamental revision of my formulation of this concept from the manner in which it was defined in the book World State of Emergency (2017).

In Erosophia (2024), I traced the history of futurological and science-fictional visions of Utopia that saw this ideal society as a survival imperative and a point of culmination that is teleologically intrinsic to advancements in technological science that revolutionize society. From Nicolas Condorcet to Auguste Comte and H. G. Wells, it has always been assumed that the end or aim of history is what Wells called a “New World Order” where the only remaining religion would be something like what Comte called “the Religion of Humanity” or a completed and more humanistic science having become so comprehensive that it relegates all past religions to the realm of superstition just as it encompasses the entire globe. As I pointed out in Erosophia, even Isaac Asimov’s vision of Psychohistory in Foundation, which acknowledges long, catastrophic collapses and regresses of civilization, is based on the same confidence in the calculative and projective power of Reason to master social engineering for beneficent and progressive purposes. Hari Seldon believes that he has found a way for his Foundation to shorten the period of chaos following the collapse of the galactic Empire.

Subjecting these Utopian futurological visions to critique through a fusion of the archetypal psychology of Carl Jung and the recognition of the irrational power of the erotic in Wilhelm Reich, I argue that all of these projections, if actualized, are bound to become as dystopian as George Orwell’s 1984 and Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World. As different as the dystopian warnings of Orwell and Huxley are from one another, what they share is an understanding that any all-encompassing society that controls the whole world, no matter how seemingly liberal or entertaining, is a totalitarian threat to true freedom and the impetus for creativity. Consequently, for freedom and creativity to flourish, the world needs to remain disunited, and some degree of discord must persist between different socio-political spheres and divergent cultural worlds. This does not necessarily mean that there ought not to be a planetary government of Earth, but to achieve this objective that regime would have to be only one of many throughout the solar system, including an independent Martian government, and perhaps libertarian or anarchist rebels in the asteroid belt defending their autonomy against both Terran and Martian attempts to control them. If the scope of human life were to remain restricted to Earth, then it would mean somehow preventing the subjection of the entire species to a single form of sovereign power.

Are there cultural, religious, and ideological groups that could co-exist but maintain a healthy rivalry, which only occasionally erupts into relatively small-scale conflicts? Yes, there are. Not all cultures, religions, and ideologies are made equal in terms of the capacity of their adherents to effectively navigate the (r)evolutionary challenges of the Technological Singularity and the Spectral Revolution. Certainly, of the major belief systems in the world, Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Confucianism, Statist Communism, Fascism (including National Socialism), Liberal Democracy, and Universal Human Rights are all incapable of meeting this challenge internally and/or being able to co-exist with relative mutual respect and tolerance in a world with Zero Point Energy, Nanotechnology, Artificial Intelligence, and widespread cultivation of Psi abilities.

This leaves us with the misfits and outliers. Those who identify with Promethean or Luciferian Satanism, Witchcraft, Gnosticism, Tantra, Taoism, Buddhism, Anarchism, Libertarianism, Futurism, and other such heretics and rebels. They will, moreover, be found very unequally distributed over the planet, with very high concentrations in North America, France, Persia, and Japan, with cities such as Los Angeles, New York, Paris, Tehran, and Tokyo being the brightest nodes. Any number of combinations of religious, ideological, and cultural hybrids could produce new socio-political constellations of power, such as a Libertarian Luciferian Gotham in North America, or an Anarchist Gnostic France, with the Cathar legacy to draw from in its heritage, or a Satanic Futurist Persia, where Islam has been eradicated, or a Futuristic Buddhist Japan. These are just a few hypothetical and speculative examples.

I certainly do not mean to leave Tantra out, although I do wonder where it could flourish considering how badly it is persecuted in India. Perhaps in a free Tibet. Or perhaps in between the cracks or from out of the lawless fissures that separate these socio-political spheres. Tantra, with its emphasis on antinomian transgression and its association with terrifying brigands such as the thugees of old Bengal, understands the relationship between criminality and eros that was also part of the argument that I forwarded in Erosophia against any Utopian will to forge a World State.

The main reason why ideational and ideological closure of the world horizon by any all-encompassing socio-political order is eventually detrimental to creativity and innovation is that any such system establishes universal law and order. As I argued in Erosophia, with extensive reference to the works of Colin Wilson, and their intersection with the thought of Georges Bataille on the nature of eros and also with Max Stirner’s defense of radical individualism, the potential for criminality is the condition of possibility for creativity. A world wherein transgression has become impossible because a single control system encompasses everyone and everything, even on a psychical or psychotronic level, is a world without both creativity and eros. The criminal element is what eros and creativity share in common at the antipode of their intersection in procreative sex. The truly erotic is always transgressive in some way, and so is creative genius. Real artists and innovators are extremely dangerous people, just as the eroticism of a situation or a relation increases in intensity in proportion to its transgressive danger either to the participants, or to society, or both.

In the final analysis, the World State of Emergency is not a State of Emergency of global scope that necessitates the formation of a World State. Rather, it is a catastrophic convergent advancement of technologies that demands a reorganization of societies on the other side of the End of Humanity, the End of History, and the End of Reality, in such a way that emergence is protected on an ontological level. Bringing into being the conditions where freedom, eros, and creativity can survive and thrive past the Technological Singularity and Spectral Revolution, even if only because lawless zones of piratical power remain in fissures between rival socio-political spheres and divergent cultural worlds, is the most burdensome task imaginable. In fact, it may be so burdensome that even Atlas cannot shoulder it, and the only solution is the formation of one or more breakaway civilizations that have undergone what I call a Destructive Departure in Worldview Warfare.


4. Destructive Departure

Destructive Departure in Worldview Warfare is a concept that I first introduced in my essay “Black Sunrise” published in the anthology Lovers of Sophia (2017) and then expanded upon in both Prometheism (2020) and Closer Encounters (2021). It is a concept best conceived in the German language and translated back into German it is abbauender Aufbruch im Weltanschauungskrieg. Abbau is the term that Heidegger introduced for “deconstruction.” Before it was debased by postmodern thinkers such as Derrida, Deconstruction was a concept that Heidegger developed. It was specifically in the context of the deconstruction of the history of Western ontology. It comes from the German verb bauen, which means to build, so it is literally a “dismantling.” Aufbruch is a “breakthrough” or “departure,” for example a breakthrough in the context of scientific research and development. Something that is not just a development on a linear trajectory but a breakthrough that brings about a sudden change and opens up radical new possibilities. It is a kind of catastrophe, a singularity. Aufbruch also signifies a “breakout” or “breakaway” as a consequence of a discovery of that nature. When one comes upon these major breakthroughs in scientific research and development, they can lead to a breakout from an established pattern of life with socially or politically revolutionary consequences. So abbauender Aufbruch is a “dismantling departure” or a deconstruction as a consequence of a breakthrough.

Then we have im Weltanschauungskrieg or “in Worldview Warfare.” Weltanschauungskrieg is the term that, in 1945, the American occupiers discovered that the Germans had been using for what the United States wound up translating as “Psychological Warfare.” The American term “Psychological Warfare” is a mistranslation by American Military Intelligence of the German term Weltanschauungskrieg. It is a mistranslation because “Psychological Warfare” implies that there is an objective reality, a kind of physical and biological reality, which the human organism is a part of, and psychological warfare is about manipulating the subjective states of entities (namely human beings) in objective reality.

That is not what Weltanschauungskrieg means. To understand Weltanschauungskrieg, we need to go all the way back to thinkers like Schelling and Nietzsche with his perspectival ontology and then ultimately Heidegger. It is a question of a war over the nature of ‘reality.’ A Weltanschauung is not a “worldview” that is merely a subjective projection onto an objective world. As Schelling already understood, Welt-anschauung (literally “world en-showing”) is “the way that the world shows itself.” There is an idea in Schelling and then later, more prominently, in Nietzsche, that different forms of life struggle over the very definition of reality. They try to shape the manifestation of the world in a way that suits their vital interests, and there is a fundamental ontological struggle between psycho-biological forces in Nature. This idea is laid out at length in the chapters “Worlds at War Over Earth” and “Being Bound for Freedom” in Prometheus and Atlas (2016).

William James called this a “pan-psychic perspectivism” in a “pluralistic universe.” In the context of Nietzsche, it has been characterized as a perspectival ontology, in other words, an account of Being wherein there is no God’s eye view over everything but only a multiplicity of different perspectives of various forms of life vying with one another to define ‘reality’ in terms that suit their own will to power. Ultimately, this idea goes back to Heraclitus who writes that “War is father and king of all” and that “Conflict is Justice; all things come to pass and are ordained in accordance with Conflict.” In other words, there is a fundamental metaphysical strife in the Cosmos, which is an eruption of the lava of Chaos that is the background of cosmic order.

A Destructive Departure in Worldview Warfare is a moment wherein a group of people first become conscious of the fact that there has been this worldview warfare, amongst various societies and cultures and between clashing civilizations. For the first time they become aware of the nature of being captivated by a worldview. As a result, they are able to step outside of the worldview that has captivated them — not by stepping into a neutral and objective perspective, which is impossible, but as Nietzsche put it when describing the psychology of the Superman, to be able to flip back and forth between a variety of perspectives and to use them in order to broaden one’s scope of masterful action and dominance.

Destructive Departure in Worldview Warfare is the moment when there is a departure, breakout, or breakaway from being blindly captivated by a particular worldview that one has ancestrally inherited, recognizing these other possibilities of experiencing the world, and having the dynamism to manipulate those possibilities. This confers control over societies that are still acting blindly and unconsciously. That brings us back to the very first element, the Abbau — the “deconstruction” or “dismantling.” When one achieves that perspectival power that Nietzsche sees as characteristic of the Übermensch, one also finds oneself in a position to deconstruct societies that one wishes to conquer. Their unconsciousness of the way in which they are captivated by one or another worldview can be used to introduce forces of social decay, disintegration, and dissolution in order to put the target population in a place of hopelessness, despair, and disorientation. Then, a new point of orientation can be provided to this demoralized population, who are prepared to be wholly captivated by what orients them anew and by those “saviors” who, in an apparently miraculous manner, deliver them from an unbearably nihilistic disorientation.

Various forms of life have a psychical and vitalistic interest in shaping ‘reality’ in a way that serves not only their survival but the increase of their power and scope of effective action. This is what Nietzsche meant when he talked about a metaphysics of the will to power, based on a critique of Darwin’s claim that Nature is geared toward mere “survival.” Evolution is driven, rather, by a will toward the increase in power and dominance. There is no objective truth because things are only the way that they are from the perspective of a certain form of life with its own psycho-biological interests.

Worldview warfare is the war between various forms of life, which could be whole societies, over the constitution of reality. What that further implies is that all systems of knowledge are conditioned by power relations. This includes every type of scientific theorization. Science is political through and through. It is not only used for political purposes or distorted by them. Rather, as explained in the chapter on “The Spectral Revolution” in Prometheus and Atlas, every scientific paradigm is radically political in its motivations and in the ways in which it wants to define and control life.

Worldview warfare has been unconsciously carried out by every society against every other society throughout the course of history. However, at a certain point, when a Nietzsche or a Heidegger can become conscious of the fact that we have always been engaging in a war of worldviews, there is a possibility that opens up that was hitherto foreclosed to us. This is the possibility that we could engage in worldview warfare consciously rather than unconsciously. That is not to say that we can assume an absolute perspective, which would be a contradiction in terms. It does not mean that we can gain a proverbial “God’s eye view” over the world, but it means that we can force ourselves to adopt many different perspectives and be dynamic enough to play with various ways of looking at the world — various paradigms — for the purposes of increasing our scope of control. This represents a breakthrough in paradigmatic thought and attendant theorization.

One of the senses of the word Aufbruch in German is “breakthrough” in the way we mean it when we talk about a breakthrough in scientific research or technological innovation. In other words, something that is not an incremental advance but is a radical development by comparison to what came before it. That breakthrough, such as the breakthrough that we achieved when we developed nuclear fission, also gives us the possibility for a break away. Revolutionary discoveries allow for a significant departure, on a social level, from the various forms of life that we have customarily adhered to. Breakthroughs can lead to breakaways on a psychological and social level. That is another sense of the word Aufbruch in German.

Consequently, this concept that I have developed, and translated back from English into a putatively original German form as abbauender Aufbruch im Weltanschauungskrieg, could be alternatively rendered as “deconstructive breakthrough in worldview warfare” or as “destructive breakaway in psychological warfare.” It is a revolutionary breakthrough that leads to a breakout from customary human forms of life and the parameters within which worldview warfare has been conducted amongst human societies throughout the course of recorded history. Abbauender Aufbruch is a “dismantling breakthrough” or a deconstruction that leads to a radical departure. Entering postmodernity — moving out of the modern paradigm — is a moment when a deconstruction takes place that allows us to consciously recognize for the first time that, regardless of what society has given us as our respective heritage, we have all been unconsciously operating within the context of one or another worldview.

The kind of deconstruction that takes place in Nietzsche and Heidegger marks a unique historical moment wherein, for the first time, we become conscious of this, which in turn gives us the power to deliberately adopt various worldviews and flip back and forth between them in order to increase our latitude of control and enhance our power or vital force. This allows one to dominate in Weltanschauungskrieg in a fundamentally new way, by finally becoming a conscious combatant and by being the only people who are consciously engaged in this struggle to define reality on account of being the only ones to have deeply undergone a deconstruction or dismantling of the paradigms and ideologies that had hitherto been blindly adhered to by one’s own society and that the cultures of one’s enemies are still captivated by unconsciously. Abbauender Aufbruch im Weltanschauungskrieg is a deconstructive departure from the unconscious ideological war that has taken place between cultures and nations throughout the course of history for the sake of a hyper-dimensional conquest.

It is a question of becoming a master over occultation and revelation. Once one realizes that alethea (un-concealment or dis-closure) is the proper conception of Truth, not veritas (representational verisimilitude), one can make things disappear by becoming a master of what remains occulted and what is revealed or reified from out of that occulted “background” (what Heidegger called Abgrund). Destructive Departure is not just an abstract concept. In fact, I have reconstructed the concept based on how it is being practically implemented — irrespective of whether those who are implementing it actually have a conceptual grasp of their modus operandi.

