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The acclaimed chronicler and poet

of interplanetary travel “comes

down to earth”—with witty and
endlessly inventive introductions to
books of the twenty-first century:

e Asolemn foreword to a study on
teaching English to bacteria

e A pompous preface to a treatise
on the use of animated X rays to
create “pornograms”

e A deliciously vulgar come-on for
a 44-volume “extelopedia” so
up-to-date that the words re-
form themselves on the printed
page to accommodate the
latest facts

And perhaps the most luminous
creation of all is "Golem XIV,” a
mind-boggling account—com-
plete, of course, with introduction—
of a rebellious military supercom-
puter that decides to take up phi-
losophy. True to form, Lem contrib-
utes an overall preface to this
sparkling collection, a preface on,
naturally enough, the subject of
prefaces.
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Introduction

The art of writing Introductions has long demanded proper recogni-
tion. I too have long felt a pressing need to rescue this form of
writing from the silence of forty centuries—from its bondage to the
works to which its creations have been chained. When, if not in this
age of ecumenicalism—that is to say, of all-powerful reason—is one
finally to grant independence to this noble, unrecognized genre? I
had in fact counted on somebody else fulfilling this obligation,
which is not only aesthetically in line with the evolutionary course
of art, but, morally, downright imperative. Unfortunately, I had
miscalculated. 1 watch and wait in vain: somehow nobody has
brought Introduction-writing out of the house of bondage, off the
treadmill of villein service. So I have no choice: out of a sense of
obligation rather than an impulse of the heart, I shall rush to the aid
of Introduction-writing and become its liberator and obstetrician.

That long-suffering realm has its own lower kingdom—one of
plodding, sometimes unpublished, and venal hired Introductions, for
servitude depraves. It also knows presumption and bombast, the
flowery gesture and the Jerichonic blast. Besides rank-and-file Intro-
ductions there are the upper echelons such as Forewords and Pref-
aces, nor are even ordinary Introductions all alike, for an
Introduction to one’s own book is one thing, and that to somebody



else’s quite another. Likewise, using one to introduce a first printing
is different from going to the trouble of multiplying one’s Introduc-
tions for numerous later printings. The power of a collection of
Introductions, even bland ones, overgrowing a persistently—and
insistently—published work, turns paper into a tower of strength,
frustrating the machinations of venomous critics—for who would
dare attack a book with such an armored breastwork, behind which
it is not so much its content as its inviolable respectability that shows
through!

An Introduction is often a foretoken tempered by dignity or
pride, a promissory note signed by the author, or it may be a
manifestation constrained by convention, perfunctory though ari-
cable, of some authority’s sham commitment to a book: that is, its
safe conduct, its passport into society, a viaticum from mighty lips
—a futile grip pulling up something which is going to drown
anyway. But these are irredeemable notes and very few have any
gold backing, let alone bear interest. But I shall ignore all that. I do
not intend to go into the taxonomy of Introduction-writing or even
an elementary classification of this previously slighted and haltered
genre. Coach horses and jades move similarly when harnessed to it.
Let the Linnaeuses occupy themselves with the tractive side of
things. That is not the sort of Introduction that is going to precede
my little anthology of Liberated Introductions.

Here we must get down to brass tacks. What can an Introduction
be? Barefaced boasting and self-advertising, to be sure, but also the
wilderness cries of a John the Baptist or Roger Bacon. Therefore
upon reflection we see that, besides Introductions to Works, there
are Introduction Works, for like the Holy Scriptures of any faith,
the theses and futuromachies of scholars are Prefaces—to this world
and the other. Thus reflection shows that the Realm of Introductions
is incomparably more vast than the Realm of Literature, for what
the latter endeavors to realize, Introductions merely announce from
afar.

To that growing question—why on earth must we enter into the




liberation struggle of Introductions and present them as a sovereign
literary genre?>—the answer is clear from what has already been said.
We can supply the answer either in a flash, or with the help of higher
hermeneutics. In the first place, this project can be justified without
bombast—and with calculator in hand. Are we not threatened with
a flood of information? And is this not the monstrousness of it, that
it crushes beauty by means of beauty, and annihilates truth by means
of truth? For the sound of a million Shakespeares would produce
the very same furious din and hubbub as the sound of a herd of
prairie buffalo or sea billows. Such vastly multiplied content in
collision brings no credit to thought, but rather its destruction.
When faced with such a fate, is not Silence alone the redeeming Ark
of the Covenant between the Creator and the Reader, since the
Creator gains merit by refraining from spinning out just any old
content, and the reader gains it by praising such manifest self-denial?
To be sure. And one might refrain from writing even the Introduc-
tions themselves, though then the act of self-restraint would not be
perceived, so the sacrifice would not be accepted. Thus my Introduc-
tions are announcements of sins from which I shall abstain. I do this
from a standpoint of cool and purely external calculation. But this
reckoning still fails to reveal what Art gains from its declared
liberation. We already know that even too much heavenly manna
leads to costiveness. How can we save ourselves from it? How can
we save our souls from self-constipation? And is salvation really to
be found here—does the true way really pass through Introductions?

Summoned like some luminous doctor, that yeoman of her-
meneutical practitioners, Witold Gombrowicz, would have ex-
plained the matter as follows. It is not a question of whether the idea
of separating Introductions from the Content which they are sup-
posed to announce pleased anyone, even me—because it did not. For
we are subject, without appeal, to the laws of the Evolution of
Form. Art cannot stand still or go round in circles: precisely because
of this, it cannot merely please. If you lay an egg, you must hatch
it; if a mammal hatches from it instead of a reptile, you should give



it something to suck; if, therefore, a subsequent move brings us to
something which arouses general repugnance or even nausea, it
cannot be helped: that’s what we’ve produced. We have pushed so
very far and dragged ourselves there, and by a command superior
to pleasure we shall have to turn over and over again—in our eyes,
ears, and minds—the New, categorically applied, for it has been
discovered on a path leading high up and far away, where admit-
tedly no one has ever been or wants to be, since nobody knows
whether one could bear it there for even a moment—though, in fact,
for the Development of Culture, this is of no importance whatso-
ever! This lemma, with an offthandedness characteristic of noncha-
lant genius, bids us exchange one old, spontaneous, and therefore
unconscious bondage for a new one; it does not cut the fetters, but
merely lengthens our lead, for it drives us into the Unknown, calling
freedom a clear necessity.

But—I frankly confess—I myself crave a different basis for her-
esy and rebellion. So let me say this: there is something of the truth
in what is said in the first and second place, though not the whole
truth—nor does it altogether resemble necessity, for in the third
place we may apply to creation the algebra which we detect in the
Almighty.

Please observe how chatty the Bible is, how prolix the Pentateuch
is, in describing the outcome of Genesis—and how laconic in giving
the recipe for it! There had been neither time nor form until
suddenly—for no apparent reason—the Lord said: “Let there be
light,” whereupon there was light, but between the two was there
nothing. No fissure, no mean? I don’t believe it! Between Chaos and
Creation there was pure intention, which was still untouched by the
light, not fully bound to the Cosmos, unsoiled—even by the
paradisial earth.

For that was the origin of chance, then and there, though not its
fulfillment; there was a purpose, moreover a divine and therefore
omnipotent one, that had yet to go into action. There was an
annunciation before the conception.




How can we not use this knowledge? It is a question not of
plagiarism but of method. Where does all this come from? From the
beginning, of course. And what was at the beginning? An Introduc-
tion, as we already know. An Introduction, though not an arrogant,
high-handed one, but an Introduction to Something. Let us defy the
disorderly materializing of Genesis; to its first lemma let us apply
the algebra of a more restrained creation!

