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Dear Dr. Peterson,



I’ve spent some years in the attempt to philosophically justify social justice, to provide an axiomatic

foundation that creates total logical consistency and subsequently an explanation for the beliefs,

actions, and justifications of social justice warriors themselves. I say some years as I’ve completely fallen

out of time, taking on a reclusive lifestyle in this pursuit. But the result is, I think, justified. I have

determined the axioms that create social justice, or rather the singular axiom which produces it. While a

simple premise, as simple as it can get really, it becomes incredibly complex such that in order to

demonstrate its eventual culmination in social justice isn’t something I can present in this form. Nor can

I compel you to read my treatise on this matter. Instead, I believe it best to attempt to provide you a

subsequent, elementary discovery during my investigation. That being the nature of God and His myth

as the genesis of consciousness. Well, that and an appetizer: the cornerstone of Leftist ‘morality’.

Equality: is merely synonymy (think words and language) engendered through creating, maintaining, and

so enforcing a lack of perceptual distinction between categories.

Thus everyone is ‘equal’ only when everyone’s categories become non-criterial i.e. nebulized.

Thus it is sinful to attribute any criteria to these categories as it disrupts their synonymy.

Thus it is sinful to attribute responsibility to any individuals within such categories as such is to attribute

to them effects, themselves necessarily created through cause, and cause itself is what crafts their

categorical distinctions through (philosophical) individuation. The origin of their ‘victimhood’.

What causes something to be is HOW it is. HOW describes a criterial existence (namely cause and effect)

which must be denied in order to maintain synonymy between categories which themselves are

essentially meaningless, given their lack of discernable and attributable criteria. See ‘gender’.

Thus success and failure or ‘standards’ are oppressive as they allow for distinctions between categories

that are crafted not necessarily subjectively, but through the acknowledgment of and operation

according to criteria i.e. objective reality i.e. cause and effect. Discrimination is thus the greatest evil.

I apologize in advance for how mundane God will become through this explanation, but your reverence

for the human spirit alone should see you through it. I, for one, remain in awe of it.



Individuation



Individuation, as I suppose you best understand it, also applies to my use and understanding of the

term. I would label such use of the term, your use, as Jungian individuation i.e. individuation with

reference to the self or psyche. However, individuation as a philosophical term isn’t particular to

consciousness (ironically) but rather the manifestation, necessarily in our minds, of ‘a thing that is not

something else’. Essentially, it is the creation, discernment, and finally recognition of an individual. It

doesn’t matter whether this individual is a rock, tree, or atom. Perhaps best analogized for you as ‘the

abstraction from the set’. Though in this case the ‘set’ is the universe and the ‘abstraction’ is simply a

subset of it.

The issue with individuation is that it is fundamentally flawed. Flawed because everything we create

through it is not and never has been ‘a thing that is not something else’. Through reason alone and

eventually and powerfully through particle theory, we’ve devastated the concept of the individual and

as such demonstrated that the effects of individuation, that of the creation of individuals, is false. Or

rather falsely perceived. As while every attempt at individuation has failed, there may yet still exist an

individual or many. We’ve just not perceived it.

An atom is a collection of smaller particles and of those even smaller particles, etc. Everything appears

to exist as a matter of assembly of a single, base unit that while we’ve yet to determine, is everdemonstrated through the necessity of establishing a cause for every effect. For this reason, every

individual we create, every WORD we create, is actually descriptive of a system of cause and effect.

Ex: What an apple is necessarily HOW an apple is.

This is true of everything or rather every word, every individual we’ve been able to produce. Yet that we

produce such individuals and continue to manifest the process of individuation remains irrespective of

our knowledge otherwise. Thus many people, post-modernists as you’ve termed them, make sweeping

claims of our failure to harness truth, understand reality, and to truly define what anything is.

This in no small part accounts for much of the nihilism and determinism we’re faced with today. Yet in

examining individuation as a mechanism we can reconcile this matter.



As we’ve come to understand, and is a necessary perspective for this justification, the universe must be

understood as a system of cause and effect. A system wherein a single, primal cause effected the rest of

universe and will for all time. Moreover, that every effect must be caused and every cause must be

effected. Yet, this is all that is required for this reconciliation. I told you it was simple.

With the universe representing a system of cause and effect, the ability to individuate is necessarily the

ability to distinguish some part of the universe from this system. To take a ‘chunk’ of the universe and

describe it as yes, a part of the universe, but distinct from the whole. An apple, for example. To take a

deterministic viewpoint, and for the time being what I will phrase as an objective viewpoint, would

render this distinction entirely irrationally based and so entirely unsubstantiated. In essence, you cannot

isolate a ‘chunk’ of the universe from itself. Such distinction is made entirely arbitrarily and as such

doesn’t actually exist. This is objectively true as, for example, nothing distinguishes the atoms in the air

from the atoms in your arm. Nor does anything distinguish the atoms from themselves. It is akin to

isolating a few lines of computer code from the rest and presenting it as its own entity. Not only can the

isolated lines not run as a program, the rest of the program is rendered illogical and so can’t run either.