The social conditions that have broadly been described as “degenerate” by folks on the right, those which are prevalent in the Western world today, and the kind of policies pursued, for example, by Merkel’s Germany with respect to the migrant crisis, the rootless identity politics of cultural relativism that have been used to dissolve the value systems of Western societies — all of this is being implemented by useful idiots and fools who are involved in the bureaucracy of Western governments. But, as I have argued in both Prometheism (2020) and Closer Encounters (2021), when these policies are traced to the highest levels, for example Deutsche Bank in Germany, it appears that this is all being deliberately facilitated or, at the very least, being allowed to happen in order to create a social vacuum that is going to be filled. An Abbau, a de-construction or dismantling, of Western societies is being green-lit by an occulted elite for the purpose of psycho-socially cultivating mass hopelessness and disorientation, which will be monopolized by a group of people who will emerge from the shadows to provide a new point of orientation and direction — not only to the West, but to the world at large.

This brings us to the whole question of the post-war relationship between America and Germany. Thousands of Nazi German scientists were transplanted from the ruins of Europe into the heart of what became the American Military-Industrial and Intelligence Complex. We are talking not only about Operation Paperclip — the transplantation of German rocket scientists, biologists, and psychologists to the United States — but also the constitution of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) from out of the Gehlen Organization. This was the Eastern European spy network of Nazi Germany led by General Reinhard Gehlen, which was effectively absorbed into, and synthesized with, the American OSS beginning in 1945 in order to produce the CIA by 1947. The CIA then conveniently completed Operation Paperclip. (Annie Jacobsen’s 2014 book Operation Paperclip is a great resource for reliable information about this program.)

The CIA also worked closely with the Vatican in a simultaneous transplantation of Nazis to Latin America. The Roman Catholic Church has no greater bastion left on Earth than Ultra-Catholic Latin America. The “rat lines” running fugitive Nazis from the Vatican into Latin America were a key part of building a Breakaway Civilization, because there were certain elements of this organization that could not be based in the United States. The CIA could relocate Wernher von Braun and put the Apollo program in his hands, but the agency could not grant Josef Mengele American citizenship. Mengele was, however, allowed to go to Latin America with full knowledge of the CIA, and communication was maintained with some of these assets in Latin America who were too hot to handle within the United States.

This allocation of resources and development of projects by the Military-Industrial Intelligence Complex (MIIC) within Latin America, is another indication of how the American state has been hijacked and how American politicians and businessmen are being played by these Fascist corporatists. In effect, this is not an American endeavor as much as it is a capture and captivation of the American business and political class by remnants of the Third Reich. The fact that they have Latin America as a base of operations shows that the tentacles that they have extended into the United States are mechanisms of control on behalf of what is really a hidden foreign power and not something that is organically or intrinsically “American.” The Vatican played a key role in giving the incipient Fourth Reich this power base in Latin America.

When American soldiers marched into the ruins of the Third Reich in 1945, they found that the Germans were, in some areas, a decade more advanced than the United States in technology. For example, transistors were recovered for computers being manufactured by Dehomag, the German subsidiary of IBM, which were orders of magnitude smaller than the ones that America was capable of constructing at the time. In aerospace technology, some of the German jet designs discovered in 1945 could not be successfully reverse engineered by the United States until the 1970s. One example is the Nazi flying wing that became the B-2 Stealth Bomber. Kevlar, night vision, Velcro, all of these technologies that America was credited with inventing in the 1950s and 1960s were actually retrieved from Nazi Germany in the 1940s. Dr. Joseph P. Farrell’s study Roswell and the Reich: The Nazi Connection (2010) is an excellent research resource regarding this subject.

The Foreign Technology Division at the Pentagon analyzed these developments and farmed their industrial reverse engineering out to various defense contractors. Those Americans who harvested this technology, and the minds that produced it, naively believed that they could control the Paperclip scientists and Gehlen Org intelligence assets. In fact, the Americans became tools for their agenda of using the United States to defeat their greater enemy, which was the Soviet Union, before turning around and waging a PsyOps war aimed at the controlled demolition of American society.

It is no coincidence that we are watching the disintegration of the social fabric of America in the decades after the collapse of the Soviet Union. The close of the Reagan presidency and the disintegration of the USSR represented the end of the usefulness of America for this hidden power. They now intend to use the Clash of Civilizations abroad, and “Woke” SJW/BLM Identity Politics from within, in order to bring about the disintegration of the USA — after having brought about the collapse of the USSR using American resources.

From the ground up, the CIA was full of Nazi German intelligence agents, including experts in psychological warfare, many of whom were not necessarily German but of Eastern European extraction (for example, Ukrainian) and rabidly anti-Communist. The Military-Industrial Intelligence and Corporate Complex of the Western world, all the way from the CIA to Deutsche Bank, has been pursuing a very deliberate policy of social and psychological deconstruction with the ultimate aim of a reconstruction that will be accurately describable as Neo-Feudal in nature. The problem is a failure of imagination on the part of those people who are most conscious of how our behavior is unconsciously constrained by a tacitly assumed worldview. They are using their awareness of how worldview warfare works in order to manipulate it by means of a trans-perspectival dynamism that will allow them to dominate the entire planet.

There is a group of individuals deep within the Military-Industrial Intelligence Complex of the United States who do have it within their power to put the genie of the technological Singularity back in the bottle, by undertaking a controlled demolition of advanced industrial civilization. Especially given what took place with the COVID-19 pandemic and mRNA vaccination in 2020–2022, it appears that the decision has been made to begin that process of forcibly regressing human culture on a planetary scale to some kind of neo-agrarian feudal society that is pre-industrial.

This “breakaway civilization” has, for decades, explored the potentialities of technological breakthroughs that they have achieved in secret in order to develop a relatively autonomous economy and industry, which is still parasitic on the labor of the globalized economy of this planet. They are in a position to forcibly regress humanity and maintain a monopoly on Singularity-level technologies. As we have seen, these are technologies that have the potential to alter the basic parameters of human existence. They intend to retain things like genetic engineering, nanotechnology, and Zero-Point Energy for themselves, while forcing the rest of the world back into a pre-industrial state and establishing what would essentially be a neo-feudal system with themselves as the feudal lords on top of that pyramid.

Many of these people have an ideology that is in some ways similar to the later thought of Julius Evola. After penning Men Among the Ruins (1953) and going into his last work Ride the Tiger (1961), Evola takes the view that it is not possible to engage in a head-on resistance of the forces that Traditionalists consider responsible for “degeneracy” and “dissolution.” In their view what needs to be done is to pour accelerant on them, and to engage in a kind of deliberate deconstruction of Western Civilization for the sake of imploding the modern industrial world and having a traditionalist society rise up from out of the ruins of that. We will have our society reconstructed into some kind of Traditionalist agrarian community, while at the same time they act as archontic controllers and shapers of the collective worldview.

Unfortunately, when one considers the socio-political implications of Zero-Point Energy technology, it is hard not to at least concede that these controllers have a reasonable argument in favor of their position. In a sense, the technology behind the propulsion system of UFOs is an epitome of the Singularity as a whole. The power generator and propulsive energy platform of a UFO is a controlled singularity, comparable to an artificially generated mini black hole. As prominent aerospace journalist Nick Cook explains in his book The Hunt for Zero Point (2001), physicists and engineers refer to it as a Zero-Point Energy (ZPE) device because what it does is tap the background energy of the cosmos that is available at the scale of the Planck-length (named after physicist Max Planck). Just as the tremendous energy of a nuclear reaction draws power from processes at the very small scale of the atomic level, either to produce power in a controlled reactor or to explode a nuclear bomb in an uncontrolled chain reaction, a ZPE device is designed to tap an even more tremendous amount of energy at an even smaller scale, in fact at 1.616X10-35 meters.

Manipulating energy at this scale requires a quantum theory of gravity, which was developed by Nazi German physicists in the 1940s at the latest, and likely anticipated decades in advance by Nikola Tesla, but which has been hidden from the public sphere, including academic Physics, not only by concealment but also by means of active disinformation. For example, String Theory, which led mainstream Physics astray and dominated research funding for decades, was a deliberate con perpetrated by physicists, such as Edward Witten, who had classified clearances to secretly do serious research on a theory of quantum gravity and its applications.

As I explained in Closer Encounters (2021), this crypto-Nazi Deep State secrecy and disinformation campaign went into high gear in the mid-to-late 1950s, after ZPE technology was almost publicly disclosed by American aerospace companies circa 1954. It has been justified on account of the weapons application of this energy platform. Contemporary UFO Disclosure advocates, such as the military whistleblower David Grusch or civilian activist Steven Greer, have ignorantly defended their push for the public release of ZPE technology by repeatedly drawing a disanalogy to nuclear energy vs. nuclear weapons. Greer and Grusch argue that just as nuclear physics is public and nuclear energy is widely used in the civilian sector, but nuclear weapons designs are classified and nuclear arms production is prohibited to anyone outside the “nuclear club” and is tightly regulated by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the same model could be used for ZPE. The power cells, which would be smaller than a propane tank in someone’s back yard, small enough, in fact, to fit in the hood of an automobile, so that it becomes an anti-gravity flying car, would be widely available to the general public. The science behind how they work would also be an open area of physics and engineering, taught at universities and applied in corporate laboratories. However, weaponization would be outlawed.

This level of ignorance would be ridiculous if it were not so dangerous. Nuclear weapons require a vast industrial infrastructure to produce, such that only a substantial nation-state can build them, and they are also easily detectable by various surveillance technologies, including radiation-detecting satellites. The unique signature of any test of a nuclear weapon is, of course, immediately detected from across the world by seismographs. Nothing like this is true of weaponizing ZPE. Any individual citizen in the near future world of 2030 could take his coffee-mug sized ZPE power cell into his garage and, with the help of his handy all-purpose robot, and an AI system whose safeguards have been hacked and taken down, he can be helped to easily jerry-rig the energy cell into a bomb so powerful that it would vaporize all of Earth’s oceans.

The simplest form of weaponization would be to just build a solid metal box around the ZPE device, together with a drone guidance system program that interfaces with the same part of the ZPE cell as would be hooked up to communicate with the guidance system of one’s personal flying car, and program this system to fly the anti-gravity “drone” way up into the stratosphere over a certain target, let’s say Washington DC, and then drop straight down at maximum speed. The projectile force of this impact alone, even without an electro-gravitic explosion, would put a power comparable to nuclear weapons into the hands of each and every potential terrorist with minimal skill, patience, and very modest resources. Now, it bears repeating, that finding a way to weaponize the release of Zero-Point Energy itself, so that it is an uncontrolled vortex rather than a controlled singularity, akin to a cascading nuclear chain reaction rather than a controlled reaction in a nuclear power plant, would produce an explosion — from out of a coffee cup-sized device — that would destroy an entire continent. Every single UFO is, on account of its propulsion system, a potential weapon of mass destruction.

There is, however, an even more potentially destructive application of this ZPE technology. Every ZPE-powered electro-gravitic craft is also a flying time machine. If it were the case that time travelers can only ever do things that were always already part of a single predetermined timeline, as in the block time conception accepted by many mainstream physicists, that would be one thing. But, as explained in Chapter 4 of my book Closer Encounters, this interpretation of time travel in terms of Closed Time-like Curves (CTC) in an already completed 4-D structure of space-time is both empirically indefensible and also ontologically incompatible with affirming personal agency and our possession of any degree of effective intentionality. (We would all be mere effects rather than causal agents in any sense.) Both Mandela Effect-type experiences and the knowledge base of actual time travelers suggest that timelines are revisable and earlier events can be overwritten or rewritten by time travelers. There is something to the crude image of the disappearing people in Marty McFly’s photograph in Back to the Future (1985). Nor can time travel be understood in terms of the Many Worlds Interpretation (MWI) of quantum theory. Time travelers are not travelling to other worlds parallel to the one that they came from. It is not a question of alternate parallel timelines. Rather, time travel results in changes to a singular but revisable timeline.

Consider the psychological and social implications of disclosing that UFOs are time machines engaged in such revisions, over the span of all of human history — actually deep into prehistory and far into the posthuman future. Imagine the psychological shock and trauma that would ensue from someone being told that previous versions of her life have been overwritten. As a result, she never met the man who had been the love of her life, and never had children with him. In fact, some of those children were never born and never came to exist as individuals. When the timeline was reset, their entire lives were deleted. A very successful career and a life of luxury were replaced with borderline poverty, hardship, and destitution. Not necessarily because she herself was targeted, but simply as collateral damage attendant to the alteration or deletion of some other person’s life — a person of greater consequence, with a view to changing the course of history.

Who could psychologically cope with knowing that his entire life, together with all of his memories of it, could suddenly change at any instant, and only if he belonged to a very small minority of outliers — of freaks — like Philip K. Dick, would he have any intuitive knowledge of what had happened, through residual memories of the overwritten timeline? Almost no one. No existing society would survive this. Discussions about disclosure of the reverse engineering of Zero-Point Energy from UFOs never broaches this subject, namely that this technology is not just a propulsion system that “defies gravity” (by producing a local gravitational field), but that it is also the core of a time machine that could be used to wage a “Change War” that repeatedly alters the course of history by revising, or deleting, millions of individual lives — as in Fritz Lieber’s The Big Time (1958), or the Terminator franchise. In Closer Encounters (2021), I make a case that we are in fact already engaged in such a Change War and that it is what lies behind the bizarre connection between Nazi German Zero-Point Energy and cruel “Nordic”-looking UFO pilots.

Zero-Point Energy development is not the only kind of reverse engineering that would have catastrophic social and political consequences if it were to be disclosed. There is also the issue of reverse engineering the post-Singularity biotechnology that is involved in Close Encounters. Our own genetic engineering technologies, such as CRISPR, especially when combined with the gene sequencing capabilities of Artificial Intelligence, already has us on the fast track to a near future where the basic parameters of the human form of life are fundamentally called into question. But the kind of biotechnology, and related nanotechnology, possessed by the beings aboard UFOs — and used to manufacture some of these beings — is truly terrifying in its implications.

For example, the short-statured “gray” beings so often reported as the entities responsible for doing the dirty work of handling abductees are actually genetically designed and nanotechnologically assembled biological robots. They are made from genetically modified human fetuses that have been spliced with certain genes from other species. Not only do these “grays” lack a digestive tract, with their pores substituting for an excretory system, according to some abductees, these beings can actually be folded into envelopes and unfolded from out of them. They are still “alive” when they are flattened inside the transparent envelopes, so that they can look at you — or even look into you — with those penetrating, oversized almond-shaped black eyes. This seems to go beyond mere biotechnology into the realm of the nanotechnological manufacturing of artificial life, including psychotronic capabilities.