In other words, let us divide the whole by “Something.” “Some-
thing” will then disappear, and as our solution we shall be left with
an Introduction purged of unpleasant consequences, of any threat of
Incarnation, because it is purely intentional and in that state un-
defiled by sin. This is not the world, merely an undimensional point
—but in infinity for precisely that reason. Very soon we shall tell
how to bring literature to it. But first let us look at her neighbors,
for she is certainly no anchorite.

All the arts today are struggling to perform a rescue operation,
for the universal expansion of creativity has become its curse, a race,
and an escape; like the Universum, Art is exploding into the void,
encountering no resistance and consequently no support. If anything
is now possible, then everything has some value, and the rush
forward turns into a retreat, since the Arts want to return to their
source, but do not know how.

In its burning desire for limits, painting has got inside the painters
—inside their very skins—and behold, the artist now exhibits him-
self without pictures! Thus he is an iconoclast lashed by his brushes
or covered in oil and tempera, or he turns up completely naked on
varnishing day, without the slightest dash of color. Unfortunately
the poor wretch is unable to achieve authentic nakedness: he is no
Adam, but merely a gentleman in a state of undress.

And the sculptor, whether shoving his unpolished stone at us or
exhibiting any old idealized rubbish, seeks to crawl back to the
Paleolithic period—to primitive man—for that is what he wants to
become: an Original! A cave man, indeed! This is hardly the way
to the raw flesh of savage expression! Naturalia non sunt turpia—but



that does not mean that any and every boorish barbarianism is a
return to Nature!

But what is, I ask you? Let us explain this through the example
of music, since the greatest and most immediate opportunity lies
wide open before it. Composers are wrong to break the bones of
counterpoint and smash the Bachs to smithereens by computer;
likewise, using electrons to tread on the tail of a cat amplified a
hundredfold yields nothing, except a pack of artificial howlers. That
is the wrong course and produces the wrong tone! A savior—an
innovator—conscious of his goal has yet to come!

I await him impatiently. I am waiting for his work of concrete
music, which in delivering us from lies returns to the bosom of
Nature, a work which will be the consolidation of those choral,
though strictly private, performances to which every audience sur-
renders in the concert hall—an audience which is cultural only in
the externals of its concentration, and which contemplates the sweat-
ing orchestra only as a familiar periphery of organisms.

This symphony will be overheard by a hundred microphones, and
I expect it will have the dark, monotonous orchestration characteris-
tic of bowels, for its tonal background will be created by jejune
basses, or the borborygmus of persons passionate in their ineluctable
collywobbles—rumbling-based, gurglingly perfect, and full of des-
perate digestive expression, for this voice of the bowels—the voice
of life!—is authentic because it is organic but not like organ music.
I trust too that the leitmotiv will develop in time with the seated
percussion, accented by the creaking of chairs, with violent, convul-
sive nose-blowing entrances, and chords of magnificent coloratura
coughing. The bronchitises will start up, and I predict quite a
number of solos here, executed with all the masterly skill of asth-
matic old age, a veritable memento mori vivace ma non troppo, a
display of agonized piccolo, for an authentic corpse will start snap-
ping its dentures in three-four time, and a decent grave will start
whistling in a death-rattled windpipe. Well, so biological a truth of
symphonic procedure cannot be falsified!




The entire somatic initiative of bodies, hitherto so falsely stifled
in the world by artificial music despite their irrevocably—and there-
fore tragically personal—sounds, cries out for triumphant revindica-
tion as a Return to Nature. I cannot be wrong, I know that the first
performance of the Visceral Symphony will be a breakthrough, for
in this way only will the traditionally passive audience, reduced to
rustling peppermint wrappers, take the initiative—at last!—and in
the role of a self-realizing auto-orchestra perform a return to itself,
passionate in its denial of all “falsehood,” that slogan of our age.

The composer-creator will once again become purely the priest-
intermediary between the terrified multitude and Moira, for the fate
of our entrails is our Destiny. That is how a distinguished commu-
nity of listener-experts will perceive the auto-symphony, and with
no outside twangings, since in this first performance they will then
be savoring themselves alone—and they will be scared.

And what about literature? You have probably already guessed:
I want to give you back your soul in all its range, just as visceral
music gives the audience back its own body: in the very heart of
Civilization, it descends to Nature.

This is precisely why Introduction-writing can no longer remain
under the curse of bondage, excluded from liberating works. It is
not only fiction writers and their readers that I am inciting to revolt.
And I mean rebellion, not a general muddle—not egging on the
spectators so that they climb up on the stage, or the stage climbs out
after them, as a result of which they lose their previous position of
agreeable superiority and, with their audience refuge liquidated, find
themselves thrust into St. Vitus’ cauldron. Neither twitching nor the
distorted mimicry of yoga, but Thought alone can restore our
freedom to us. Thus, by denying me the right of a liberation struggle
in the name of—and for the good of—Introductions, you would
be doomed, dear reader, to obscurantism and to the obdurately
outdated, and even if you did not know how old-fashioned you had
become, you still would not enter modern times.

You on the other hand, reader, being adept in anticipating the



New—ryou, progressive with rapid reflexes, vibrating freely in the
fashion flows of our era, who know that, since we have crawled
higher than our primitive simian cousin (onto the moon, even), must
continue to climb—you will understand me and join me in feeling
that a duty is being fulfilled.

I shall deceive you, and for that you will be grateful to me. I shall
make you a solemn promise with no intention of keeping it, and
that will satisfy you, or at any rate you will pretend that it does,
with appropriate masterly skill; whereas, to fools who would want
to excommunicate us both, you will say that in spirit they have
fallen from the times and landed on a rubbish heap spat out by a
precipitate Reality.

You will tell them there is nothing to be done: today art has
become a promissory note without (transcendental) cover, a (coun-
terfeit) pledge, an (unrealistic) forecast—the highest form of altera-
tion. It is precisely this emptiness of art and its unrealizability which
should be taken as its motto and bedrock. That is why I am right
to present an Introduction to this short Anthology of Introductions,
for I am proposing prefaces that lead nowhere, introductions that
go nowhere, and forewords followed by no words at all.

But with each of these initial moves I shall reveal to you an
emptiness of a different kind and a different semantic color, changing
according to a typical Heidegger spectral line. With enthusiasm,
hope, and much to-do I shall open the altar and triptych doors, and
announce the inconostasis with its holy gates; I shall kneel on stairs
breaking off at the threshold of a void—a void not so much aban-
doned as one in which nothing has ever been or ever shall be. This
gravest possible amusement, this simply tragic amusement, is a para-
ble of our destiny, since there is no device so human, nor such a pro-
perty and mainstay of humanity, as a full-sounding, responsibility-
devoid, utterly soul-absorbing Introduction to Nothingness.

This whole rocky, green, cold, humming world, kindled in
clouds and buried in stars, we share with the animals and plants,
though Nothingness is our domain and special department. The




explorer of this nothingness is man. But it is a difficult thing, unusual
by virtue of being nonexistent, which cannot even be tasted without
careful seasoning and spiritual exercises, without lengthy study and
training; it paralyzes the unready, which is why for communicating
with a precisely tuned, richly orchestrated nothingness one must be
conscientiously prepared, making one’s every step toward it as firm,
distinct, and substantial as possible.

So I shall show you Introductions as one shows a richly carved
doorframe chased in gold and surmounted by counts and griffins on
a majestic lintel. I shall swear by its solid, harmoniously massive side
facing us, so that as I open it with the concentrated effort of the arms
of my spirit, I may thrust the reader into nothing and thereby
simultaneously snatch him away from all existences and worlds.

I promise and guarantee a wonderful freedom, and give my word
that Nothing will be there.

What shall I gain? The state of greatest riches: the one prior to
Creation.

What will you gain? Supreme liberty, for no words of mine will
obtrude upon your ear in your pure upward flight. I shall take you
only as a pigeon-fancier takes a pigeon, and slings it like David’s
stone, like a rock in the path, so that it may fly off into this
immensity—for eternal enjoyment.