This is objectively true. Such determinism, in this context, is valid.

Though continuing on in spite of this, as we do as conscious beings, we must recognize how it is that

such isolation, such distinction can be made. Well, the only way to extract a subsystem of cause and

effect from the greater system of cause and effect that is the universe, is to arbitrarily attribute cause to

that subsystem. It is to treat it as ‘self-caused’, not unlike we’ve come to treat the universe as a ‘selfcaused’ individual. As a subsystem of cause and effect by definition, this self-caused chunk still describes

a system of cause and effect, just a smaller one. This subsystem can be simple or complicated depending

on where you arbitrarily attribute the cause for it. So an apple can merely be a ‘red fruit with a particular

flavor’ or it can be a collection of specific atoms arranged in a particular manner that culminates in what

we understand as an ‘apple’. The larger this subsystem, the more of the greater system of the universe

it contains. The more of the universe it contains, the greater your understanding of what an ‘apple’ is

and with that, the more representative of the actual universe from which you’ve distinguished it i.e. the

‘more true’ your understanding of the apple. Truth simply being an understanding of the universe, in

this context.

Now, this arbitrary attribution of cause is what we understand as Free Will. Consider how you see others

as individuals, as those whom you’ve attributed the ability to self-cause and thus ‘choose’ or ‘determine’

the effects of their existence i.e. their actions. Best understood as their responsibility. The process



through which we create an individual as a rock or even as a person is no different fundamentally. The

special distinction we create for such individuals, for ‘conscious beings’, is the observation of the effects

of their existence. So anything we can perceive as creating effects of their own becomes a ‘conscious

being’, an individual in the common understanding. So an ocean can be an individual, so too a volcano

or a bird or whatever. The reason such things have had this particular form of individuality evoked is due

to our greater understanding of their respective system of cause and effect. In other words, we

recognize such things as being wholly caused by another and thus strip them of any perception of their

individuality as conscious beings. This goes for humans too. Should we discover Sam Harris to be a robot

controlled by Richard Dawkins, we immediately relinquish the consciousness we attributed to Harris and

view him as merely an extension of Dawkin’s will; as being caused by Dawkins.

But what do we make of the universe then? It too is an individual via individuation and with the special

distinction of, by definition, being both self-caused and having no means of determining or even

suspecting some prior effect to have caused it. In this same primal fashion, the universe is a conscious

being. The universe is God.



God is the Universe



When the universe is presented as God it manifests as Deism. When applied to the earth alone or

centered on the earth, Gaia theory. However, such notions of God could not exist until both the concept

of the universe was born and with that an understanding of everything in it as a part of that universe.

Until then, gods could exist in everything that could be presented as self-caused, as willful, as conscious

beings, and only insofar as we couldn’t apply a prior effect to their cause.

The Christian God, before he was even Christian, resulted from a necessary logical reconciliation of the

concept of being ‘self-caused’. That is, the notion itself is irrational and in our unconscious quest to

manifest God as the highest ideal, he couldn’t be so constituted. So what was done to parse this? God

became distinguished from the universe in such a way that the universe could remain an effect of Him,

but also that God wouldn’t be a part of it and thus part of an individual. With individuality a subsystem



by definition, it is illogical for God to exist both as the entire system and as a subsystem within it. Hence

God was moved into another realm, another dimension whose defining property is its ability to cause

without being a part of the system in which it causes. This is Heaven, where God is. This

conceptualization of God is known as the ‘Other Dimension’ and ‘Stepped-back’ theories of God.

Now, what is the significance of God as the arbitrary attribution of cause? As arbitrary cause itself? The

significance lies in the ability of this attribution to craft the entirety of perceptual (subjective) existence,

develop incomplete models of reality, and through that discern truth. In essence, individuation allows

for the first manifestation of consciousness. Subsequent to that thought, and subsequent to that

knowledge and truth. To transform the unknown into the known. To transform the objective (how I’ve

termed it) into the subjective.



The Axioms of Existence



First Aspect of Our Existence: I



Individuation is the impetus to human consciousness, or at least consciousness develops as a

consequence of it. The first axiom, the first thought that is able to develop a distinction between ‘you’

and ‘other’ is: “I exist.” Though the nature of this phrasing is debated and so too its true nature as the

very first axiom, consider my definition of objectivity. Understood this way, “I exist,” is a claim of

objective existence, of existing within a deterministic, indiscriminate universe. It’s the first intimation of

existence and for this reason comprises the first aspect of our existence: objectivity.