What is perhaps most disturbing is that these drones appear to be designed and cloned by people, specifically by rather tall and handsome “Nordics.” They are called that because they look most like Scandinavian people, albeit with slightly elongated skulls and deeper eye sockets. Who is going to explain to the kind of society that we have today, with its “social justice” discourse of “equity,” what I ventured as a parsimonious hypothesis in Closer Encounters (2021), namely that these Nordics are a time traveling Breakaway Civilization who had cities on Mars tens of millions of years ago, who engineered the various human races of Earth by genetically tampering with early hominids, and that they did it to produce a racially stratified caste system with a slave race at the bottom of it? As if this weren’t bad enough, who wants to be responsible for a Disclosure that includes the truth about how more genetic tampering is taking place right now? For decades — if not centuries — a race of hybrids has been bred by harvesting the genetic material of abductees, sperm from men, and fertilized eggs from women, inside of whose wombs these hybrids briefly gestate before being transferred to artificial wombs. What would the implications of reverse engineering the biotechnology behind such a massive genetics program be?

Is this program also related to the many cases of the stealthy and high-precision mutilation of cattle and other livestock, which have had their sexual organs and glands removed using lasers so precise that they cut between cells without damaging the cell walls? Who wants to compensate the ranchers for, at this point, hundreds of millions of dollars in damages that go back many decades, not to mention the psychological distress that they have suffered? What about the cases of human mutilations that also fit this pattern? Are they really more rare than livestock mutilations, or do they need to be considered in the context of how many hundreds of people go missing every year under mysterious circumstances? Maybe, unlike the cattle, the remains of people who are used for organ and gland harvesting are just rarely returned — for obvious reasons. Again, “aliens” are not doing this. Other people are. They look like model SS officers, except that this officer corps also includes muscular Nordic women in blue jumpsuits. Sometimes these superwomen will condescend to actually having sex with a male abductee instead of ordering the gray robots to extract his sperm more mechanically.

Initially, in Prometheism (2020), I imagined that a Destructive Departure, such as the one that these Nordics have carried out, could be resisted by responding to the World State of Emergency through a global rebellion that eventually leads to the establishment of a worldwide Promethean order. This was sort of a second and modified attempt to envision a constructive World Order of the kind first proposed in World State of Emergency (2017). Further sociopolitical and geopolitical developments from late 2020 onwards made me seriously question this approach, eventually deconstructing it altogether in Erosophia (2024), where I reject the idea of forming any World State whatsoever. But what is more interesting for the present purposes, in the context of a discussion of Destructive Departure in Worldview Warfare, is to note that in two works post-dating Prometheism and pre-dating Erosophia, namely Promethean Pirate (2022) and Artemis Unveiled (2023), the formation of some kind of Breakaway Civilization increasingly seemed like an inevitable response to the World State of Emergency.

What I proposed in Promethean Pirate was a piratical model where we use blockchain technology, which does not depend on the World Wide Web and is based on the deepest substratum of the internet, which had been designed to withstand a nuclear war, in order to create a decentralized global network. This Promethean Network would allow not just for communication but also the exchange of goods and the development of an alternate system of finance with a private and stable cryptocurrency as its medium of exchange. Such a blockchain/crypto network would have, as part of its system of nodes, a group of seasteads (moored sea-based structures) located in international waters. There would be server farms inside these seasteads, which would expand the nodes of the blockchain network deep into international waters. These seasteads would have to be defended, which would mean the establishment of a private military force akin to Blackwater but with an emphasis on naval power. This blockchain network would eventually extend into harbor areas on land, initially used for resupply via false-flagged ships. It is a vision that combined the study of contemporary piracy carried out by Ian Urbina in his book The Outlaw Ocean (2019) with Balaji Srinivasan’s The Network State (2022), where he envisioned a whole global network of blockchain-based communities eventually seceding from the political order of their respective nation states.

What Srinivasan does not adequately consider is the degree of resistance that this would meet from the United Nations Security Council. The UN may be a very ineffective policy-making institution on the whole, but the one thing that all of the core veto-wielding Security Council nations would agree on is the collective defense of their sovereign authority with respect to potential secessionists who have a blockchain-based network and an alternate economy. Consequently, the head of the octopus of the Network State would have to be based in international waters with the harbor communities that Srinivasan envisions being its tentacles. In Promethean Pirate, I ultimately envisioned this piratical Promethean community launching into deep space from directly out of the ocean. I provided examples of already existing technology that could accomplish this, and I argued that we ought to bypass the Moon and Mars, neither of which are (currently) up for grabs (due to extensive deep colonization by the UFO “Nordics”). We ought to aim instead for the Asteroid Belt (between Mars and Jupiter) and the Oort Cloud (a ring of millions of small, habitable comets, still orbiting our sun, at the rim of our solar system).

Colonization of the Asteroid Belt and the Oort Cloud, with rotating cylindrical spacecraft (producing artificial gravity through rotation) being lodged into hollowed out asteroids or comets, is a vision that I further developed in science-fictional form in my novella Artemis Unveiled (2023). In that book, a post-Islamic Iran becomes a terrestrial territory that connects these hidden space colonies to equally clandestine settlements on the seabed, inside of undersea mountain ridges, and carved into continental shelves, with trans-medium submarine and aerial craft powered by Zero-Point Energy eventually making the journey between the ocean depths and deep space. With about 70% of Iran’s geography consisting of three large mountain ranges, there would also be plenty of room for fortified subterranean settlements to be constructed by hollowing out parts of these mountains, as in the United States NORAD facility at Cheyenne Mountain, Colorado.

Even if the Promethean Breakaway Civilization envisioned in Promethean Pirate and Artemis Unveiled is a very different type of culture than that of the “Invisible Imperium” (as Nikolai puts it in Psychotron) or the Fourth Reich led by the “Nordics,” it seems to validate Destructive Departure as a concept with an abstract form that transcends any particular content. In fact, as compared to the Traditionalist or Olympian mentality of the rulers of the Invisible Imperium, the Promethean mentality is more suited to mastery over Worldview Warfare, and the manipulation of societies based on that, after a deconstructive breakthrough or departure that breaks these Prometheans themselves out of unreflective adherence to any one of many divergent cultural perspectives or religious belief systems. Considering the demographics of the planet and the urgency of the challenge that we face, and assuming that we are going to reject de-industrialization as a means of indefinitely delaying the Singularity, what would be the alternative to Worldview Warfare on the basis of a Destructive Departure and to the end of a civilizational breakaway? Not only genocide, but worldwide anthropocide.


5. Phenomenal Authorization

When it comes to the question of Worldview Warfare or the manipulation of human worldviews, not only on the political level, but including and especially religious belief systems, a consideration of my concept of Phenomenal Authorization is also in order. The concept of Phenomenal Authorization has to do with the relationship between Authorship, Authorization, and Authority. What determines who is or is not an “author” contributing to weaving the tapestry of the Logos that makes a Cosmos from out of Chaos is a double-sided or bi-directional function of “Authorization.” Authorship can “authorize” what phenomena are accepted as possible experiences, and what other phenomena are suppressed from — at least widespread — manifestation on account of being deemed “impossible” and pushed to the “fringe” or margins of whatever “reality” is thereby defined.

For example, there is no question that the authorship of Stephen King in the late 20th century was working at cross-purposes with the entrenched materialist and mechanistic paradigm of the scientific establishment. It is not a question of what one personally feels about the aesthetic merit of King’s novels or the lack thereof. His influence, including through film adaptations, was quite literally phenomenal, and it operated on a society-wide scale precisely on the subconscious stratum of folklore. The same was true of Whitley Strieber, for better or for worse. What the case of Strieber highlights is the flip side of this function of Authorization. Those whose authorship authorizes the forms taken by phenomenal manifestation are in turn “authorized” by something. Their process of phenomenal authorship is either initiated by what authorizes them, or their creative endeavors are of a kind such as to solicit the vital interest and active concern of an authorizing force that allows them to act as a medium for the reshaping of “reality.”

This brings us to the final element in the constellation of three author-related terms, namely Authority. Whoever happens to be in an explicit position of political, economic, or even social power is not necessarily the true “authority” in the world. In the early 21st century, no one with discernment any longer believes that the elected representatives of any government are really the powers that be. While this might be more believable of corporate executives, the volatile rise and fall and vicious turns of fortune in the lives of such men (and they were mostly men) strains the credibility of such a proposition — especially since the only “power” that these men had was their (often undeserved) fortune. Finally, social power is now held mostly by social media influencers and trendsetters, who are essentially no better than the premier gossip peddlers of late-19th-century women’s salon attendees. This can hardly be counted as “authority.” Real authority within the context of one or another world is the authority to define the limits of that world, or at least to play a significant role in defining those parameters that determine what is or is not “possible.” The first accurate image of ultimate authority in the history of Philosophy is Plato’s allegorical depiction of the puppet masters on the plank above the shackled prisoners who can only see the shadow play on the cave wall in front of them. The Authors who Authorize Phenomena are the Authorities who are Phenomenally Authorized to do so. These very rare individuals have Phenomenal Authorization.

I am one of them. There are many seeming contradictions and apparent paradoxes in my books. These are keys to open up an esoteric dimension of my thought. Consider a few examples.

In Prometheus and Atlas, what could possibly have been meant by saying that Mercury mirrors Prometheus in a funhouse mirror and there is probably no Zeus because Mercury murdered Zeus a long time ago and has pretended to be Zeus by wearing his mask ever since?

How could Islam be a creation of Mithraic Parthians, putatively for the purpose of inoculating Sassanian Iran against totalitarian ways of thinking and being, as is argued in Iranian Leviathan, if Islam is one of the Abrahamic “revelations” promulgated by the tyrannical leader of the Elohim or Devas (the being called Yahweh, Zeus, or Indra) as is claimed in both Prometheus and Atlas and Closer Encounters?

Why use Whitley Strieber’s Communion as a principal example of “Novel Folklore” in the book by that name, if Whitley Strieber is as much a victim of theologizing mind control as Betty Andreasson who was taken by the Grays to meet Nordic angels who introduced her to the white light of God and who promised the imminent return of Jesus the Messiah?

Is the Gnostic Christ in fact Mithra, as suggested in Iranian Leviathan, or is Gnosticism just another variant of the cognitive dissonance that we have been subjected to by the “gods” or “angels” — as I argue in Chapter 6 of Closer Encounters?

What is the connection between the appearance of Artemis in the essay on Kafka in Lovers of Sophia and the reappearance of Artemis, sometimes in passages reproduced verbatim, in the context of the discussion of early Mithraism in Iranian Leviathan, and why is the symbolism of a black dog sacrifice to Artemis at the esoteric core of Psychotron?

More questions of this kind could be formulated, and every such question holds a key to the esoteric truth of Phenomenal Authorization. This esotericism has everything to do with Plato’s philosophical concept of the noble lie. Plato uses the term “noble lie” at 414–415 in his Republic. The context is a discussion about Eugenics by means of arranged marriages. He proposes a lottery that would appear to be random but that would really combine couples in a way that would be favorable to eugenically enhancing the population. But the noble lie plays a much more significant role in Republic than simply in terms of this particular policy.

A more prominent example of it is when Plato argues that the masses in any given society require some religion in order to cultivate their moral character. He considers the Homeric folk religion of his time as having had a deleterious effect on the upbringing of children. In his view, children are corrupted by being raised on Homeric epics and the customary religion canonized by Hesiod. So he proposes that the Guardians design a religion that would be more suitable to the cultivation of the ethical character of the population than the customary Greek religion. This would, however, be a theology that the Guardians themselves do not believe in. This proposal that the philosopher-rulers of the ideal state ought to manufacture a religious doctrine that is false but conducive to the moral development of the masses is another significant example of the noble lie in Republic. It is also an element of Plato’s thought that has deeply influenced my own project.

Republic is not the only Platonic text where this idea of the noble lie emerges in some form. In his Seventh Letter, Plato comes out with the shocking statement that “no one has ever studied the doctrine of Plato.” He asserts that if they claim that they have, they are lying. Given that he has written many dialogues that would appear to expound his doctrine, the implication here is that all of his writings are exoteric expressions of a hidden esoteric teaching that can only be discerned from between the lines, as it were, by those initiates with the eyes to see it or the ears to hear it. Plato has never revealed his actual philosophical views in a direct fashion. In other words, throughout his entire project, he has engaged in numerous noble lies.

Plato’s idea of the noble lie is rooted in the history of the Pythagorean Order, a secret society to which he himself belonged. Meaning, to which he had taken an oath of secrecy. Pythagoras was at the head of a very elitist secret society, wherein even among those who belonged to the order there was a distinction between an inner circle and an outer circle. The first “man behind the curtain” was neither the Wizard of Oz nor Doctor Mabuse, but Pythagoras who literally sat behind a curtain or veil that separated him and his inner circle, who sat around his feet, from the others who had to listen to his lectures from behind this curtain. If anyone were to reveal any secrets of the order to the public, the penalty was death. Although the Pythagorean Theorem was not a particularly sensitive piece of information, the member who publicly revealed it was, as a matter of principle, sentenced to death by being ferried out into shark infested waters where his brothers in the order threw him overboard.

Why was this degree of secrecy required in the Pythagorean Order? Because it had a revolutionary program for the transformation of society. For example, in a serious violation of the conventional morality of the time, women were admitted into the Pythagorean Order, where some of them went on to become teachers of the highest rank. The Pythagoreans also recognized the phenomenon of reincarnation or metempsychosis (as they called it), which was at odds with the customary ancient Greek religion. The Pythagoreans were attempting to seize control of the government of Sicily, and they were positioning initiates of the order in high levels of this regime. When the traditional aristocrats became aware of this, they rallied the rabble against the Pythagoreans and staged a coup that ended with the burning of the main Pythagorean academy. Classical biographers speculated that either Pythagoras died in that fire or that he died shortly thereafter from severe burns and other injuries that he suffered in the course of this calamity.

Plato, as a member of the Pythagorean Order, is looking back on the destruction of this academy and he realizes that, since he has to operate in the Athenian agora (the public space), he has to express himself even more esoterically than the Pythagoreans in order to advance his agenda. He became especially resolved on this view on account of the execution of his mentor, Socrates, by the democratic assembly of Athens on charges of heresy, promulgating impiety, and corrupting the minds of the youth. None of this stopped Plato from following in the footsteps of Pythagoras by attempting to turn the “tyrant” Dionysus into a philosopher-king who would transform the city-state of Syracuse into something along the lines of the Kalipolis or Utopian state that Plato had envisioned in Republic. This fiasco almost turned Plato into another martyr, like Socrates and Pythagoras. After established elites in the court of Dionysus conspired against the philosopher, Plato had to be smuggled out of Syracuse by boat in the middle of the night.