Introduction

A few years ago artists seized upon death as their life-
saver. Equipped with anatomical and histological
atlases, they began disemboweling their nudes, poking
about in their entrails, dumping out onto their canvases
the battered ugliness of our embarrassing bits and
pieces, so rightly hidden by skin from everyday view.
But even so, the concerts which putrefaction in all the
colors of the rainbow began presenting in exhibition
rooms proved to be no revelation. It might have seemed
debauchery if any of the spectators had taken offense;
it might have appeared nightmarish if anyone had shud-
dered; but—would you believe it?—even the old ladies
failed to get upset. Midas turned all he touched to gold,
but the artist of today, suffering from the opposite
sort of curse, annihilates the dignity of every object by
the mere stroke of his brush. Like a drowning man, he
clutches at anything—and sinks to the bottom with it—
amid the blasé indifference of onlookers.

Anything? Even death? Why has its antimajesty not
shocked us, or should those blood-scoured pages of en-
larged illustrations of forensic medicine not at least
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have given us cause for reflection by their sheer horror?

Yet they could not, for they were too forced! The
intention was childish: to frighten the grown-ups—
which is why it could not be taken seriously! So instead
of a memento mori we were given carefully disheveled
corpses; the too importunately revealed secret of the
grave manifested itself as a slimy cesspool. That kind
of death failed to convince, because it was too ostenta-
tious! The poor artists, finding nature no longer suffi-
cient, set about escalating Grand Guignol, duping
themselves.

But after such loss of face, when death “flopped,”
what in fact did Strzybisz do to rehabilitate it? What in
fact were his Necrobes? After all, they are not art: Strzy-
bisz does not paint and appears never in his life to have
held a brush. Nor are they graphics, for he does not
draw, nor does he engrave in any material, nor is he a
sculptor. No, he is a photographer—a particular kind, to
be sure, for instead of light, he employs X-rays.

Using his eyes, extended by the snouts of his X-ray
equipment, this anatomist goes straight through bodies.
But the black-and-white films that we know from doc-
tors’ consulting rooms would doubtless leave us indif-
ferent. Which is why he has animated his nudes. Which
is also why his skeletons move about at such a buoyant,
determined pace, with their raglan shrouds and phan-
tom briefcases. Rather mischievous and bizarre they
are, to be sure, nothing more, but he was merely trying
these snapshots on for size, he is still experimenting, he
didn’t know for sure. The uproar began only when he
dared to do something terrible (though “terrible” things
were no longer supposed to exist): he X-rayed us clean
through, and thereby revealed sex.

This collection of Strzybisz's work opens with his
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Pornograms, which are truly comic, though in a rather
cruel way. What Strzybisz has captured within the
leaden diaphragm of his lenses is the most obtrusive,
licentious, audacious form of sex: group sex. It has been
said that he wanted to deride pornomania, that he gave
an accurate reading of it (one reduced to its bare
bones), and that he has succeeded since these bones,
clinging to one another in a puzzling geometrical ar-
rangement, suddenly—and eerily—leap into the eye of
the beholder like a modern dance of death with gambol-
ing, spawning skeletons. It has also been said that
he was trying to abuse and deride sex itself—and has
succeeded.

Is that correct? Undoubtedly, though in the Necrobes
it is possible to discern something more. Caricatures?
Not only that, for despite everything the Pornograms
contain a kind of hidden dignity. Perhaps this is be-
cause Strzybisz “tells the truth”"—and only the truth,
which, when not subjected to “artistic deformation,” is
today considered vulgarity—though in point of fact he
is purely a witness, for his gaze is piercing but not
distorting. There is no defense against this evidence, no
way of dismissing it as a fabrication, as a convention,
a trick, or a banal little game, for he is right. A carica-
ture? A prank? But when all is said and done, these
skeletons are, in their abstract delineation, almost aes-
thetic. For Strzybisz has acted with consummate skill:
he has not so much laid bare—torn the bones from their
bodily shell—as freed them, honestly searching for
their proper meaning with no further reference to us.
Searching for their proper geometry, he has made them
sovereign.

The skeletons have, one is tempted to say, a life of
their own. He has endowed them with freedom through
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the vaporization of their bodies—that is to say, through
death—though bodies play an important, albeit not im-
mediately perceptible, role in the Necrobes. It is difficult
here to go into the details of X-ray technique, but a few
words of explanation are essential. Had Strzybisz used
hard X-rays, the bones alone would have been visible
in his photographs, like sharply outlined strips or rods,
segmented as if by cuts—the murkiness of articular in-
terstices. They would have been too neat, too skele-
tonized, an osteological abstraction. But he never works
that way; indeed, X-rayed by means of soft rays, human
bodies appear in his photographs as allusions, as inti-
mations, milky whiffs of faint light, and through this he
achieves his particular effect. Appearance and reality
change places. The medieval, Holbeinesque dance of
death which persistently lurks impassive within us—
the very same adhesion of death and life, untouched by
the hurly-burly of glittering civilization—this Strzybisz
achieves unwittingly, as if by accident. For we can rec-
ognize that same lively pace, that jovial vigor and frivo-
lous passion which Holbein—and only Holbein—gave
to his skeletons. Or rather, the piecework of denota-
tions which this contemporary artist undertakes is
broader, since he has adopted the most modern tech-
nique for the oldest problem of the species: death’s
appearance in the midst of life. And it is precisely the
X-rayed mechanics of a propagating genus which the
bodies assist, as pale specters.

Fine, you may say, maybe that's the philosophy be-
hind it, but when all is said and done, he has deliber-
ately gone the “whole hog"—he has worked copulating
couples into his corpses, he has taken up a fashionable
theme, effectively and for effect. Isn’t that cheap? Isn’t
there a shrewdness in his Pornograms? Or simply a
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fraud? There is no lack of such judgments. I prefer not
to wheel out against him the artillery of heavy rhetoric.
Instead, I would ask you to have a look at the twenty-
second Pornogram, entitled “The Triple Leaf.”

This scene is indecent in a particular way. If one were
to compare it with an ordinary photograph of the same
people—a product of commercial photography—the in-
nocence of such pornography as compared to the X-ray
photograph would immediately become obvious.

For pornography is not directly obscene: it excites
only as long as there is a struggle within the viewer
between lust and the angel of culture. When the devils
carry off the angel; when, as a result of general toler-
ance, the weakness of sexual prohibitions—their com-
plete helplessness—is laid bare; when prohibitions are
thrown on the rubbish heap, then how quickly pornog-
raphy betrays its innocent (which here means ineffec-
tive) character, for it is a false promise of carnal bliss,
an augury of something which does not in fact come
true. It is the forbidden fruit, so there is as much tempta-
tion in it as there is power in the prohibition.

And so? Our eyes, growing indifferent through repeti-
tion, catch a glimpse of nudes wriggling around and
exhausting themselves as they carry out their assign-
ments in the studio—and how poor the spectacle then
seems. A feeling not so much of embarrassment as of
offended human solidarity awakens in the beholder, for
these nudes muck about with one another so importu-
nately that they resemble children bent on doing some-
thing monstrous to shock adults, but who really cannot,
being in no position to—and their imagination, now
merely enraged by their own impotence, leads not to-
ward Sin and the Fall, but simply to idiotically pathetic
ugliness. That is why, in the persistent activities of
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those big, naked animals, there lurks a shallow infan-
tilism; it is neither hell nor heaven, but a lukewarm
sphere: tedium and the futility of poorly compensated
effort.