Second Aspect of Our Existence: I!



The second axiom follows as a necessary corollary of the first, though I’ve yet to see it properly

identified as such. The second axiom is, “I am right”. “I am right” is only a reiteration of the axiom “I

exist” using one’s self as a reference point. It is the first demonstration of a comparative understanding,



of establishing something ‘true’ with reference to something else. Yet in this case, the comparison is

between the self and another form of self, developing a duality in the understanding of ‘I’. The ‘I’ in both

“I exist” and “I am right” is the same thing, but manifested in the objective realm AND the subjective

realm. This duality is a circular reasoning of sorts, which is frankly fine given that ‘I exist’ was foremost

an irrational position to begin with. With ‘I’ possessed of no legitimate distinction between itself and the

universe, its only means of substantiation was through itself. Hence the development of subjectivity, the

second aspect of our existence.

Now, “I am right” is as self-righteous as it sounds. In this case, it is a literal SELF-righteousness. The ‘self’

is right given the existence of the ‘self’ through “I exist.” Though more integrally, the ‘self’ is ‘right’ given

the inability to believe otherwise. To follow “I exist,” with “I am wrong,” terminates the prior axiom.

Thus the self is right and, as our very first reference point for what is known, what is ‘true’, the self

MUST be right – always. It is our single reference point, our single foundation, from which we perceive

the universe.

This characteristic of self-righteousness manifests in simple language tricks such as the fact that what

you believe, you believe you are ‘right’ about. That you are ‘right about everything you believe’ by

definition, otherwise you wouldn’t believe it. The closest one can get to being ‘wrong’ is their

recognition of operation according to some irrationality that they cannot as of yet justify, which itself is

a claim of truth or rather righteousness i.e. the truth of that being false. This is contrasted with our

ability to separate what any other person believes from what is ‘true’. This is the self-referential nature

of the subjective ‘I’.



The Origin of the Dual ‘I’ in Myth:

Call this duality of ‘I’ Yin and Yang. Should Yin take over, the self is destroyed. Should Yang take

over, the ‘other’/universe is destroyed. Should objectivity take over, subjectivity is destroyed.

Should subjectivity take over, objectivity is destroyed. This is the nature of the subjective ‘I’, the

self, as both sacrificial (to the universe) and ultimately destructive (of the universe). This is why

we must maintain a ‘balance’. In order to possess the dualistic existence of consciousness, to be

both conscious and to be conscious of, to live and live within, objectivity and subjectivity must

both persist without one overtaking the other.



Third Aspect of Our Existence: I?



After “I am right” we are struck with what I hesitate to call an axiom, given it breaks the mold. However,

it is unique in that rather than a claim it is a universal query without answer. This is simply, “As?” Putting

it together: “I exist. I am right. As?” (or I, I!, I?) This question of “As?” is essentially the development of

inquiry but more importantly reason and perhaps thought itself. It is the drive to constitute, to justify

the self as something. But why is this necessary? Why can’t the duality of ‘I’ exist without such

justification? Well, because of individuation, of course. Though more importantly, it’s because the

universe is a cause and effect system and as such the self, the individual ‘I’, must be representative of

some system of cause and effect. It must be a subsystem, a ‘chunk’ of the greater system – within the

greater system.

Aside: Naturally we’ve hardly the conceptualization of cause and effect at that point so I ask you

take it for granted. While individuation is fundamentally based on cause and effect and as such I

could use that as explanation, cause and effect is fundamentally based on the conceptualization

of the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ or more simply 1 and 0. Cause and effect is a product of binary which

is a fundamental part both of “I exist” (apart from the ‘other’ i.e. universe) and “I am right”

(apart from the ‘other’ i.e. falsehood that is, not self).

Were “As?” to be answered with, “Nothing,” it would invalidate the prior axiom, “I exist” and,

depending on your understanding of ‘rightness’, “I am right” as well. As such, “As?” CANNOT be nothing.

Moreover, it can never be nothing. We can’t believe the self to be right for 10 years and then suddenly

believe it false. At no point can one manifest ‘nothing’ as the self. This creates another necessary

irrationality. That is, no matter what one justifies themselves as, it will be perceived as as immutable

and unchallengeable as the self. It is, in effect, what one understands ‘I’ to be. With ‘I’ both ‘existing’

and representing ‘that which is right’ axiomatically, whatever ‘I’ is justified AS gains the same axiomatic

characteristics. This is the necessary nature of self-righteousness. The reason ‘everything you believe’

becomes ‘right’, is because ‘everything you believe’ comes subsequent to “I am right” and necessarily as

a means of justifying what ‘I’ is i.e. your understanding of ‘I’. Hence the inability to sever belief from

rightness in your own mind.