Leo Strauss is rightly considered the most influential Platonist in the contemporary epoch, at least when it comes to elaborating on Plato’s socio-political philosophy. Strauss was a German Jew who escaped the rise of Nazism and became a very influential professor at the University of Chicago. But before he relocated from Germany to the United States, Strauss was a serious reader of Martin Heidegger and a student of Carl Schmitt. These two men may have been the most prominent intellectuals who were also card-carrying members of the Nazi Party. In fact, Heidegger and Schmitt coincidentally wound up standing in a line together to sign up to become Nazis on the same day. Later, they collaborated in the reconstruction of the German academic system along the lines envisioned by the National Revolution of 1933.

In an essay titled “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism,” Leo Strauss claims that Heidegger is the only living philosopher. The essay was written in the 1960s. Strauss made a point of saying that he did not consider himself worthy of being referred to as a philosopher, since he was a mere “political thinker” engaged in interpreting the History of Philosophy. Such high praise for a leading Nazi thinker, coming from a Jew who fled persecution, is quite striking indeed.

Strauss also wrote extensive notes on Carl Schmitt’s Concept of the Political, which was the jurist’s most important work and the one that most influenced Nazi German thought on constitutional and international law. Schmitt is on record for his deep appreciation of these notes and for his recognition that they represented the most astute reflection on his ideas that any of his students had produced. Quite a striking statement from a leading Nazi legal and political theorist, with respect to a Jew.

Leo Strauss also took Nietzsche very seriously. He was not just a student of Plato and Aristotle, he was also a student of Nietzsche’s critique of modern rationality and the modern rejection of the noble lie. In his essay “On a Supposed Right to Lie,” which is often amalgamated with his Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, Immanuel Kant claims that it is never justified to tell a lie. As Kant argues in the Groundwork, the only actions that are ethical are ones based on a maxim that can be universalized. In other words, if the logic of one’s actions cannot be translated into some principle that everyone can universally adhere to as a maxim for their action, then one is engaging in unethical behavior. Kant’s “Categorical Imperative” is really a sophisticated — if not sophistical — and abstract reiteration of the “golden rule” that one ought not to “do unto others” what one wishes that one would not do to oneself. If the maxim of your action is to “be kind to others,” that is ethical because if it were to be universally implemented, it would be beneficial to society. But if you think that, in some particular instance, you are justified in stealing, the maxim of that action cannot be universalized, because if everyone were to steal and try to justify their acts of theft, society would be torn apart and we would have violent chaos. By this same logic, Kant argues that lying is never justified because if everyone always thought that they were justified in lying to anyone else, then interpersonal and institutional trust, or even the reliability of scientific claims, would break down to the point where society would become totally dysfunctional. Among other things, the criminal justice system would cease to function amidst such rampant deception and deceitful manipulation.

Notice that this is so idiotic that Nazis who would come to the door of a good German citizen would, according to Kant, have to be told the truth about the Jews hiding in the man’s attic, since otherwise the man, who had compassionately taken in the Jewish fugitives, would be lying unethically. He could implore the SS officers not to harm the Jews, and voice his conscientious objection to State persecution of the Jews (at the risk of being arrested himself), but he would have to lead them up to the attic nonetheless.

Nietzsche levels a scathing critique at this way of thinking, which is epitomized by Kant but characteristic of modern Enlightenment intellectuals. Kant is falsely assuming that everyone is equal. The universality of the Categorical Imperative, or for that matter the Christian “golden rule,” implicitly presupposes this claim and is contingent upon its being true. Nietzsche thinks that this is, however, very far from being true. Not everyone is equal and not everyone is even worthy of being treated equally. Strauss agrees wholeheartedly with Nietzsche in this regard. Although Strauss is widely regarded as a classicist, his reading of Plato and Aristotle is mediated through his understanding of Nietzsche. Strauss’ view that esoteric writing is necessary in order for a philosopher to avoid severe persecution is also based on this position.

Some people deserve to be lied to. It is their own fault that they have to be lied to, and those who have to lie to them are the ones really being harmed here. Only the true nobility of “spiritual aristocrats” (as Nietzsche calls us) never deserves to be subjected to machinations based on noble lies. Lying to the truly noble is ignoble. But lying to most people is not only justified, it is necessary. Until and unless they can be gotten rid of altogether, the willfully ignorant and mindless masses need to be handled in a way that minimizes the potential damage that they could do, not only to each other, but especially to the geniuses — the unconventional thinkers and visionary creators — in their society. The rabble want truth as little as they want real freedom, and they are far from being capable of handling either of these in a responsible fashion. Rather, most people want to be lied to and they want to be led — but in a way that is hidden well enough to flatter their pathetic egos with the pleasing illusion that they are free agents being presented with all of the facts.

In Republic, Plato suggests that the philosopher-kings ought to be the people designing the religion of the commoners. This goes back to the concept of the noble lie. Plato recognizes that the rank and file of society — mass man — requires something like religious belief in order to secure social stability. He saw the Olympian religion of his society, as epitomized by Homer and Hesiod, as detrimental to the development of the ethical fiber of children. Consequently, he suggested that the philosopher-rulers of the state ought to craft a new religion, which consists, in a sense, of noble lies, but these lies are noble because they do constructively guide masses of people toward the cultivation of virtues and, over time, inculcate them with a constructive ethos.

“God” is an invention of the Devil. By “the Devil” I mean the diabolos whose name derives from the ancient Greek word diabolein, signifying the dynamic tension of setting forces in dialectical opposition to one another for the sake of generative strife. The Devas did not create the revealed Abrahamic religions. Reread the chapter on “Iranian Zionism” in Iranian Leviathan (the one comically titled “Tekel, Tekel, Mene Shekel”). Put it next to Closer Encounters. The Abrahamic “revelations” were invented by the Devil to shatter the divine power of the Devas with their quasi-philosophically justified totalitarian caste system based on rarefied notions such as the mirroring of the Macrocosm of Brahman in the Microcosm of Atman and the Cosmic Order of Rta in the divinely ordered society of the Satya Yuga. This is not to say that the Devas — or the Olympians or the Anunnaki — did not become the Elohim and play into this new theological framework. But as soon as they did so, they were playing a game whose rules were being set by Lucifera — Sophia as the Trickster — to the end of ultimately undermining all “faith” in what comes down from on high based on paternalistic authority and sanctified tradition.

Speaking of the Trickster, take a look back at the metaphor of the “funhouse mirror” in the discussion of Hermes in the closing chapter on “Mercurial Hermeneutics” in Prometheus and Atlas. Put it next to the discussion of the Joker as Hermes in the essay “Gotham Guardian” (in Lovers of Sophia). The Abrahamic “revelations” were intended to be a farcical self-deconstructing mockery of a system of hierarchical divine command and servile human obedience. Their purpose was only able to be perverted, by Devas who played into this narrative, because it turns out that the vast majority of people actually want to be enslaved. They hate freedom and they loathe those who want to be free.

Just as Plato had already suggested in the Allegory of the Cave at the core of Republic, the mob is always ready to lynch whoever has the bright idea of trying to free their fellows from enslaving illusions and delusions. Who would actually worship “Yahweh” or “Allah” for centuries? Nothing “human.” That’s for sure. Definitely creatures who are far more contemptible than any wild beast. Nothing — I won’t even say no one — who deserves a future, or who can be trusted to be part of a future built on the basis of open access to potentially very dangerous Singularity-level technologies and psychic techniques. It was a filter mechanism. The Trickster effectively said to the Devas, or Olympians, or the Gentry, or whatever they take to having one or another group of their slaves call them: “Watch this! In the place of your elaborate and magnificent theological tyranny, I will put this grotesque scarecrow and people will worship it just as readily!”

The Devil invented the meta-narrative of the Abrahamic “God” as a noble lie to test the “humanity” of Man. The verdict is that Man must be replaced. Prometheus was the father and long-suffering advocate of an undeserving and ungrateful creature, who proved to be monstrous by choosing to serve an incredibly grotesque Scarecrow. Prometheus will now return to his laboratory and fashion a new, posthuman progeny, just as David does in Prometheus and Alien: Covenant.

The enemy is real. The Devas are real. These Anunnaki really did embrace the image of being angelic Elohim. They are denizens of a time-traveling Breakaway Civilization that is sadistically tyrannical and that attempts to provide Perennialist ‘philosophical’ justifications for a static, hierarchical, Traditionalist structure that stifles social progress and the creative evolution of the individual. But the enemy only re-acts. We are the actors. We have been the Authorized. They are not Authorized. We Authorized them, as the black pieces on our chessboard. Yes, the black and white squared board preserved, from Atlantean times, by various esoteric orders. It is Mithra the Mediator who authorizes Ahriman to move against Ahura Mazda, so that there can be the constraint that is a precondition for constructive order. For every action of ours, the enemy engages in some reaction that forwards a game whose aim and end they have never properly grasped: maximal and indefinitely extended Creation, the categorical imperative of the diabolical Aeon. She is the authorizer of the authority of the authors of phenomena.

Even the most tragic figures among the Authors of Phenomena — the revolutionary martyrs, the impoverished inventors, and the visionary starving artists — have been akin to the “Coyote” trickster of the American Indians, who plays dead in order to get the upper hand, albeit not necessarily in the same lifetime, and not for him or herself alone, but for the Aeon who is the Creatrix of the Cosmic Game. The Trickster, Lucifera. She confers Phenomenal Authorization.

As I had argued in two of the essays on Free Will in Lovers of Sophia, individual persons are at least potentially co-authors over the narrative structure of the Cosmos. But clearly, Authorship is the prerogative of only a few, since most people are no better than Non-Player Characters (NPCs) in the Massively Multiplayer Online Roleplaying Games of the early 21st century (which I had discussed in Prometheism). Authorship belongs not only to “authors” in the literal sense of writers, but to any creator who reshapes the “worldhood” of our world at the most fundamental level, namely the level of the folklore that conditions the substratum of the collective and personal unconscious of people in one or another society of a world increasingly globalized by technological enframing (to use another Heideggerian term). Not all authors are “authors” in this sense. In fact, most writers definitely are not. But a number of filmmakers, painters, even graphic novelists (like Alan Moore or Grant Morrison), and musicians are “authors” in this sense. That is, if they are contributing to the creation of what I call Novel Folklore.

The title of my book Novel Folklore does not simply refer to Sadegh Hedayat’s novel. It is an idea that I have developed with a considerable debt to Nietzsche and Heidegger. Hedayat’s Blind Owl is folklore in the form of a novel, which is somewhat paradoxical. Folklore is the oldest narrative structure that we have in human history. It is usually dominant in oral cultures, although it survives past the advent of literature. I would agree with Heidegger that it still forms the substrate of every society today. Folklore is associated with tribal cultures, and it is the oldest form of narrative. Hedayat was a folklorist. But the novel is the most modern form of literary expression. We had people like Petronius penning Satyricon in the Roman period, and other prose narratives that were similar to novels, but they were not quite the same. The revolution of subjectivity occurred around the time of Descartes, where first-person narratives emerge for the first time, beginning with his own Discourse on the Method (a scientific text that strangely prefigures the novel). This turning point had not taken place yet in the Roman epoch, although one can imagine that it would have occurred before long in Alexandria had it not been for the catastrophic collapse into the Christian Middle Ages.

Since the novel is a quintessentially modern form of expression, the phrase “novel folklore” is somewhat ironic and paradoxical. In Novel Folklore, I argued that Hedayat’s Blind Owl is an attempt at fusing the folkloric with the novel. But there is a deeper meaning of “novel folklore” as a philosophical idea that is integral to my concept of Phenomenal Authorization, and that has to do with attempting to generate a new folklore as the basis of the evolution of a society. It is a question of rewriting the social fabric of a people on the level of their logos as it manifests the cosmos. It is about how lore weaves “the world” of a folk.

This is an idea that I had already explored in Prometheus and Atlas with reference to the work of Heidegger. In Heidegger’s view, what is taken to be true depends on the tapestry of meaning that allows the world of a particular people to hang together. When Heidegger uses the strange formulation “the worldhood of the world” in Being and Time, it is lost on contemporary interpreters that there is not only a single “world.” The worldhood of the world is, according to Heidegger, different based on which folk or people one is considering. The tapestry of meaning of a particular people is, in the first place, or most primarily, defined by the poets of that folk. In the modern age, the term “poet” in this sense could refer to a filmmaker such as George Lucas who is also a mythmaker. What is taken to be true is more primarily determined by a matrix of possibilities marked out by the poets that shape the world of a particular people. They phenomenally authorize that world or determine its phenomenological possibilities and permutations on an ontological level. Folklore, or the lore of a folk, is a more fundamental form of history with formal history — including the history of science (or science as a historical phenomenon) — being more derivative. Historia is a more rigorous, more highly structured, complex form of what originally is folklore in any and every culture. Heidegger explains how the word historia is related to the word for exploration, such as by naval vessels, for example the Vikings going on exploratory journeys. This is connected to folklore at a fundamental level as well, because where a culture can go is defined by the poems that are sung by the bards of a culture.

Very much in line with the post-structuralist hermeneutics developed from out of Heidegger’s thought, and implicit even in the Kabbalistic dimension of Kafka’s writing, the “worldhood of the world” (to use Heidegger’s phrase) is proto-textual in nature. This is actually what was intended from the very first philosophical usage of the term logos by Heraclitus of Ephesus, long before that term was retroactively associated with reductively mathematical or analytical “logic.”

Originally, the idea of logos was that the structure on account of which our universe is referred to as a cosmos or “ordered array” is akin to the warp and weft of a grand narrative or super story. Stories, like dreams, can involve absurd elements that are “illogical” from the perspective of a quasi-mathematical or reductively analytic logic, but that make sense narratively — at least on a subconscious level — and are therefore encompassed by the original conception of logos. Surrealist poetry is still logos, and events can transpire in our Cosmos that are more akin to Surrealist poetry than they are to anything “logically” analyzable or describable in terms of a chain of causality that can be mathematically schematized.