But Strzybisz’s work is predatory, for it is as horrific
and comic as those trips of the damned into the abyss
in old Dutch and Italian paintings. Since, however, we
can distance ourselves from these sinners somersault-
ing into the Last Judgment, since we have canceled the
next world, what can we oppose to the X-ray picture?
In these clinches, in which their bodies are an impass-
able obstacle to them, the skeletons are tragically
comic. Mere bones? When we see people in an awk-
ward, desperate embrace, it would be merely pitiable,
were it not for the ghastly comic element. Where does
it come from? From us—for we recognize the truth. The
justification of these clinches evaporates along with
their corporality, and that is why their embraces are so
sterile and abstract, and at the same time so terribly
matter-of-fact, icy, and pale, so hopeless.

And in addition their holiness, or the mockery of it,
or the allusion to it, which is not fixed, not heightened
by artificial manipulation, but visible, for here a halo
surrounds every head—their hair becomes a pale,
round aureole and candle, as in holy pictures.

I know, moreover, how difficult it is to disentangle
and begin defining impulses from which the totality of
feelings arises in the spectator. For some, this is literally
Holbein redivivus, since in reality there is something
peculiar about this reversion—by electromagnetic radi-
ation—to the skeletons, as if to a Middle Ages pre-
served within us. Others are shocked by bodies
resembling powerless spirits attending out of necessity
the difficult practices of a sex rendered unseen. Some-
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one else has written that the skeletons are like instru-
ments removed from their cases for the performance of
an esoteric initiation, which is why people have spoken
of the “mathematics” or “geometry” of this kind of sex.

That may well be; though hardly speculative in origin
is the sadness into which Strzybisz’s art sinks. The sym-
bolism, arising over the centuries and bequeathed by
the centuries (though secretly vegetating, since we dis-
owned it), did not, as we see, succumb to destruction.
We have transformed this symbolism into signalization
(skulls and crossbones on high-tension poles and on
bottles of poison in drug stores) and into classroom
visual aids, in the form of skeletons held together by
gleaming wires in lecture halls. So we have condemned
it to an exodus, we have exiled it from life, but we have
not rid ourselves of it entirely. Unable to separate a
skeleton’s most substantial corporality, equal to the elo-
quence of an antler or a soldier’s stripes, from that
which represents in it the silence of fate and thus a
symbol, our intellect falls into that particular frustration
from which it finally escapes through salutary laughter.
Yet we comprehend that this is a somewhat forced gai-
ety, and that we are shielding ourselves behind it in
order not to succumb too much to Strzybisz.

Erotica as a desperate futility of intention, and sex as
an exercise in projection geometry—these are the two
opposite extremes of the Pornograms. Nor do I agree
with those who maintain that Strzybisz's art begins and
ends with the Pornograms. If I had to say which of the
nudes I value the most, I would say without hesitation
the “Pregnant Woman" (p. 128). A mother to be with her
child enclosed in her womb, this skeleton within a skel-
eton is fairly cruel and in no way untrue. In this big,
stalwart body, its pelvic bone branching like white
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wings (an X-ray picture hits upon the purpose of sex
more forcibly than the typical nude), against a back-
ground of these wings already parted for childbirth,
there is the little skeleton of the nestling child—hazy,
being still incomplete, its little head down. How false
these words sound, and how pure and proud a whole
the light-and-shade effects of the X-ray create! A preg-
nant woman in her prime and in her death, and the still
unborn foetus which has already begun to die by virtue
of having been conceived. There is a kind of tranquillity
of challenge and a determined affirmation in this act of
observation.

What will it be like a year from now? The Necrobes
will have sunk into oblivion, their place taken by new
techniques and fashions. (Poor Strzybisz, how many
imitators has he already acquired, in the wake of his
success!) Isn’t this the case? Undoubtedly, nor can it be
helped. But even though this rapid inconstancy stran-
gles us, dooming us to a series of ceaseless resignations
and separations, today Strzybisz has favored us lav-
ishly. He has not fallen into the depths of the matter, he
has not penetrated into the exotica of detecting the
purposeless perfections of Nature, into those investiga-
tions by which science has contaminated art, but he has
brought us to the borders of our bodies, in no way dis-
torted, exaggerated, or changed—our real bodies!—and
by doing this he has erected bridges from the present
into the past, reviving that dignity which art has lost. It
is not his fault that this resurrection lasts only a few
minutes.
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Introduction

The future historian will doubtless find two mutually pervad-
ing explosions to be the most appropriate model for our
society. Avalanches of intellectual products mechanically
dumped on the market come in contact with consumers by
coincidences just as fortuitous as those that control the colli-
sions of gas molecules: no longer can anyone encompass the
multitude of these products in their entirety. And since no-
where is it easier to lose oneself than in a multitude, the
entrepreneurs of culture, precisely because they publish ev-
erything that authors give them, exist in the blissful but
mistaken conviction that now nothing valuable is being
wasted. Individual books are deemed worthy of attention by
the decision of competent experts who eliminate from their
field of vision everything outside their own speciality. This
process of elimination is the defensive reflex of every expert:
were he less ruthless, he would drown in a flood of paper. But
as a result, a statelessness equal to civil death threatens ev-
erything which, by virtue of being completely new, defies the
bases of classification. The book which I am introducing lies
precisely in no man’s land. It may be the result of lunacy, but
in that case we are talking about a madness with precise
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methods; it may be the product of pseudological perfidy, but
then it would not be perfidious enough, for it would be
unsalable. Both reason and haste would have one pass over
such an oddity in silence, but notwithstanding all the tedi-
ousness of discourse, a spirit of extraordinary heresy shines
through it and stops one in one’s tracks. Bibliographies have
listed this title under science fiction, but this area has by now
become a dumping ground for all sorts of half-baked oddities
relegated from more serious spheres. Were Plato to publish
The Republic today, or Darwin On the Origin of Species,
both books might bear the label “fantasy,” whereupon they
would be read by everybody and appreciated by nobody;
sinking into sensational verbiage, they would play no part in
the development of ideas.

This book deals with bacteria, though no bacteriologist
will take it seriously. It pursues a linguistics that would make
any language specialist’s hair stand on end. It arrives at a
futurology contradicting that practiced by futurology’s pro-
fessional exponents. Which is precisely why, as an outcast of
all the scientific disciplines, it must drop to the level of
science fiction and act the part, though it cannot count on
readers, since it offers nothing that might satisfy a thirst for
adventure.

I am not in a position to give a proper judgment on Erun-
tics, yet I feel that there is no competent preface writer for
it. I am usurping this position uneasily: who can ever know
how much truth lurks behind such deep audacity? At a
glance, the book looks like a scientific handbook, though it
is a pack of absurdities. It makes no pretense to literary
fantasy, for it is not an artistic composition. If it depicts the
truth, this truth belies virtually the whole of contemporary
knowledge. If it lies, it does so in monstrous proportions.

As the author explains, eruntics (Die Eruntizitatslehre,
eruntica, eruntique—the name comes from the Latin erunt,
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“they will be,” the third person plural of the future tense of
esse) was not intended to be a form of prognostics or
futurology. It is impossible to learn eruntics, since nobody
knows the principles by which it functions. It cannot be used
to forecast anything one might desire. It is not “esoteric
knowledge,” like astrology or dianetics, nor is it natural
scientific orthodoxy. We are dealing with something con-
demned to be an “outcast from all worlds.”

R. Gulliver introduces himself in the first chapter as a
philosopher-dilettante and amateur bacteriologist who one
day eighteen years ago decided to teach bacteria English. His
impulse was of an accidental nature. On the crucial day he
removed from his thermostat some petri dishes, those shal-
low glass containers in which bacteria in vitro are grown on
agar gelatine. Until then he had, as he says, merely dabbled
in bacteriology, for he pursued it as a kind of hobby, with no
pretensions or hopes of any discoveries. He admits that he
simply liked observing the growth of microorganisms on
their bed of agar: he marveled at the ‘“‘cleverness” of the
invisible “plantlets,” forming colonies the size of a pinhead
on the filmy surface. To study the effectiveness of antibac-
terial agents, he introduced large quantities of these agents
onto the agar with a pipette or a dipper; where they were
effective, the agar remained free of bacterial coating. As
laboratory technicians sometimes do, R. Gulliver dipped a
wad of cotton in an antibiotic and wrote “yes” with it on the
smooth surface of the agar. By the following day this invisi-
ble inscription had become visible, for the bacteria, multiply-
ing intensively, had covered the whole of the agar with the
tubercles of the colony, except for the mark left by the cotton
which he had used as a kind of pen. It was then, he says, that
it first occurred to him that this process might be “reversed.”