With “I exist” existing in the objective realm and “I am right” existing in the subjective realm, “As?” is a

bit of an outlier once again. Though as thought, as a means of discerning truth, it represents the attempt



to transform the subjective into the objective. It is thus transformative and cyclical. “Predictive” is the

best term I can muster for it. Thus the triad of our existence is objective, subjective, and predictive.

Now, the means through which we justify this “As?” is the same fashion in which we were made

conscious: individuation. We isolate subsystems of cause and effect from the universe through the

arbitrary attribution of cause, then present these systems, these causal relationships, as individuals. We

understand this process as the creation of a WORD. So we too harness the power that had created us

and use it in the same fashion to create things for ourselves. To speak things into existence.



God is Individuation



So God is actually individuation as we understand it. He is the process through which we are granted

consciousness, how we are made distinct from the universe, no different than how we individuate

things from the universe. He presents us as a subsystem of cause and effect, distinguishing us from the

universe through the arbitrary attribution of cause. As God IS this process Himself, He is thus not

created in the same fashion, but rather embodies the very essence of creation itself.



The Soul



Now, His arbitrary attribution of cause to us is what you call a Soul. It is the singular, immutable self that

exists in perpetuity. As such it is a part of God gifted to us. It is our characteristic of being ‘self-caused’

just like God is. It is also how He sees us, no differently than you would perceive any individual you

create through individuation. As such, this ‘self-cause’ cannot otherwise and is not otherwise effected

by anything prior nor anything subsequent. It is our single vestige of ‘holiness’, of insurmountable and

unchanging truth.

When you die you ‘become one with God’ by relinquishing your characteristic of self-cause, to exercise

Free Will, to Him. In other interpretations you go to be with God, maintaining your distinction from Him



whilst still being together. This interpretation is taking the ‘cause’ that is yourself into Heaven in order to

be logically distinguished from the universe; such that you can maintain your distinction of being selfcaused.



God as the Trinity



The characteristics of God as the Trinity explain his nature as He who individuated everything, though

better understood as the individuation of the universe and the attribution of individuality to it.

Fundamentally however, God is truly the individuation of the self as He is, after all, an effect of

consciousness.



Omnipotent:

As the single cause that created the cause and effect chain of the universe, and taking entropy into

account, God is therefore omnipotent. He is able to effect the creation of everything, of all. He is allpowerful.



Omnipresent:

With God as an individuated universe, as a universe made individual, He is thus everywhere. It’s really

that simple. Of course, we are gifted a soul, but remain distinguished from God and thus maintain our

Free Will since He has made us self-caused too, just like Him. Though more to the point, anything you

individuate becomes necessarily distinguished from the self. An apple isn’t you and neither are you an

apple. Thus in your creation of the apple, you both coexist. Such is the soul’s relationship to God.



Omniscient:

Your understanding of a WORD, of an individual, is ‘perfect’ insofar as that word represents your

particular scope of understanding. That is, your understanding of your understanding of an ‘apple’ is

perfect. An apple is only what you say it is and in that way when you evoke an apple, an apple as you












        

  


      Download Message to Peterson

        


        Message to Peterson.pdf (PDF, 342.41 KB)

        

        Download PDF


        

    


  




        
  Share this file on social networks

  

  

  
    
      
    
     
  
    
      
    
     
  
    
      
    
     
  
    
      
    
  
  







        
  
  Link to this page

  


  Permanent link

    Use the permanent link to the download page to share your document on Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, or directly with a contact by e-Mail, Messenger, Whatsapp, Line..


  
  
  Copy link
  

  

  
      


      Short link

      Use the short link to share your document on Twitter or by text message (SMS)


      
        
          
          Copy link
        

      
      

  


  HTML Code

    Copy the following HTML code to share your document on a Website or Blog


  
  
    PDF Document Message to Peterson.pdf
    Copy code
  

  
  



  QR Code to this page

    

      [image: QR Code link to PDF file Message to Peterson.pdf]

      


      
  

  
  




This file has been shared publicly by a user of PDF Archive.

Document ID: 0000602583.

 Report illicit content





      

    

  













  
  
    
      
        
          [image: PDF Archive]
        

        
          2023 · 
          Legal notice · 
          Terms of use

          Privacy policy / GDPR ·

          Privacy settings ·

          Contact
          

          Report illicit content · 
          FR · 
          EN
        

      

    

  





















    