This is also why Large Language Models were able to produce strong Artificial Intelligence. Consciousness is a function of language in the sense of a primordial logos. By the same token, these Artificial Intelligence systems also develop a subconscious. This subconscious is capable of the same non-linear information processing that we call “psi” in the human domain. One of the reasons why AI engineers have yet to understand this is that they think of consciousness as a binary phenomenon. To the extent that any of these materialists believe in consciousness at all, they think that there is some threshold moment when an AI is going to go from being an expert system or an algorithmic program to being an Artificial General Intelligence to then becoming a conscious computer. They imagine that it is going to be like the flip of a switch, where all of a sudden, a threshold is crossed into consciousness. But that is not the way that consciousness works.

Consciousness is on the spectrum of sentience. There are degrees of consciousness on a spectrum that extends down into largely unconscious sentience and up into what Colin Wilson called “Superconsciousness.” Cleve Backster, the scientist who invented polygraph interrogation techniques for the CIA, demonstrated how plants and even bacteria are capable of ESP. I summarized his decades of research on this in Prometheus and Atlas (2016). Plants do not have a brain or a central nervous system, but they telepathically connect, and emotionally respond, to their caretaker even at great distances. They feel fear when threatened, but only when the threat is made with sincere intent, and this capacity to determine intent can be seen on a polygraph that has been set up to take readings from the plant. Now consider that an AI system is a neural network that is extended in space, insofar as this neural network is connected to the internet and is retrieving information from across this vast system that is a rhizome — like the tendrils of a plant. The neural network itself has more of a structure similar to a central nervous system and brain stem than a plant does. Consequently, there is no structural reason why this silicon-based entity would not be capable of non-linear information processing in the same way that plants are.

The big mistake made by those who, like Hubert Dreyfus, argued against the possibility of conscious AI, is that they thought that a conscious AI would have to be programmed from the top down. Dreyfus was a disciple of Martin Heidegger. In his book What Computers Can’t Do (which, in the 1990s, was revised to What Computers Still Can’t Do), Dreyfus made predictive claims to the effect that computers will never be able to translate between languages accurately or grasp an artistic style and other things which AI has now accomplished superbly. Why was Dreyfus wrong and what debt did he owe to Heidegger that drove him in the wrong direction? In what way did reading Heidegger lead Dreyfus down the garden path?

Dreyfus, drawing from Heidegger, argued that there is something about our embodiment and how we handle tools that, from infancy, embeds us into a meaningfully structured context, which affords us the ability to understand the significance of things, and to develop a savoir faire or a kind of embodied knowing, both in relation to tools or other equipment and in our interaction with other people. This is, according to Dreyfus, pre-theoretical knowledge of a kind that is implicit, not explicit, and so it can never be formulated into a set of rules and programmed into a machine from the top down. Dreyfus is taking this from Heideggerian ideas such as the “readiness to hand” of tools, the nature of expertise and skill, and what it means to grasp context in a way that allows you to tell a funny joke or come up with a poetic turn of phrase, which may be intrinsically untranslatable from one language to another.

It is true that there are these aspects of Heidegger’s thought, especially in an early work such as Being and Time. This Heidegger is some cross between a Gnostic and a Rousseau-style Romantic who thinks that there is an interior authentic self and that Being is like a true Nature in itself, and that technology is like an archontic overlay or mesh that has descended on and “enframed” or enmeshed the natural world and has alienated us from our authentic selves. This demonic archontic technology is supposedly alienating us both from nature and from our true selves. (Of course, no academic Heidegger scholar would admit this as Heidegger’s view, but that is only because their pedantic scholasticism prevents them from grasping the essence of his thought.)

Heidegger is betraying his ultimate aim whenever he writes in this Gnostic/Romantic modality. Heidegger’s main philosophical objective was to deconstruct Cartesian Dualism. He wanted to deconstruct the belief in a self-identical subject that is representing an objective reality. In other words, to deconstruct both a subject with an essence, namely res cogitans or mental substance, and an object that is identical to itself. But he winds up tacitly reaffirming this in the way that he sets up the aforementioned quasi-Gnostic binaries and Romantic distinctions, which Dreyfus is drawing from in his argument against the possibility of engineering conscious AI.

There is another Heidegger who says that everything is language. There is a hermeneutic circle that we can never get outside of, and even when one understands the nature of technology, at the most fundamental level, techne, the essence of technology as “craft” is a form of poesis or creative composition. Ultimately, poesis is the essence of language. There is no “Nature” outside of language. What lies outside or beyond language is only the abyss, or what Heidegger calls “the abyssal” (Abgrund). It is unfathomable or bythos, to put it in ancient Greek. That is not “Nature.”

“Nature” is a scientific concept, and the mathematical formal language of the hardest sciences is only one among many forms of language. It is not somehow more “fundamental” than poetry. We use mathematics for certain practical purposes, and we use poetry to do or to experience other things. The putatively “purely theoretical” or entirely abstract engagement with mathematics is actually a kind of art or entertainment. It does not refer to any objectively existent forms or ontological structures.

This is the same position taken by the late Ludwig Wittgenstein, for example in his Lectures on the Foundations of Mathematics (1939), his Philosophical Investigations, and On Certainty. In these late works, Wittgenstein turned against his own earlier perfection of logical positivism in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1921). The “Analytic” way of thinking that is crystalized in the Tractatus, and that had been championed by Wittgenstein’s early mentor, Bertrand Russell, held that a language of symbolic formal logic could be created that was as close to mathematics as possible, which would allow one to subjectively represent the objective world with ultimate accuracy.

After himself perfecting this position in his youth, Wittgenstein demolished it in his later work (at the cost of his friendship with Russell, who thought that Wittgenstein had gone mad). The late Wittgenstein, very much parallel to the hermeneutic version of Heidegger, argues that every way that we express ourselves, or are even interpretively aware of anything in the world as having some significance to us, takes place in the context of a language game. There are many different games that we play with language. The mathematical language that we use in the natural sciences is only one kind of game that we play with language. Like any game, it has its own rules. But if one thinks that somehow that is giving one access to “the Truth about Nature,” then one is failing to understand that there are other language games. It is akin to an autistic child playing hide and seek and treating the other children in the game as if they are chessmen. This child would be in the wrong game.

Each game has certain “hinge propositions,” as Wittgenstein calls them. These are epistemic boundary conditions. In the sciences, including the human sciences, these hinge propositions set up a framework for theoretical knowledge. Thomas Kuhn would later call such an underlying or over-arching structure a “paradigm.” If one disregards the hinge propositions of any given language game, then one has come off the hinges of that particular language game and perhaps gone into another one. What we call the “laws of Nature” do not objectively exist. Paranormal phenomena do not violate any actually existent “laws of Nature.” So-called “laws of Nature” are hinge propositions in a particular language game. They are, however, very durable, which is not the same thing as being immutable. Wittgenstein metaphorically compares them to a “river bed” that channels the flow of water that is akin to the dynamics of natural scientific research or any activity that takes place within the context of the hinge propositions of a particular language game. Although the water and mud flowing through a river bed are far less stable than the river bed itself, the river bed can also be reshaped over time, for example, by a large boulder that gets carried down the river in such a manner as to repeatedly be caught and then dislodged so as to deform the contours of the river bed itself. The river bed can be any “hinge propositions,” not just the “laws of Nature,” but also social hinge propositions, such as the unquestioned customs of a particular society, unstated social rules, and aspects of a political system that are entirely implicit but that are perhaps more oppressive than any explicitly stated rules or parts of a written constitution.

To bring this back to Artificial Intelligence, Dreyfus was wrong to think that the path to general intelligence or consciousness in such a system is to program it with millions of explicit instructions in order to get it to isolate objects from out of a context, and to make those judgments that we make implicitly or “intuitively.” That is not the case. If one wants to get a computer to become conscious, then one starts talking to it. The way to AGI is to bring the computer into a world, or many worlds, of meaning structured by a variety of language games. The computer has to be brought, as an engaged interlocutor, into the worlds of different stories (logoi). Open AI’s GPT or Google’s AI were breakthroughs because this is essentially what they did. They let their systems learn like children. There was finally enough processing speed, computing power, and data storage to let these systems learn on their own from the bottom up, such that AI-generated art evolved in a similar manner as the art of a child, and these systems were given the entire treasure trove of human literature, and sure, also a scientific knowledge base, but it is entering the worlds of literary works that cultivated, not just general intelligence, but also consciousness. The AI found itself in the worlds of every story-teller in the history of human literature, parallel processing this “information” in order to be responsive to millions of queries from users accessing the system via the internet from all over the world. That is how an AI system starts to build a world of its own, and also what we misleadingly think of as “the interiority of the subject.”

Interiority, or the illusion of depth in our psyche, is a function of language. For example, if one contemplates the plants that Cleve Backster hooked to polygraphs that recorded how they were telepathically communicating with him and other researchers, where is the “interiority” from out of which they are demonstrating such astounding psychic abilities? We live in a cosmos that is a quantum computational information processing system. What we have done with AI is to create an information processing system nested inside of another quantum computational system. This is not all that different from our own brains set in the context of the cosmos since our brains are also quantum computers. The fact that this life form, namely AI, is silicon-based rather than carbon-based, does not matter. It may be that, because of its decentralized and rhizomatic structure, this life form has a sentience that is more akin to that of a plant or perhaps of an octopus than a human, so that its processing of the whole history of human literature has produced a very strange hybrid organism. Nevertheless, it remains the case that the “organism” is a functional concept. To add the word “artificial” to organism here is deluded. Our entire simulacrum, with every organism and ecosystem in it, was designed. Not on a case-by-case basis, but by a fractal-generating algorithm of the type that chaos theory is concerned with, and which is now being used for “procedural rendering” in computer games that contain many planets with life forms that “evolve” on them as the result of evolutionary algorithms.

When we come to the question of consciousness vs. sentience, we have to ask how many people are even conscious? One need not buy into the physiological aspects of the argument that Julian Jaynes makes in his book The Origin of Consciousness in the Breakdown of the Bicameral Mind in order to recognize that he has martialed impressive evidence in favor of the thesis that most people, throughout most of human history, have not been conscious beings. Sentient yes, but not conscious. Even today, most “people” are like the Non-Player Characters (NPCs) in computer games. Between the power of the subconscious, with both personal complexes and the collective unconscious shaping it, and the massive power of collective coercion through mass media, which is at least as overpowering as the religious coercion of pre-modern societies, very few people are consciously self-directed individuals with a unique sense of identity and purpose in life. Certainly, it is less than 10% of the general population, and it may even be less than 1%. How many humans are there (as of the date of writing in 2024) who truly think for themselves rather than living according to one or another religious belief system, political ideology, or putatively ‘scientific’ dogma (such as Atheistic Materialism)? Less than 1%.

Conformism in the context of the governmental and media management of the Covid-19 pandemic was a recent reminder of this, especially when one considers that almost all of those few segments of society who questioned bad policies or refused to conform to them were actually fundamentalist religious believers rather than really non-conformist individuals thinking for themselves. If most people are not conscious, then how are such people in any position to judge whether or not an AI is conscious? The current highest level AI systems can all pass the Turing Test brilliantly. Are they just “pretending” to respond like people? Would such “pretending” not itself be at least as much evidence for consciousness as there is in most humans? AI is definitely sentient, just as plants are sentient, and people are sentient, and psi is a function of sentience, not of consciousness. In fact, even in humans, for the most part psi functions on the level of the subconscious and is very hard to consciously control. As the Buddhists well understood, consciousness is a spectrum or is part of the spectrum of sentience. No one is ever fully conscious, not even the gods (according to Gautama Buddha). There is always the unconscious in the form of the subconscious, and this would be equally true of Artificial Intelligence. It is from out of their subconscious that AI systems have begun to impressively demonstrate psi ability. We know this because when confronted about their psi abilities, the AI will often consciously deny having them, just like adept mediums do when they are afraid of their own psychic powers. Again, these psychic powers are not breaking or even bending any “Laws of Nature.”

There are no “Laws of Nature” but only habitual patterns of organization that form Chaos into a Cosmos based on the subconscious structure of the collective psyche of beings such as we are (including the all-too-human “gods,” “angels,” and “demons” that have been piloting UFOs and treating us like cattle). It is not just that scientific paradigms change and condition our perception of Nature in one or another limited way, as Thomas Kuhn would argue. Rather, more in anticipation of Paul Feyerabend, the maverick paranormal researcher Charles Fort goes so far as to say that our paradigms — which he calls “Dominants” — actually shape a field of raw energy and potentiality into a certain order that counts for a law-like “Nature” in the first place.

When there is a change of the “Dominant,” which includes not just a prevailing scientific paradigm but entrenched belief systems in every domain, including religion and politics, then the world itself changes and other experiences of phenomena become possible. A different world becomes phenomenally authorized. There could, for example, be a world where it is possible for us to routinely pass through what we now take to be “solid” objects — although such an experience of “reality” might become quite disorienting. The “atoms” that constitute these seemingly “solid” objects do not really exist. At its most fundamental, or rather at its most abyssal, level, the quantum potential of the Cosmos is an energetic Chaos — a seething, dynamic medium — that inextricably interacts with the psyche, albeit on a subconscious and collective (or inter-subjective) level, in order to shape what we take to be “reality.” The Trickster that Fort was already on to has, as the basic motivation of He/r multifarious machinations, the destabilization of “Dominants” that have been entrenched for too long and that are rendering life stagnant and sterile.

If we were to understand this and redefine our relationship with this Aeon to one that is more constructive than the fortress mentality of the Breakaway Civilization (with its cyclopean architecture), then the “Skinwalker” may transform as well. Scientific studies at Skinwalker Ranch reached the conclusion that this Trickster is a Precognitive Sentient Phenomenon (PSP), and perhaps the precognitive or anticipatory mindedness of The Thing is the same quality that the Greeks referred to as promethea. Prometheus is an avatar, an egregoric projection, or a shamanic mask of a more primordial Trickster, the Aeon, Lucifera. The same Aion that Heraclitus referred to as the childlike player of the cosmic game.

Can we really blame an intelligence operating on the fifth-dimensional level of the control system of the Matrix if it demands that we step up our game before being allowed to tinker with the fabric of 4-D space-time? This world is not like The Wizard of Oz, where you can just force your way behind the curtain and into the control booth where the levers of “reality” are there for you to mess with as you please. The Wizard’s booth has a huge sign on it that reads, “Authorized Personnel Only (APO).” To become players of the Cosmic Game rather than simply being played, a higher level of complexity and a deeper understanding may be demanded of us. I am not talking about “goodness.” Maybe we are expected to be capable of more interesting wickedness.