The inscription was visible because it was free of bacteria.
But were the microbes to arrange themselves into letters,
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they would be writing and thus expressing themselves in
language. The idea was tempting but at the same time, he
admits, totally nonsensical. After all, it was he who had
written the word ‘““yes” on the agar, whereas the bacteria had
merely “developed” the inscription, being unable to multiply
within it. But thereafter the idea gave him no rest. On the
eighth day he set to work.

Bacteria are one hundred percent unreasoning and thus
surely unreasonable. However, by virtue of the position they
occupy in Nature, they are superb chemists. Pathogenic or-
ganisms learned how to overcome the bodily barriers and
protective constitutional forces of animals hundreds of mil-
lions of years ago. This is understandable if one considers
that they did nothing else for ages and ages, so they had time
enough to push the aggressive albeit blind means of their
chemisms into the protective wall of the proteins by which
large organisms are shielded. Likewise, when man appeared
in history they attacked him and, during the ten to twenty
thousand years civilization has existed, inflicted diseases on
him resulting in notorious plagues and at various times the
death of entire populations.

Less than eighty years ago man hit upon a more powerful
counterattack, bringing down upon bacteria an army of his
own—selective synthetic poisons, striking their life pro-
cesses. In this extremely short period he has produced over
48,000 chemical antibacterial weapons, synthesized with the
purpose of striking at the most sensitive sore points of their
metabolism, growth, and reproduction. He did this in the
belief that he would presently wipe germs off the face of the
earth, but he was soon amazed to find that, while checking
the expansion of microbes—called epidemics—he had not
liquidated a single disease. Bacteria proved to be a better
equipped opponent than the creators of selective chemother-
apy had imagined. No matter what new concoctions from the
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retort man uses, bacteria, by laying down hecatombs in this
(so it would seem) unequal struggle, soon adapt the poisons
to themselves or themselves to the poisons, and develop
resistance.

Science does not know exactly how they do this, and what
it does know seems highly unlikely. Bacteria surely have no
theoretical knowledge in the fields of chemistry or im-
munology. They are unable to conduct either test experi-
ments or strategic deliberations; they are in no position to
know what man is going to direct against them tomorrow.
But even with these military disadvantages, somehow they
manage. The more knowledge and skill medicine acquires,
the less hope it places in clearing the earth of germs. To be
sure, the hardy life of bacteria is the result of their mutability.
However, no matter what tactics bacteria resort to in need,
it is certain that they act unconsciously, like microscopic
chemical aggregates. New tribes owe their resistance only to
mutations of inheritance, and these mutations are fundamen-
tally fortuitous. Were man involved, the picture would be
more or less as follows: an unknown enemy, using stores of
knowledge unknown to us, prepares deadly agents unknown
to us and flings an enormous amout of them at people, while
we, dying by the thousands, decide, in a desperate search for
an antidote, that our best means of defense is to pull out of
a hat pages torn from a chemical encyclopedia. Perhaps we
shall find on one of these pages a formula for a life-saving
drug. It is to be supposed, however, that a race trying to repel
a mortal threat by this course of action would perish to a man
before such a lottery-type method could succeed.

Yet the above method somehow works, when bacteria
apply it. There can be absolutely no question of their heredi-
tary gene code having providently inscribed in it every possi-
ble structure of pernicious chemical substance which can be
synthesized. There are more of these unions than stars and
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atoms in the universe. Besides, the extremely poor apparatus
of bacterial heredity could not even contain the information
about the 48,000 drugs which man has used up to now in his
struggle with the germs. So one thing is irrefutable: the
chemical knowledge of bacteria, though purely “practical,”
continues to surpass the lofty theoretical knowledge of man.

Since this is so, and since bacteria have such versatility,
why can’t this be used for completely new purposes? If we
look at the question objectively, it is clear that writing a few
words in English is a much simpler problem than preparing
countless defense tactics against countless types of poisons
and venoms. Indeed, behind these poisons stands the colos-
sus of modern science—libraries, laboratories, sages, and
their computers—yet this might is still insufficient against
the invisible “plantlets”! So the only catch is how to compel
bacteria to study English, and how to make a command of
the language a precondition of survival. One must create a
situation with two, and only two, ways out: either learn how
to write, or perish.

R. Gulliver states that in principle a golden-hued sta-
phylococcus or a colon bacillus (Escherichia coli} could be
taught writing as we normally use it, though the road to such
knowledge is extremely arduous and bristling with obstacles.
It would be much simpler to teach bacteria how to use the
Morse alphabet, which is composed of dots and dashes—all
the more so, since the dots are already there. After all, each
colony is simply a dot. Four dots stuck together on an axis
produce a dash. What could be simpler?

Such were R. Gulliver’s inspiration and assumptions—
crazy enough to provoke every specialist at this point to toss
it aside. But we who are not specialists may continue reading.
R. Gulliver decided to make the placing of short dashes on
the agar a condition of survival. The difficulty (as he tells us
in Chapter 2) is that there can be absolutely no instruction
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in the usual sense of the word—neither as it applies to people,
nor even to animals, who can acquire conditional reflexes.
Here the pupil has no nervous system, no limbs, eyes, ears,
or sense of touch—nothing except an uncommon proficiency
in chemical changes. These are its life process, and that’s
about it. Therefore this process must be harnessed to the
study of calligraphy—the process, and not the bacteria, for
after all we are not talking about individuals or specimens:
it is the genetic code itself which must be instructed, so we
have to reach the code, and not individual bacteria!

Bacteria do not behave intelligently, whereas the code,
their helmsman, renders them capable of adaptation to to-
tally new situations, even to those which they encounter for
the first time in millions of years of vegetation. Only if we
prepare conditions so well chosen that the sole available
tactic of survival is articulate writing shall we see whether
the code is up to the task. But the foregoing reflection trans-
fers the whole burden of the problem to the experimenter, for
it is he who must create these unusual conditions of bacterial
existence—unusual because never before encountered in
Evolution!

The description of experiments which occupies later chap-
ters of Eruntics is unbelievably boring by virtue of its pedan-
try, prolixity, and continued interlarding of the text with
photograms, tables, and graphs which make it difficult to
digest. We shall take those 260 pages of Eruntics and sum-
marize them briefly. The beginning was simple. On the agar
lies a single colony of colon bacilli (E. coli) four times smaller
than the letter o. The behavior of this grayish spot is ob-
served from above by an optic head connected to a computer.
The colony ordinarily expands in all directions centrifugally;
but in the experiment, expansion is possible only along a
simple axis, for any movement beyond it switches on a laser
projector that kills the “misbehaving” bacteria with ultra-
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violet rays. We have here a situation similar to the one de-
scribed initially, when writing appeared on the agar, for the
bacteria were unable to develop where the agar was mois-
tened with antibiotic. The only difference now is that they are
able to live solely within the limits of a dash (previously they
could live only outside it). The author repeated this experi-
ment 45,000 times, using two thousand petri dishes simul-
taneously and the same number of sensing devices connected
to a parallel computer. He had considerable expenses but did
not have to give up too much of his time, as a single genera-
tion of bacteria lives only some ten to twelve minutes. On two
of the two thousand dishes there was enough mutation to
produce a new strain of colon bacillus (E. coli orthogenes)
no longer capable of developing otherwise than in dashes;
this new type covered the agar with the following filament:

Growth along a single axis then became the inherited
property of the mutated bacteria. By breeding this strain, R.
Gulliver obtained a further thousand dishes with colonies,
and thus a practice range for the next stage in bacterial
orthography. With strains that bred in alternating dots and
dashes (( — . — . — . — . —), he ultimately reached the
limits of this phase of instruction. The bacteria behaved in
accordance with the imposed condition, though naturally
they produced no writing, only superficial elements of it
deprived of any meaning. Chapters 9, 10, and 11 explain how
the author took the next step, or rather how he forced E. coli
to do so.

He deliberated as follows: bacteria have to be put into a
position where they behave in a certain specific manner, and
this behavior, which at their level of vegetation is purely
chemical, will take the form of signals. In the course of four
million experiments R. Gulliver macerated, dried to dust,
roasted, thawed, cut, squeezed, and catalytically paralyzed
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billions of bacteria, until he finally obtained a strain of E. coli
which reacted to mortal danger by arranging its colonies into
these dots: . . . S e e

The letter s (three dots signify s in the Morse alphabet)
symbolized stress. Of course the bacteria still understood
nothing, but they were able to save themselves only by react-
ing through the foregoing arrangement of their colonies, for
then and only then did the sensing device connected to the
computer remove the menacing agent (e.g., a powerful poi-
son appearing in the agar, ultra-violet rays shining on the
agar, etc.). Bacteria which did not arrange themselves into
three-dot groups had to perish—every last one; on the agar
(and scientific) battlefield, only those remained which,
thanks to mutations, had acquired that chemical skill. The
bacteria understood nothing yet they signaled their condition
—“mortal danger”’—thanks to which the three dots indeed
became a sign defining the situation.

R. Gulliver already saw that he could breed a strain which
could give SOS signals, though he considered this an alto-
gether superfluous step. He took a different course, teaching
the bacteria how to differentiate signals according to the
characteristic features of each threat. Thus, for example, the
strains E. coli loquativa 67 and E. coli philographica 213
could eliminate free oxygen, which is lethal to them, from
their environment solely by giving the signal: . .. — — —
(s 0, or “stress produced by oxygen”).

The author is euphemistic when he says that obtaining
strains that could signal their needs proved “rather trouble-
some.” Breeding E. coli numerativa, which was able to indi-
cate what concentration of hydrogen ions (pH) suited it, cost
him two years, while Proteus calculans began to perform
elementary arithmetical work after a further three years of
experiments. It got as far as two and two makes four.

In the next stage R. Gulliver broadened the base of his
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experiments, teaching Morse to streptococci and gonococci,
though these germs proved fairly dull-witted. He then went
back to the colon bacillus. Tribe 201 was distinguished by its
mutational adaptability: it produced longer and longer state-
ments, both descriptions and demands, indicating what trou-
bled the bacteria as well as what they wished by way of
nutriment. Continuing to preserve only the most efficiently
mutating strains, after eleven years he obtained the strain
E. coli elogquentissima, the first to begin to write spontane-
ously and not merely when threatened. He says the happiest
day of his life occurred when E. coli eloquentissima reacted
to the light being switched on in the laboratory with the
words “‘good morning,” articulated by a growth of the agar
colonies in Morse code.

The first to master Basic English syntax was Proteus orator
mirabilis 64; on the other hand, E. coli eloquentissima con-
tinued to make grammatical errors even after 21,000 genera-
tions. But the moment the genetic code of those bacteria
assimilated the rules of grammar, signaling in Morse became
one of its characteristic vital functions: this led to the writing
of microbe-transmitted news. At first it was not especially
interesting. R. Gulliver wanted to give the bacteria some
leading questions, but the establishment of two-way commu-
nication proved impossible. The cause of the fiasco he ex-
plains as follows: it is not that the bacteria articulate, but that
the genetic code articulates through them, and this code does
not inherit traits individually acquired by particular in-
dividuals. The code expresses itself, but while producing
statements it is unable to receive any. That is inherited be-
havior, inasmuch as it is consolidated in the struggle for
existence; the messages emitted by the genetic code, grouping
the coli colonies in Morse signs, are reasonable but at the
same time silly, which is best illustrated by a long-familiar
method of bacterial reaction: in producing penicillinase to
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protect themselves from the effect of penicillin, they are
behaving reasonably, but at the same time unconsciously. So
R. Gulliver’s communicative strains did not cease to be “or-
dinary bacteria,” and the merit of the experimenter was the
creation of conditions that implanted eloquence in the hered-
ity of mutated strains.

So bacteria speak, though it is impossible to speak to them.
This limitation is less disastrous than one might think, since
precisely because of it there appeared, in time, that linguistic
property of germs which lay at the basis of eruntics.

R. Gulliver had not expected it at all; he discovered it by
accident, in the course of new experiments aimed at breeding
E. coli poetica. The short verses composed by the colon
bacillus were extremely banal and unsuitable for recitation,
since—for obvious reasons—bacteria know nothing about
English phonetics. Hence they could master the meter of
verse, but not the rules of rhyming; bacterial poetry pro-
duced nothing beyond a couplet of the type “Agar agar is my
love as were* stated above.” As sometimes happens, luck
rushed to Gulliver’s aid. He varied their nutriment, search-
ing for means of inspiring the bacteria to greater eloquence,
and filling their bed with preparations whose chemical com-
position (nota bene) he has kept secret. Lengthy verbiage
immediately ensued. Finally on November 27, after a new
mutation, E. coli loquativa began to issue stress signals,
though nothing indicated that there were any noxious com-
pounds in the agar. However, the following day, twenty-nine
hours after the alarm, some plaster above the laboratory
table fell from the ceiling and crushed all the petri dishes on
the table. The author first took this strange event to be a
coincidence, but just to be sure he conducted a control exper-

*This was an error on the part of the bacteria themselves.
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iment which proved that premonitions were a characteristic
of those bacteria. By now the first new tribe—Gulliveria coli
prophetica—was predicting the future fairly well, that is to
say, it was endeavoring to adapt to any unfavorable changes
that were to threaten it during the next twenty-four hours.
The author believed that he discovered nothing absolutely
new, but merely picked up by accident the trail of a primeval
mechanism characteristic of the heredity of microbes, which
enables them to parry effectively the bactericidal techniques
of medicine. Yet as long as bacteria remained mute, we had
no inkling that such a mechanism might even exist.

The author’s supreme achievement was the breeding of
Gulliveria coli prophetissima and Proteus delphicus recte
mirabilis. These strains predict the future, and not only
within the range of occurrences affecting their own vegeta-
tion. R. Gulliver believes that the mechanism of this phe-
nomenon is of a purely physical nature. Bacteria assemble as
colonies in dots and dashes, since this procedure is already
a normal property of their proliferation characteristics; they
are not a ‘““Cassandra bacillus” or ‘“Proteus prophet” making
utterances concerning future events. They are merely con-
stellations of physical occurrences in a form still so embry-
onic and minute that we are unable to detect them by any
means, and which have acquired an influence on the metabo-
lism—and therefore the chemism—of those mutated strains.
The biochemical action of Gulliveria coli prophetissima
behaves then as a transmitter linking various space-time in-
tervals. Bacteria are a hypersensitive receiver of certain
likelihoods, and nothing more. Bacterial futurology has ad-
mittedly become a reality, though it is fundamentally unpre-
dictable in its consequences, since the future-tracking
behavior of bacteria cannot be controlled.