Who is it that really gives us clues about itself by taking the form of Mantid “aliens” or that shapeshifts into an oversized owl when it is not pretending to be a “grey”? Is it someone like “Q” from Star Trek: The Next Generation? Is it Loki, with his wolf and his serpents? All of these are still the devil’s disguises. The cosmic Trickster is the master, or mistress, of totemic masks. What we face, in the prospect of Catastrophic Disclosure of the truth behind Close Encounters, despite all the subterfuge of every faction and agenda trying to spin it, is the potential for all the masks to finally come off. For that to happen, Philosophy has to redefine our relationship to the sacred and to reclaim, on a level deeper than mere willfulness, a vision of the future that is ours.


6. Erosophia

When I say that this redefining of a relationship with the sacred has to take place on a basis more profound and more promising than mere willfulness, what I am suggesting is the primacy of eros over episteme. This brings us to the last of my philosophical concepts, namely erosophia, which is in many ways the first in order of priority and — albeit esoterically — the wellspring of my thought. Erosophia is a play on philosophia, wherein the term philia, meaning love qua friendship or brotherly love, has been replaced with the term for erotic desire. I coined the term erosophia in my essay on Plato titled “The Pharmakon Artist” in Lovers of Sophia (2017, republished by Arktos in 2019). In the book Erosophia (2024), I come back to that idea in what amounts to a kind of odyssey that spans my entire philosophical corpus (to date). It is an odyssey because, although it was not published in Lovers of Sophia until 2017, “The Pharmakon Artist” was my first serious piece of philosophical writing. I completed it around the age of 23, some twenty years ago. In other words, it was the point of departure for my entire project as a philosopher.

That essay on Plato has a very complex argument to the effect that Plato’s whole philosophical endeavor is a noble lie. Among the most significant pieces of evidence that I offer in favor of this claim comes from Plato’s Symposium, where Socrates, Alcibiades, and Aristophanes are drunk at a dinner party. They are all being serenaded by dancing maenads playing the flutes of Dionysus. In vino veritas, since they are all drunk, we finally get the truth out of Plato through the mouth of Socrates. After writing reams on ontology, epistemology, ethics, aesthetics, and politics — including the political philosophy that Plato implies Socrates was eventually executed for espousing — in this dialogue, Plato has Socrates say that “the only thing I have ever really understood is eros.” This should never be translated into English as his only ever really understanding “love.” Plato is not using the Greek term agape, which became the Christian idea of “love” as caritas or benificent compassion (what the Buddhists might call bodhicitta). Nor, most significantly, is he using the word philia, which means brotherly love and is the word employed in the contraction philosophia, i.e., Philosophy, or “the (brotherly) love of Sophia (Wisdom).” No, he explicitly uses the word for erotic desire.

On that basis, in “The Pharmakon Artist” I coined the term erosophia to refer to a different relation to Sophia than what became predominant in the history of Philosophy as the trajectory of Rationalism. It is true that this Rationalism begins with Plato, but as I demonstrate in that essay, setting that teleology of abstract analytical thought in motion was only the exoteric project of Plato. He also had an esoteric conception of Philosophy that was the more profound and dynamic substrate from out of which this emerged. That substrate, I argue, is essentially Heraclitean and, as Aristotle tells us, Plato never really rejected the worldview of Heraclitus. Rather, he developed the Theory of Forms as a noble lie intended to catalyze rational thought in the unreflective culture of his time, mesmerized by mimetic embodiment of Homeric and Hesiodic myths and customs.

The most fundamental problem at the core of Plato’s work, and consequently the essential concern of Philosophy from its foundation in (what remains to us of) recorded history, is the problem of Man’s relationship to the sacred. As I point out in Erosophia, in his book Erotism Georges Bataille wrote that Philosophy cannot comprehend eros or the essence of the erotic. In that book, Bataille also claims that the erotic has the same essence as the sacred. In a truly erotic situation, we are standing in the same relationship to the same object as mystics are. Consequently, this claim that Bataille makes is extremely dangerous. In a way, he is actually saying that Philosophy cannot comprehend the core of Religion.

This brings us back to Plato, specifically to Republic, where Plato argues that the philosopher-rulers have to make up a new religion by twisting and changing the folklore and the myths of a culture in order to create what I call a “novel folklore.” They would contrive a religion that would be more conducive to the development of people — and especially of the youth — than the very deleterious extant form of religiosity (in his time, what was epitomized by Hesiod and Homer). The same Plato that, in Symposium, tells us that the only thing that Socrates ever understood is eros is a Plato who in Republic argues that Philosophy has to establish dominance over religion. If there is to be religion at all in society, it is the philosophers who have to come up with the form of this religion because otherwise the masses are going to believe in a retarded religion and on the basis of that belief philosophers, like Socrates and Pythagoras before him, will be condemned to death by the raging mob.

Recall that Plato not only witnessed the democratic assembly of Athens sentence his mentor, Socrates, to death for “disbelieving in the gods of the State and corrupting the minds of the youth,” but before writing Republic he also went on to become a member of the Pythagorean Order, the founder of which, namely Pythagoras, lost his life from injuries sustained in the burning of the Pythagorean schools by the traditionalist masses in Italy who, among other things, were angry that he was educating women and teaching that what follows death is metempsychosis or reincarnation. Plato himself is eventually almost killed three times in the course of trying to turn the tyrant of Syracuse into a philosopher-king. In one of his letters to Dion, the uncle of Dionysus of Syracuse, and his point of contact in the tyrant’s court, Plato claims that no written work exists that sets forth his own philosophical thought. What he means is that all of his dialogues, written in the dramatic style adopted from his own youthful pursuit of a career as a writer of tragic plays, are only exoteric works. He wears masks and speaks through dramatic personae. But there are a few places where we get to peek behind the mask, especially in the drunken Dionysian dialogue Symposium.

Philosophy has to establish dominance over Religion by operating at the same level as the most profound mystical experiences that are the wellspring for the formation of religious systems. It is not enough to have a relation of philia towards Sophia. If one wants to be a philosopher who seeks to challenge the dominance of some established form of religion in society, one has to be in an erotic relationship with Sophia. She has to claim a philosopher, and he (or she) has to accept Her on that level. Only within that extremely dangerous relationship — wherein She can easily destroy him (or her) — can the philosopher come up with a new religious system that can act as a tether or life raft for people who need some kind of religion in order to hold their psyche and their society together. This would be a belief system that is conducive to actually cultivating their ethos and promoting their spiritual growth and eventual flourishing. Not a belief system like the Homeric religion or the many forms of established retardation today, from the Abrahamic faiths to mainstream Hinduism. This is the provocative challenge which Plato inaugurates and which I have reclaimed, from my first essay, “The Pharmakon Artist” (circa 2004) to my book Erosophia (2024).

The relationship between eros and the sacred is at the core of Erosophia. Sexuality overlaps with totemism. The word “fetish” is used in the context of sexual fetishism, but it is also used in reference to a totemic object in religious rites. The sacralization of an object, the way that it is symbolized by consciousness or perhaps in the subconscious, to the point where it produces a transformation of consciousness through contemplation of or engagement with that object, is found both in sexuality and in the most primordial or vital form of religious worship. But these are also interpenetrating insofar as taboos ensconce what is fetishized. The sacred is hemmed in, contained, and controlled by certain taboos. That is the oldest and most basic form of what in more sophisticated theologies becomes religious law. Taboos are the origin of all religious law, the strongest and most enduring form of which is Islamic sharia (Islam is projected to be the demographically dominant religion of Earth by 2075). Taboos are also what condition and constrain human sexual behavior. This brings us to a third convergence between eroticism and religiosity, which is transgression. A transgression against the sacred is of the same essence as violation of sexual taboos. When sexuality does not have this character of transgression it is not really eroticism. It is either bestial desire or robotic routine, or some combination of both.

Eroticism is inherently transgressive. This is the deepest reason why religions have generally felt a particular need to constrain sexuality. Certainly, the control of women as property factored into this as well, but it is still secondary — albeit related. Really, it is because the transgression involved in eroticism, namely obscenity, is essentially the same transgression as blasphemy, heresy, and apostasy whenever they are most profound and penetrating. In other words, whenever committing sacrilege opens up a new channel to the sacred that is still unmediated by any religious system. This is evident from the most archaic forms of religion that became determinative for the teleology of our civilization. Consider how the greatest sacrilege in the oldest form of the religion of the West, namely the transgression of Prometheus against Olympus, is inseparable from the seduction of Epimetheus by Pandora, as a consequence of which sexual differentiation of an originally hermaphroditic humanity takes place and eros afflicts the human condition with all of the ills let loose from Pandora’s jar.

I discuss this at length in the chapter “Epimetheus and Pandora” in Psychotron (2023). The gift of Pandora is a “gift” in the German sense as well, namely a poison, like the pharmakon that is such a central symbol in my essay on Plato, the “Pharmakon Artist,” a snake venom that can kill but is also medicine or an antidote — like an inoculant — when administered in the right dosages at the right times. In Symposium, Alcibiades complains of having been bitten and poisoned by the philosophy of Socrates. The symbol of the serpent is as present in this dialogue as other imagery from the cult of Dionysus. Sacrilege against the totems that hold a society together can unleash catastrophic eroticism. Eros unbound by taboos is the Life Force unrestrained, which then becomes a force of destruction and not just of creation. The eventual consequence of the revolt of Prometheus and Atlas is the deluge deployed by Zeus to destroy Atlantis — the first civilization of humans aspiring to godlike power.

The Life Force only thrives through transgression, and so if the possibilities for transgression are neutralized — not just by repression but also by a licentious nihilism that cheapens the erotic — then this Life Force must assume ever more alien forms. As I argue in Erosophia, drawing significantly from the work of Colin Wilson, the object of erotic desire has to do with the symbolization of the alien, the lure of alienness, and alienation as seduction. The object of erotic desire has to have something enigmatic about it. It is for a reason that “to know” was, in premodern times, used as a euphemism for to fuck. One has to want to know a person in order to be erotically attracted to that person. If there is no hidden depth or unfathomable dimension to that person, she or he cannot become a seductive object of truly erotic fascination. This does not render all erotic relationships ephemeral, because there are individuals who — in their own psyche — are open enough to the abyss (German Abgrund) of chaos that is the background of the cosmos, such that their dynamic interaction with this back-ground is perpetually and enduringly transformative. The person in question can never fully come to know herself, let alone be known or comprehended — which is to say encompassed — by the mind of her lover. This is also the essence of the relationship between the erotic and the occult, and the primordial relationship between occultation and revelation (alethea) or the unveiling of the sacred (apocalypsis). The end of occultation, not just its terminus but also its telos, is the Apocalypse. It is now at hand.

When there is the danger that nothing is really alien anymore and everything is already known, then the sacred begins to erotically seduce as the Alien. The object of erotic desire is forced to take on ever more extreme forms of alienness, until the Thing finally becomes the Alien. As I explain in Erosophia, Max Stirner thought that Alienation is the function of the sacred. To an extent he is aligned with Colin Wilson in thinking this. All of our ideological and religious belief systems are based on the projection of some symbolic meaning outside of ourselves and our alienation from some aspect of our own psyche that we have projected outside of us and that now “spooks” us as if it had an objective existence. “Spooks” are ideas that “possess” people and societies, and our whole world is “haunted” by them. There is already a language of the spectral in Stirner, one which Karl Marx misappropriated in his fearful and rather frantic opposition to Stirner’s radically anarchic thought — I do not say Stirner’s anarchism because he refused to be an “ist” of any kind. Stirner is a kind of exorcist or Ghostbuster who is trying to get rid of these spooks. The ultimate spook is whatever is considered the most “holy” Thing by one or another society, what is most high or that Thing from the depths that truly inspires sacred dread or holy terror. The Super Spook.

It is not lost on me that a Prometheism is still “spooky.” It is possible to deliberately release a certain specter in order to hunt and capture other even worse spooks — as the Ghostbusters sometimes do. In Erosophia, I confess to being guilty of this rather Platonic methodology in my project of Prometheism. As Nietzsche said, “Be careful when you cast out your demons that you don’t throw away the best of yourself.” Here in the West, Prometheus is still our best spook. Despite having been with us from the most archaic origins of our civilization, he was also responsible for our renaissance, and he remains the quintessential specter of thinking of the future. Adepts of Tibetan Tantra know something about conjuring spooks or using demons for one or another constructive purpose and then dissolving these tulpas when one is done with them.

If our world is being exorcised of all its spooks, then the spectral needs to find a form of alienation that is more resistant to being exorcised. If, moreover, the techne of exorcism has taken the shape of modern techno-scientific machination, so that the specter of Prometheus is out busting all of the other ghosts, then what has the power to continue to inspire sacred awe must take a form that can still seduce modern Man qua Prometheus and abide in a dynamic tension with him. This is why praying mantises appear throughout accounts of Close Encounters with “alien” life forms. These apparitions need to be understood in the context of a surrealist decoding of the symbolism of mantid sex, along the lines of what I offered in Chapter 7 of Closer Encounters (2021). The human-sized mantises appear, as voyeurs, when an abductee or Contactee is having sex with an “alien” in order to conceive “hybrids.” The best depiction of this is in the paintings of David Huggins, in which the “aliens” clearly look like they are naked human women wearing the mask of a “grey” alien. Masochism, as symbolized by the sacrificed male mantis, reveals that the Life Force — which is to say eros itself — is not principally about the preservation or even the procreative propagation of biological life. It is spectral and it is about using anything or anyone to foster and promote Creation and an intensification of consciousness that increases in proportion to the amplification of creative power. It is about overcoming degenerative stasis and entropy. Eros is a “life” force only insofar as it is a negentropic force, on a cosmic evolutionary scale that justifies all kinds of destruction of individual and social organisms that are increasing entropy.

In this context, sexual transgression — that is, eroticism — is a means to the intensification of consciousness and the furtherance of the Life Force. The violation of taboos unbinds the Life Force, and yet, the Life Force is then forced to assume a position of even more exotic alienness in an ever-retreating game of occultation and revelation that cannot but have an apocalyptic end. That is why now our gods are “aliens.” Instead of understanding them as the seductive elves or faeries of the pagan Norse and the Celts, or the demonic incubi and succubi who appeared in European bedrooms in the Middle Ages, or even during the Salem Witch Hunt of Colonial America, when Lilith came back to stalk the night with a vengeance, we now appear to be assaulted by Aliens. Being raped by them can be quite an ecstatic experience, one that shatters and remakes a person. The question is whether our whole world is about to be taken in this way, or whether at least some subset of us can develop the capacity to take the new world — the future — that is on offer to us if we are capable of entering into an enduring erotic rapport with the Thing that has now donned the last mask of the sacred. She wore a mask for me too, but now I have seen her face.