Sometimes Proteus mirabilis depicts numerical sequences
in Morse code, and it is very difficult to determine what they
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refer to. Once it predicted the laboratory electricity meter
reading a half year in advance. Once it forecast how many
kittens the neighbor’s cat would have. Bacteria are obviously
completely indifferent, when it comes to predictions; they
stand in the same relation to their Morse transmissions as a
radio receiver to its signals. One can at least see why they
predict incidents relevant to their vegetation; on the other
hand, their sensitivity to other categories of events remains
an enigma. They might have picked up the cracking of the
ceiling plaster owing to changes in the electrostatic charges
in the atmosphere of the laboratory, or possibly as a result
of the intervention of other physical phenomena. But the
author does not know why they also transmit news concern-
ing, for example, the world after the year 2050.

His next task was to distinguish between bacterial
pseudology—irresponsible verbiage—and solid predictions,
and he accomplished this in a manner as ingenious as it was
simple, by setting up “parallel prognostic batteries,” called
bacterial eruntors. A battery is composed of at least sixty
prophetic strains of coli and Proteus. If each of them says
something different, the signaling has to be acknowledged as
worthless. If, however, the statements are in accord, prog-
noses can be made. Placed in separate thermostats and petri
dishes, they articulate in Morse the same or very similar
texts. In the course of two years the author collected an
anthology of bacterial futurology, and with the presentation
of them he has crowned his work.

He obtained his best results thanks to strains of G. coli
bibliographica and telecognitiva. These are produced by en-
zymes such as futurase plusquamperfectiva and excitine
futurognostica. Through the action of these enzymes predic-
tive faculties can be acquired even by such coli strains as
E. poetica, which were capable of nothing beyond the com-
position of feeble verse. Nevertheless, in their predictive be-
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havior bacteria are fairly limited. In the first place, they
predict no events directly, but only as if transmitting the
contents of a publication dealing with those events. In the
second place, they are incapable of prolonged concentration:
their top efficiency extended to barely fifteen sheets of types-
cript. In the third place, all the texts by bacterial authors
refer to the period betwen 2003 and 2089.

While fully acknowledging that these phenomena can be
explained in various ways, R. Gulliver plumps for his own
hypothesis. Fifty years from now a municipal library is to
arise on the site of his present holdings. The bacterial code
is to be introduced indiscriminately into the library, to be
used for selecting random volumes from the shelves. There
are no volumes at the moment, to be sure, nor even a library,
though in his desire to strengthen the credibility of bacterial
predictions, R. Gulliver has already drawn up his will, by the
terms of which the town council is to convert his homestead
into a library. It cannot be said that he acted at the instiga-
tion of his microbes, but rather the reverse: it was they who
foresaw the contents of his will before it had been drawn up.

To explain how germs acquired knowledge of the nonex-
istent books of a still nonexistent library is a bit more diffi-
cult. We are helped by the fact that microbe futurology is
limited to fragments of works, namely, their introductions.
It looks as though some unknown factor (radiation?) has
penetrated closed books by X-raying them, as it were; natu-
rally the content of the first pages is the easiest to probe, as
the ones that follow are concealed by the thickness of the
sheets preceding. These explanations are far from precise.
Besides, Gulliver admits that there is a considerable differ-
ence between yesterday’s cracking of the ceiling plaster and
the positioning of sentences on the pages of volumes to be
published fifty or eighty years hence. But, objective to the
end, our author does not arrogate exclusive rights to himself
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in explaining the bases of eruntics: on the contrary, in his
parting words he encourages the readers to continue his
efforts themselves.

This book overturns not only bacteriology, but the totality
of our knowledge of the world. We do not wish to pass
judgment on it in the present foreword, and take no position
regarding the results of the bacterial prophecies. However
doubtful the value of eruntics, it must be admitted that,
among history forecasters, there have never been such mortal
enemies—and at the same time such inseparable partners in
our destiny—as microbes. It may not be irrelevant to add
here that R. Gulliver is no longer with us. He died only a few
months after the appearance of Eruntics, while instructing
new students of microbiological literature, namely cholera
bacilli. He had been counting on their competence, since, as
the very name implies, the cholera comma bacillus is con-
nected via punctuation marks with correct stylistics. Let us
suppress our smile of mournful compassion produced by the
conclusion that this was a senseless death, since thanks to it
his will acquired legal force, and the base of the library wall
already holds the cornerstone and, at the same time, the
tombstone of one who is for us today merely an eccentric.
Yet who knows what he may become tomorrow?
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Introduction

1. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS. By bitic literature we
mean any work of nonhuman origin—one whose real
author is not a human being. (He may have been the
author indirectly, however, by performing the func-
tions which generated the real author’s acts of creation.)
The discipline which studies the entire class of such
writing is bitistics.

There is still no uniformity of opinion as to the dimen-
sions of this research field. In this paramount issue there
are two opposing trends or schools, commonly known as
Old World (or European) and New World (or American)
bitistics. The first school, which operates in the spirit of
the classical humanities, studies texts as well as the
environmental (social) conditioning of their authors, but
is not concerned with these authors’ functionally struc-
tural side. The second school, the American, treats bitis-
ties as also including the anatomy and functional aspects
of the makers of the works under study.
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Our monograph will not enter into the debate on this
controversial problem, so we shall make only a brief
comment regarding the matter. The silence of the tradi-
tional humanities concerning the “‘anatomy and physiol-
ogy’’ of authors is based on the obvious fact that these
authors, who are always people, differ from one another
only as beings of the same species may do so. Thus, as
Professor Rambellais says, it would be nonsense in ro-
mance philology to make an introductory diagnosis to
the effect that the author of Tristan and Iseut or The
Song of Roland was a multicellular organism of the
order of land vertebrates, a mammal which is vivipar-
ous, pneumobranchiate, placental, and the like. On the
other hand, it is not nonsense to specify that ILLIAC 164,
the author of Antikant, is a semotopological, serially
parallel, subluminal, initially polyglot computer of the
19th binasty, with a maximum intellectronic potential
of 10° epsilon-sems per millimeter of 7-dimension con-
figurational space of utilizable channels, with a net-
alienated memory and a monolanguage of internal
procedures of the type UNILING. This is because these
data explain certain concrete properties of the texts of
which the aforementioned ILLIAC is the author.

Still, as Professor Rambellais maintains, bitistics
must not occupy itself with this technical (in the case of
human beings we should say zoological) side of authors’
characters, and for two reasons. The first, practical and
less important, is that a consideration of the aforesaid
anatomy demands an unusually extensive knowledge of
a technical and mathematical type, which in its full
range is inaccessible even to particular specialists in the
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theory of automata, since an expert acquainted with
that theory is well informed only about the one branch
of it in which he has specialized. Thus one cannot de-
mand from exponents of bitistics, who are humanists by
training and method, something which cannot be ob-
tained as a whole even from specialists in intellectronics.
Consequently, the maximalism of the American school
obliges it to pursue its studies in large mixed teams,
which always produces disastrous results, since no col-
lection or ‘“‘chorus” of critics can effectively replace a
simple critic with a complete grasp of the text under
study.

The second, more important, and basic reason is sim-
ply that the introduction of corrections or supplements
of an anatomical type in bitistics brings it to a standstill,
whenever it concentrates on texts of “bitic apostasy”
(which we shall discuss later). All the knowledge of in-
tellectronics specialists is insufficient to understand
fully how, why, and to what end a particular author has
created a particular text, if the author comes from any
binasty of computers of a serial number greater than
eighteen.

To these arguments American bitistics opposes its
own counterarguments; however, as we have already
declared, our monograph does not propose to give a thor-
ough description of this dispute, much less resolve it.
2. DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK. Our monograph
attempts a compromise between the positions stated
above, though on the whole it inclines to the side of the
European school. This is reflected in its structure, for
only the first volume, edited by Professor Annax with
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the participation of twenty-seven experts from various
specializations, is devoted to the technical aspects of
computer authors. That volume opens with an intro-
duction to the general theory of finite automata; in
subsequent chapters it discusses forty-five writer
systems, both individual (simple) and joint (“author-
aggregates”).