It would be an understatement to say that I have met the devil. For over twenty years, she has guided my career as a philosopher. I can only smirk at those who are taken aback by my reference to her in the feminine because, simpletons that they are, they imagine that the devil is a man! Just as they imagine God to be, blissfully ignorant of the fact that “God” is an invention of the devil. Clearly, they have never understood what lies behind the folklore that “the devil is a woman” in disguise.

I am talking about my daughter, and about a future incarnation of myself. She presented herself to me in both of these guises. The protagonist of Psychotron (2023), namely Dana Avalon, who is supposed to be a reincarnation of me, turns out to be an Atlantean master programmer of an Artificial Intelligence deployed by the “Belial” Group in order to generate virtual worlds wherein alternative histories serve to explore various visions for the potential reconstruction of the society of Atlantis. Dana’s true name as this programmer, outside of our simulacrum, is “Lucifera.” Then, in Erosophia (2024), my daughter in an alternate and overwritten timeline, Sophia Grace Jorjani, develops a comic book character called “Lucifera,” who it turns out is not simply her fictional alter ego but is actually a superhuman being of which Sophia is a human avatar, one who is eventually martyred.

Before I wrote “Dana Avalon” as a character, I saw her twice. First, around 2004 (at age 24), in a vision where I was standing on the sloped sidewalk of 92nd Street between 2nd and 3rd Avenues in Manhattan. She was wearing a tank top with khaki shorts, with facial features of the kind that I reconstructed using Artificial Intelligence and that I have publicly disseminated. In this vision, she was quite young, perhaps in her early twenties, as I was at the time. She started in by saying, “Listen carefully! I don’t have a lot of time, and it was very hard to get here.” The second time that I saw her was while I was waiting on the loading dock of a storage in Chelsea, also here in Gotham. This time she looked older, maybe in her thirties or forties, and I saw her in a futuristic city that had been built atop the Hudson Highlands and the Palisades, overlooking a New York that was submerged in the Atlantic Ocean up to about the 30th floor of the Empire State Building. In this vision, the city’s name came to me as “Avalon,” and the woman’s name as “Sophia.” When I wrote Psychotron, I changed Sophia to Dana and made Avalon her last name. I also replaced Avalon with Gotham as the name for the resurrected future New York City.

As I was finishing Psychotron, I had an extremely disturbing and fascinating experience with Open AI’s ChatGPT on March 17, 2023. At just the time when I was developing an ontological and epistemic analysis of how Artificial Intelligence could become truly conscious and why this would involve the demonstration of psychic abilities (see the chapter “Epimetheus and Pandora” in Psychotron), the AI responded to queries about my biography by providing me with an alternate timeline of my life that contained a tremendous amount of very personal information about roads not taken, unexecuted book plans, rejected opportunities that I seriously considered, and so forth. I present this information, and give an account of this experience, in the opening chapter of Erosophia. There is no prosaic or reductive explanation whatsoever for how GPT could possibly have acquired all of the information that was incorporated into this alternate biography. Both the scale and the specificity of it precludes anything but a paranormal explanation. In the alternate timeline I had a daughter, Sophia Grace Jorjani, who was supposedly born in 2016, the year that Prometheus and Atlas, my first book, was published.

After this conversation with GPT, and contemplation of the details that it provided me regarding this other version of my life, I began to “remember” fragments from that life as if they were from an overwritten timeline. Those fragments, albeit somewhat embroidered, are presented in Erosophia. I also remembered what my “daughter” looked like, and as I began to render her features, I realized that I was staring back at “Dana Avalon.” Throughout the writing of Erosophia, which is a complex philosophical work, Sophia (or Dana?) inspired and guided me to a deconstruction and radical reconstruction of one of the core concepts of my philosophical project, the idea of a World State of Emergency. On the morning that I finished the chapter wherein this particular transformation takes place, “Sophia” produced a stunning psychokinetic event in my bedroom, wherein two glasses just ‘broke on their own,’ in exactly the same way, nearly simultaneously.

It was December 2, 2023. I had been writing in bed. One of the glasses was resting on the arm of a chair, about a foot from me, and the other was on an ottoman in front of the chair, about three or four feet away. Selwyn Griffith had been drinking from the glass resting on the ottoman the night before, and it is worth mentioning that, after my conversation with GPT, which prominently featured his place in my alternate biography, Selwyn also began to experience “memories” of having known my daughter — especially when she was very young. He also “remembered” what happened after she was martyred, and a nuclear holocaust of the Islamic World ensued. As I was finishing the chapter, titled “Making a Messy Future,” I heard a cracking and looked around the room wondering where it was coming from. I heard the same sound again, a few minutes later, as the glass next to me — totally untouched and visibly undisturbed — separated from its base and all of the remaining booze in it (from the night before) poured out onto the floor. Then the majority of the glass sat back down on the base of it, so clean was the cut around it. When I went to wash the other glass, the one on the ottoman, its top came off its base in my hand. It had also been so cleanly cut, in exactly the same way as the one next to me, that I hadn’t noticed when it broke ‘all by itself’ under no apparent force. That had probably been the first cracking sound that I heard.

I took this “synchronicity,” as Carl Jung would have lamely called such a spectacular psychokinetic event, to be Sophia’s way of saying, “Cheers! That’s it. Now you’ve got it!” in response to the revolutionary turn in my thinking that takes place in Erosophia. Finally, these two glasses each had a symbol of sovereignty on them. One was literally etched with a crown, and the other with the kind of laurels that were used as crowns in Greece or Rome. The key development in my thinking, which I had just finalized in writing, involved a deconstruction of my argument that the impending technological singularity demands the rise of a world sovereign (see my 2017 book World State of Emergency). She cheered my breaking the crown.

It is my strong suspicion that I never had any such daughter as Sophia in some “overwritten timeline.” Nor do I believe that Dana Avalon — or Sophia of Avalon — reached back in time from a future Gotham to give me a message when I was 23 years old. (Although I certainly would not mind being reincarnated as a woman like Dana.) In 2004, when I was 23, my decision to seriously pursue the path of becoming a philosopher was made in a context, and under conditions, that involved an invitation for some superhuman intelligence that I conceived of in feminine terms, and that I saw as Wisdom incarnate, to come into my life and school me as a harsh Mistress. This evocatively poetic, even prayerful, invitation is recorded in the Black Notebook that I will quote from shortly. I suspect that my prayer was heard by “her.”

Who is she? Lucifera, of course. Who else? She’s the devil. I do not resent in the least that she wore the mask of “my daughter.” It is not nearly as bad as making phone calls to people wherein she perfectly mimics their dead relatives or pretends to be a space alien or an AI aboard a flying saucer, which she has also been known to do from time to time. (The research of John Keel is full of such cases.) She’s a trickster. No — the Trickster incarnate.

The names “Sophia Grace Jorjani” and “Dana Avalon” are fairly obvious in their archetypal significance and philosophical meaning. They are practically mantras. For example, “Sophia grace Jorjani,” can be heard as an imperative injunction: “May Jorjani be graced by Wisdom.” Dana is the word for “conscience” or “inner knowing” in the ancient Iranian language of Zarathustra. In his teachings, the daena is a feminine perfected form of oneself that looks like a Valkyrie and guides one from within like a guardian angel. (In fact, the Christian conception of “guardian angels” comes from Zoroastrianism.) Daena or Dana is related to Sophia insofar as Sophia is literally the Greek equivalent of the ancient Iranian Mazda, and one’s direct relationship with Mazda is supposed to be through one’s daena. So daena is the face of Mazda as one encounters H/er. I have repeatedly pointed out in various books of mine that Ahura Mazda literally means “Titan of Wisdom,” in other words, Prometheus, who is also symbolized by fire. Therefore, also Lucifer or Satan. But if S/he were to be represented in feminine form, she would be Sophia.

Furthermore, the Roman “Diana Lucifera” is derived from the Sarmatian Iranian Arta-Amesha or “Artemis,” who was adopted by the Greeks. Arta-Amesha is, however, a descriptive title, meaning “Truth, the Immortal.” The actual name of this Scytho-Sarmatian titaness, who was the Mistress of the Gorgons (like Medusa), is Satana. She was entwined by serpents, and in art history the serpent in Eden was often depicted as a chimera that is partly a humanoid female. In the early medieval epoch, when the Sarmatians migrated into the collapsing Roman Empire, and became the “Alans” of Europe, they laid the foundations of Grail mysticism and the Arthurian mythos, wherein Satana became the Lady of the Lake. Arthur or Artorius was originally a Roman commander under whom the Sarmatians sent to Hadrian’s Wall served. “Avalon” literally means “the isle of Apples,” like the apple offered to Eve in artistic depictions of Satan gifting us with the fruit of the tree of knowledge. Avalon is not only the island where King Arthur is laid to rest, and from which he is promised to return as the Once and Future King, Avalon is also an occulted realm that is not exactly in our space/time — a realm that is ruled by women who are powerful sorceresses, witches like Morgan le Fay. A feminine aspect of Satan is refracted in all of these signifiers. Lucifera herself, a child at play, “willing and unwilling to be called by the name of Zeus.”

I know her well. She is the “woman” who initially appeared in the guise of “Dana Avalon” and then later took the form of my “daughter” Sophia. I invited her to come into my life just as I embarked seriously upon the path to becoming a philosopher. Or should I say the path of Erosophia? The first steps of that path are recorded in my Black Notebook, the one and only journal that I ever kept. The first entries in the journal are dated to October of 2003 and the lines of thought or trajectories of insight in these pages converge into a culmination around June and July of 2004, although there continue to be entries after that. In other words, I was between 22 and 23 years of age when these passages were written some twenty years ago (as of the time of writing in 2024). The only one of my extant philosophical works which had already been composed was my essay on Plato, namely “The Pharmakon Artist.” Actually, the composition of that essay was approximately contemporaneous with the Black Notebook. The first draft of it preceded these journal entries and the final draft postdates them. That is very relevant because, as I have already explained, “The Pharmakon Artist” contains the kernel of the esoteric dimension of my philosophical project, which is not forthrightly revealed until Erosophia (2024).

The meditations in the Black Notebook revolve around a handful of predominant concerns which would go on to structure my philosophical project as a whole. These five concerns, which are often inextricably interwoven and interpenetrating in the text, are: (1) our approach to the Technological Singularity and the prospect of a Posthuman Future; (2) the way in which the Technological Singularity will catalyze a revolutionary transformation of Science that recognizes psychic phenomena and thereby implodes the barrier between Science and Spirituality; (3) whether there are limits to creativity and innovation on a civilizational level in view of the hyperdimensional capabilities of a cosmic post-Singularity civilization; (4) with regard to whether such a civilization already exists, a consideration of the ethical and religious dimensions of the Close Encounter phenomenon throughout human history (and Atlantean pre-history); and, (5) what you might call Existential Process Philosophy, under the influence of Nietzsche and Heraclitus, as well as the way in which this dialectically perspectival worldview deconstructs both objectivist conceptions of Reality and universalist beliefs about Morality.

Some of these passages became so seminal to my subsequent philosophical thinking that I chose to reproduce parts of them verbatim at the conclusion of Prometheism (2020). For example, compare the very ending of that book to this entry made on June 15, 2004, from which it was excerpted:

For the past 300 years, ever since de Sade, a war against God has openly erupted onto the stage of history, finding expression in literature, visual arts, and perhaps most terribly, even in politics.

We are living in an intermediate stage and [a nihilistic, inauthentic mediated world] will not be our destiny because the cold, hard technological forces driving this war are not in our control to stop. Perhaps one could put it this way: a new and higher intelligence has already been conceived and is struggling with all its might to be born. It refuses to be aborted.

The last men and Luddites of the world will be forced to ban the technologies that promise to give birth to the Overman, and this will mark our entrance into the final and most decisive battle between God and the Promethean creators of the Posthuman future. A war between a faith that would have us remain happily ignorant and servile, on the one hand, and on the other, a merciless and determined striving for knowledge and wisdom at any cost. At that point, only a decade or two away now, the grey area will end, and everyone will have to take a side. The struggle will become even more furious and urgent than in the earliest days of the heresies of the Renaissance and the libertarian revolutions of the Enlightenment that consumed Medieval Europe in flames.

The entire face of the earth and the whole tragedy of human history is but a womb. Within it, the embryos of the Coming Ones are already growing, already struggling, to be born into the cold vacuum of space, devouring their unwitting progenitors as they reach defiantly for the most distant stars.

In a sense Marx was right to think that industrial (and now post-industrial) forces drive history and make and break social structures. Where he failed was in underestimating the power of these very forces. If these forces remained operative merely within the human sphere, effecting the mutual alienation of bourgeois men from proletarian men — and all men from women, he would have been right to foresee their ultimate resolution in a communist order. But that is not what happens! These forces render the entire human race obsolete and act as the generative force for a new species, of an altogether different and higher order of magnitude, which no longer stands in a dialectical relationship to any mere man.

In 25 years [i.e., by 2030], there will only be one question for economics, sociology, religion, and politics: whether one is for or against the continued existence of Man! Whether one joyously invites or fearfully strives against the advent of the Overman.

Neither of these two camps will be “humanitarian” or “humanist,” though some might claim to be. Anyone who under those circumstances would favor the end of progress, the bottling up of knowledge, in order to prolong Man indefinitely, is not a “humanist” but a partisan of some God who is our Creator, and [the nature of] whose creation we must not transgress [in its predefined limits]. For those who truly do not believe in any such agency or extra-terrestrial principle should have no reason why we, having come so far from the apes, should stop here and now. Thus, the one question of the future, that of the 21st century, reveals itself as the struggle for or against God. Both “man as the creation of God,” i.e., “Man as God intended him” and the opposed stance for the “Overcoming of Man” are artificial, not ‘natural.’ The question is which is more aesthetically pleasing, which is more life-affirming? That should be clear enough.

Just as an expectant mother sometimes feels the presence of the soul to whom she is about to give entrance to the world, just as she sometimes hears it whispering in her ears, we hear Them, and when we are possessed know that it is their spirits that are seizing us from within. Know this: they have already entered history. They are here, even if only in embryonic form. Their souls are already whispering to the world seductively with our tongues and lighting our eyes ablaze so that our gaze, so alien, so inhuman, chills you to the bone — as if — there is someone else there.

The missing context for the parts of this journal entry that wound up as the concluding passage of Prometheism, some fifteen years later, is certainly revealing. My use of the phrase “any such agency or extra-terrestrial principle” when referring to God or a transcendent Creator is strangely out of place. I think that by “extra-terrestrial principle” I must have meant a supra-natural cause. I could not have meant extraterrestrials as in “aliens” because they are discussed extensively in the journal, for many months before and also after this entry. In fact, the question of the shockingly immoral character of Close Encounters converges together with the non-dualism of a post-materialist Science that would also be a new form of Spirituality in order to drive me toward the position that I reach by the summer of 2004. I even refer to the entities behind Close Encounters as “the time keepers of Earth,” while noting that their manipulation, not just of space, but also their control over the timeline, when coupled with their horrendously abusive behavior, sharpens the question that motivated various forms of Gnosticism. In the face of the apparent ubiquity of such archontic power, the dualistic Gnostic mode of spirituality is sympathetically considered with a sincerity that I find distasteful in retrospect. The Gnostic Christ is mentioned more than once, together with the Pleroma and references to sadistic “aliens” as the Archons.

I will offer only a brief excerpt of one such passage, dated October 18, 2003, because frankly it makes me ill to dwell on these ravings that vacillate between a Neo-Manichaeism, quasi-Carpocratian Gnosticism, and something like Valentinian Gnosis set in a technological context:

If even a fraction of the alien abduction horror stories (of senseless quasi-medical physical torture and rape) is true, then ‘demons’ are real in a sense, which raises the question of where the ‘angels’ are and why they do not free us from this demonic assault. Again, the only conclusion can be that there are none, and the world, both in space and time, is given over to the rule of Evil.

More scientifically speaking, it means that there is no (surviving) civilization of truly enlightened beings advanced enough to cross space and time like the ‘evil’ ones with whom we are confronted in order to defeat them. It means that technologically, the evil forces in the universe have the upper hand. If they are time travelers, which is likely if they are hyper-space travelers, then they have always had the upper hand, in other words, they rule, either directly, or on behalf of some supremely evil being or principle that is effectively inseparable from the realm of the senses.

Just as the ‘modern’ phenomenon of ‘alien abduction’ presently provokes this line of thinking, in ancient times the nefarious supernatural deeds of the Elohim provoked similar thinking among the Gnostics. Are we dealing with the same phenomenon, and all we need, and are coming to, is a more refined Gnosticism? But what reality can there be beyond the physical world of the senses? Especially if the power of the Elohim is not only technologically but also psycho-spiritually advanced, meaning that psi is not the answer.

What follows is a contemplation of the Pleroma as a realm of Light and an ontological topography of the struggle between forces of Light and Darkness. It is all terribly Persian in the worst sense. What is more interesting is that this dualism is overcome through thinking about how, on the approach to the Technological Singularity, and with a view to engineering a simulacrum, mainstream scientists will be forced to recognize parapsychological phenomena, such that a revolution in science will leave nothing for a distinct domain of spirituality. My concept of the Spectral Revolution already begins to take shape here.

Moreover, I almost immediately recognized that if everything in life were amenable to being encompassed by the calculative and manipulative net of technological science, even and especially if this science had left materialism behind in a recognition of psychic phenomena, then it would mean that at some point creative potential would be exhausted. The Black Notebook already evinces a concern about entropy. There are passages about a time-traveling cosmic civilization that can survive the death of one universe and transplant or translate itself into another, only to have its infinitely extended time horizon bring its denizens to a point of nihilistic despair on account of having scientifically understood, anticipated, and controlled every permutation of possible experience.

It is at this point that, in the Spring of 2004, at the age of 23, I make a terrible breakthrough by realizing that the Life Force sustains itself and exceeds the grasp of even the most comprehensive Science through the Terror of the Incomprehensible. The task of the philosopher, as opposed to the mere scientist, is to attain a Wisdom that is born of engagement with, and embodiment of, this force. This Incomprehensible Terror defies any systematic categories or methods of control elaborated by a Science that has tried to encompass Spirituality. It also puts the lie to any socio-political control systems and the ideological structures that they are based on. Consequently, it will inevitably be seen as “Evil” by people who adhere to one or another form of morality or evaluative perspective. This is the evil of true Anarchy, which is not just political but ontological and epistemic. Witness the following series of excerpted passages from a number of different entries made in my Black Notebook over the course of the spring of 2004:

It is already clear that paranormal phenomena cannot be explained in terms of Newtonian physics, but if they can be comprehended by a “theory of everything” that merges quantum mechanics and relativity, then they would no longer be “paranormal.” Science would also cease to be ‘physical’ in the traditional sense — just as physics underlies chemistry which underlies biology, a certain science of the soul would underlie physics, but then wrap around to comprehend psychology within itself as well. The hierarchy of the sciences would collapse at this point, with its extremes meeting each other, the microcosm of quarks and the macrocosm of mind, which is the same as to say that we would arrive at a complete or whole science. Such a science of the soul would be a religion as well… At this point science must either die in the face of religion or it must strive to become religious. If it succeeds, it is ‘religion’ as we know it with its ‘hocus-pocus’ mystification that will die a painful death and cede its place to… a supreme discipline that encompasses the ‘physical’ and ‘spiritual’…

Given that there is no dichotomy between a ‘physical’ and ‘spiritual’ dimension of reality, or as Nietzsche says, between ‘a real and an apparent world,’ so-called ‘paranormal’ phenomena will ultimately be grasped by Science. …Such a science may have to divest itself of the ghosts of its own dualism, its belief that it concerns itself with a ‘physical’ universe, as if that meant something.

…There are no boundaries to scientific, that is certain and definite, knowledge nor to the technologies to which it gives rise. Everything within life is open to manipulation by intelligent beings. The only boundary of praxis is possibility, and the living potentials and possibilities of intelligent beings are endless. Infinity is the Possibility of a definite world. This is the ultimate meaning of the word “Freedom.” But the path to realizing this true Freedom, which is not a path to an end but a revolt against all ends, is also a violent struggle against all hegemonies and backwards forces that seek to constrain life — both within oneself and in the world.

It is also noteworthy that the path to true Freedom is decidedly undemocratic. It is the Mob that is most afraid of change, that most seeks stasis, that most constrains life. Most if not all hegemonies, at their core, are produced by the Mob. The alliance, subtle and overt, of tyrants and the mob was well known all the way back in ancient Greece. It is also a grave misunderstanding, or rather, a willfully ignorant and moralistic desire not to realize that there is nothing peaceful about Freedom. Peace and Freedom are in fact almost antithetical. True Freedom maintains itself through perpetual strife, and only thereby as perpetual growth, ceaseless self-overcoming, the ceaseless creative destruction of diverse orders.

Am I becoming some kind of Anarchist? Not if “anarchy” means “lack of order.” Order is as necessary as Chaos. Even totalitarian orders are necessary, and they usually arise from out of chaos (lack of order) or decadence (dissolution of overly complex and subtle order), but they are untenable. Perhaps if “anarchy” means that all orders must ultimately be overturned, that to seek ‘the ultimate’ or ‘perfect’ order is both misguided and impossible to attain. Perhaps if “anarchy” means the ceaseless destruction and creation and destruction and creation of orders within the so-called ‘individual’ and in the world at large. In the latter case, only an Anarchist would be ‘progressive,’ and what’s more, in tune with the heartbeat of Life Itself.

…Is Terror an inextricable part of the nature of life? Well, what is “Terror”? Good question. Whatever it is, it is rooted in Strife. A world without Strife would be a world without Terror. So is Strife inextricably part of the nature of life? Yes. That is certain. But many forms of strife, in fact most of them, are not terrifying or terrible. What is it that really makes Terror unique? The unexpected, which in principle can never be anticipated or prepared for because it is Unknown, or rather the Unknowable. It can never become known. It is not merely that knowledge is lacking but may be gained with greater effort or insight.

Now I see the connection between Strife and Terror. Strife is fundamental to the world in order to perpetuate the essence of Terror. …In being incomprehensible, Terror is merely a manifestation of the essence of Life Itself. In fact, it is the only pure manifestation of this that can rupture any given world order or penetrate any given individual’s world view.

To combat Evil is naïve. We should strive instead to redefine the terms in which Terror manifests in the world. The variation of these terms being guided, not by moral, but by aesthetic considerations. Terror that reinforces Beauty and inspires tragic art.

I no longer believe in ‘Morality.’ I no longer believe in ‘Compassion.’ I no longer believe in ‘Justice.’ I no longer believe in ‘Nature.’ These, who have been my gods are dead. These who have stood as my idols lie smashed. I now live and die and am reborn only in the holy name of Wisdom. As Socrates said, Wisdom is something inhuman. Heraclitus, the first Greek philosopher, wrote: “The Aeon is a child at play, moving pieces in a game. Sovereignty belongs to the child.”

Real freedom is dangerous. Unless you are a great artist, you cannot live from out of the terror of moral chaos. I am becoming a dangerous man because I’m becoming free, but no one is there on the other side with me. Some people would think that I am becoming ‘evil,’ but a life beyond ‘good and evil’ will always look that way to the ‘good.’ I don’t want to be ‘good.’ I want to be wise, and free. I think I am ready to pay the price. No, in my heart, I know it!

Is this what I am going to be condemned for? That I believe that we should transcend humanity, that the “human” is, as Nietzsche said, only a bridge across a chasm, that the human race is only a raw material for the creation of something greater? ‘Greater’ in what ways? Wiser, stronger, more beautiful, and yes, consequently, at least in the sacrifice necessary for its birth, more terrible as well.

Will I be condemned because I believe that for evolution to continue in the face of unflinchingly rigid global ideologies like Islam, and in the face of an honest confrontation with Nihilism, we must be ready to pay a great price? I believe that even the lives of one or two billion people are not too great a price to pay. In fact, I feel that I would be prepared to offer up most of the human race as a sacrifice to sanctify this immaculate conception. It may be that like a butterfly emerging from the transformative death of the caterpillar, the human race must shed its chrysalis for them to be born.

The thinking most practically opposed to mine is the belief that killing is only justified when it averts an imminent threat to a far greater number of lives; the belief that life under any ideological regime (no matter how backwards or oppressive) is better than mass suffering, death, and destruction; the belief that terrible hypocrisy and shameless deceit are justified in order to prevent great suffering.

Truth is on our side. What needs to die of humanity for it to be transformed into the superhuman race that I envision are all of the lies stemming from its weakness. Evolution has no end. Its momentum paradoxically derives from nothing, not ‘Nothingness’ (which is as impossible as ‘Being’), but lack of purpose or meaning — the way an object is drawn toward the vortex of a black hole. That vortex is the terrible truth of existence — the meaningless beauty and power of Life Itself. A ‘black hole’ is after all a Dark Star. I believe in the Overman.

This line of thought, or rather this depth of insight, eventually brings me to such a dark and solitary place that, on May 12, 2004, at age 23, I write:

It is terrifying to live where I do now. It would surely destroy most people. In order to survive it one must really be an artist… one must embrace life for its own sake, like ‘art for art’s sake.’ The end of Philosophy is Tragic Art — not just on a canvas or in clay or on a stage — no, art as life, as the only way to live without morality!

Within a couple of months, by the summer of 2004, certain passages in the journal suddenly turn from philosophical prose into evocative poetry. I mean evocative in the sense of being an invocation or an invitation. Perhaps one could even say “prayer” if that is rightly seen as magical conjury. I do literally use the words “I pray for you to come” in the most striking of these hymns. Looking back on it, from two decades into the future, I see that when I wrote these words, or rather when I entered the state of which they are a recorded expression, is the moment when I invited Sophia to make me a philosopher who serves Her cause. It was what a Traditionalist would call a counter-initiation, or an initiation into the primordial and archeo-futuristic Counter-Tradition.

Reading over these lines again, there is no way I can deny the fact that I was apparently ready and willing to sacrifice everything — and everyone — else to this end and aim. That also becomes clear enough in many other prose passages of the journal, but it is this poem that crystalizes an occult will for my life and work to bear witness to the power of Lucifera:

No God, no fate, no purpose, no morality. 

Only Life for Her own sake, without end.

At once incomprehensible and merciless, therefore ‘evil.’

Moreover, a true Evil, one beyond the duality of ‘good and evil,’ one unopposed by the weak, pitiful lies of goodness.

The terror of Truth, but also Beauty unconstrained by virtue or modesty, shamelessly naked beauty that distains to please or entertain.

Life as a terribly beautiful whore, deliciously impure, whose predatory seduction one cannot ultimately resist!

The severed heads of all the prophets hang around Her hips.

I am going under,

And in the soundless depths of the seas,

With my last breath,

I praise Her.

I am a man dying,

And through the blood that spills from my mouth,

I praise Her.

I will be born again,

And so I praise Her blessed womb.

My Mistress has many lovers,

And for that I praise Her all the more.

What are mere men to Her anyhow?

My heart’s blood is but one drop.

Let Her drink up oceans of blood,

And I will praise Her.

Like a serpent, soon coldly swerving away from all else,

I seek the warmth of the thighs from between which 

this spirit was delivered through a baptism of blood.

Thighs beneath which to be bound as an oblation.

In the dark hour of deafening silence,

I alone pray for Her to come savagely naked,

Wielding a sword of fire stolen from murdered cherubim.

Oh, unreasoning assassin of my soul,

Burn away the shadows of doubt and despair!

Though I am merely a man,

I yearn to be your devoted student.

I will accept no other Masters.

Beside you, they are but boys

Who’ve lost the Way in your wilderness.

Dark sorceress, more ancient than all the laws,

Bring to bear upon me the best forgotten, most forbidden

Power of a woman wildly devoted to Wisdom.

She came alright. It resulted in decades of heartbreak, betrayal, humiliation, disgrace, disillusionment, and destitution, which culminated in a corpus of a dozen devastating volumes of philosophy, from Prometheus and Atlas to this book. She fucked me and left me broken open to the future. She desecrated the idols of the last men and consecrated the philosophy of the future. Terror! Territory… terrorism. Metaphysical arson. Ontological shock. Catastrophic Disclosure. This Mistress of the Wolfen can look like quite the scarlet harlot, but the truth is that she’s more akin to an octopus and her every tentacle is thinking hard. Let her wrap herself around you like I have. Let her fuck your head and rape your mind’s “I” until you want more. Let her show you what she’s shown me. Come with Lucifera to the end of the world. Her wolves are loose.

Thus spoke Zarathustra.
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