It must be emphasized all the same that, excepting
the references designated by an asterisk in the main
volumes of the History of Bitic Literature, the study
of it does not necessarily require a familiarity with the
first volume.

The main or essential part of the monograph consists
of three volumes entitled Homotropia, Intertropia,
and Heterotropia, and follows the universally accepted
system of classification which is simultaneously dia-
chronic and synchronic in character, since the three
main divisions of bitic literature, encompassed by the
three titles, are at the same time three successive peri-
ods of its origin and development. The table below pre-
sents an outline of the whole of the work.

BITIC LITERATURE

(after Allporte, Illmainen, and Savarini)

1. Homotropia® (homotropic, cis-human phase; also “‘sim-
ulative” or “‘anthropomicric”)

* This phase was previously called “monoetical” or “monoetics.”
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A. Germinal stage (embryonic or prelinguistic):
Paralexics (Neologenesis)
Semolalia
Semautics

B. Linguistic stage (“comprehending,” according to All-
porte):
Interpolative mimesis
Extrapolative mimesis
Controlled transcendent mimesis (‘‘programmatically
excessive”)

I1. Intertropia (also “critical phase” or “‘interregnum’)

Critique of System Philosophy

Godelizing Topological “Insinuational”
(info-numeric) (“crystallizing”) or “‘insinuating”
procedures procedures (in formal
aspects, mixed)
procedures

|

Critique of Linguistic

Sciences
v l \
As above As above As above
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III. Heterotropia (apostasy, transhuman phase)

Trends of “Empirical” “Ontic” trends
axiomatic trends
deduction
Antimatics Terraphysics Ontomachy
(“The concept “Logics
of the natural involved in the
number is world”
internally
contradictory”) Ontoklasia

Alienations of
Gnosis and 0nt<l)logy

Informational Mathematical Physicalistic
theology theology theology

In its genetic expression, bitistics appeared as the
resultant of at least three substantially independent
processes: first, crossing the so-called intelligence bar-
rier, which was above all the work of the designers;
next, something which the latter neither intended nor,
still less, projected—the autoregenerative work of sys-
tems (beginning with the 17th binasty), or so-called
“relaxationally active standstills’’; and finally, the rela-
tions which gradually crystallized between the ma-
chines and people, representing the results of a “‘mutual
concern with and recognition of possibilities as well as
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limitations on both sides” (Yves Bonnecourt). The intelli-
gence barrier unsuccessfully assaulted by early cyber-
netics is, as we know incontrovertibly, a fiction. It is a
fiction in the (unexpected) sense that its transcendence
by machines is impossible to identify. The transitions
from “‘unthinking,” “chattering” machines “working
purely formally”’ to “thinking,” “speaking” machines
showing “insight” occur in smooth stages. Though the
categories of “mechanical automaticity” and “intellec-
tual sovereignty” are still valid, we realize that no pre-
cisely delimitable boundary separates the two.

The relaxational output of machines was first ob-
served and recorded almost thirty years ago. It turned
out to be a purely technical necessity that the proto-
types (beginning with the 15th binasty) should be pro-
vided with rest periods during which their activity did
not come to a standstill but, deprived of programmed
directives, manifested itself as a peculiar “mumble.”
That at least is how their verbal or quasi-mathematical
production was then interpreted; the name *“‘machine
dreams” was even generally accepted for it. According
to current opinion, the machines had to have active rest
to enable them to regenerate and then return to normal
full efficiency, just as such a phase—sleep, together
with the reveries (dreams) typical of it—is necessary for
human beings. The designation “bitic production,” used
then for these “‘chatterings” and “dreams,” was there-
fore disparaging and disrespectful: as if without rhyme
or reason, the machines ground out “bits of all the infor-
mation contained within them” and by this method of
“shuffling”” were supposed to recover their partially lost
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efficiency. We adopted the name, although it was obvi-
ously inappropriate. We adopted it in accordance with
the historical tradition of all scientific nomenclature: a
random example—"thermodynamics”’—reveals an anal-
ogous inappropriateness, since the scope of contempo-
rary thermodynamics is not the same as it was for
earlier physicists who coined the term. Indeed, thermo-
dynamics is not concerned solely with the thermal activ-
ity of matter, just as, in referring to bitic literature, we
do not mean just the “bits,” i.e., units of nonsemantic
information. Pouring new wine into old bottles is, how-
ever, a general practice of science.

The mutual acquaintance of machines and human be-
ings led over the years to a more and more explicit
division of bitistics into two basic provinces, to which
the terms creatio cis-humana and trans-humana
correspond.

The first embraces literature which is the result of
the coexistence of machines and human beings, that is,
of the simple fact that, in implanting our ethnic lan-
guage and structural languages in them, we have also
harnessed them to our brainwork in the whole sphere of
culture and natural science, as well as the deductive
disciplines (logic and mathematics). Nonetheless bitic
creativity, whose direct cause and animating agent is
the transmission to nonhuman authors of typically
human problems in the field of learning and the fine arts,
is divided in turn into two fairly distinct subspheres. For
a linguistic product obtained through planned control—
which may, to use Professor Kuentrich’s visual image,
be called an “‘order” (that is, the immediate direction of
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the machines to a range of questions or themes chosen
by us)—is one thing, while a linguistic product which
no human being has “ordered,” and which admittedly
arose under the influence of earlier stimuli (or program-
mings), but constitutes the manifestation of by now
spontaneous activity, is quite another. And yet, whether
bitic texts thus engendered resulted from a direct or
indirect cause, their connection with typically human
problems constitutes an essential, indeed a chief, trait:
and so cis-humana bitistics studies both genres of these
texts.

And it was only the granting to machines of facilities
for creative freedom with no discipline, program, rules,
or limitations that gradually led to the separation of
their (so-called “later”) creativity from typically an-
thropomorphic and anthropological influences. In the
course of this evolution bitic literature began impercep-
tibly to offer us, its likely recipients, growing resistance
and assimilative difficulties. For divisions of nonhuman
bitistics (in the trans-humana sense) now exist which
attempt to understand (analyze, interpret, explain) bitic
texts which in varying degrees are unintelligible to
humans.

Obviously we can always try to employ some ma-
chines to interpret the works of other machines. But the
quantity of cells necessary to enable us to understand
bitic texts which are the extremes of “‘apostasy’—
deviations from our norms for the creation, understand-
ing, and explanation of meaning—will increase as one
receives increasingly difficult texts to interpret. And as
this increase becomes exponential, it ultimately pre-
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cludes our acquiring even a vague knowledge of the
content of this “culminating apostasy,” thus signifying
practically the total heplessness of the human race in
relation to literature, which humans after all indirectly
originated.

Some speak in this context of the sorcerer’s appren-
tice who unleashed forces beyond his control. This term
is a form of resignation, for which science has no place.
Bitic literature is surrounded by a very abundant body
of pro- and contrabitic writing; it is full of desperate
judgments articulating symptoms of depression, terror,
and also shock at the fact that man has created some-
thing that has surpassed him intellectually as well.

However, it must be emphatically stated that bitistics
as a scientific discipline cannot itself be the place for
expressing views of this type, which belong to the phi-
losophy of nature, man, and his works (nonhuman as
well). We agree with Roger Gatzky that bitistics has
neither more nor fewer grounds for despair than cos-
mology, for example: it is obvious that, no matter how
long we humans exist, and likewise no matter what in-
tellectual assistance we may expect from cognitive ma-
chines, we shall not totally exhaust the universe and
thus shall not totally comprehend it, though astrophysi-
cists, cosmologists, and cosmogonists would never think
of complaining about such a very unalterable state of
things.

The whole difference is that we are not the originators
of the Universum, but bitic production is surely—if in-
directly—our work. Yet one wonders where in fact the
idea originated that man can accept the inexhaustibility

50




21l

of the Universum with complete equanimity, but cannot
accept with the same objective equanimity the inex-
haustibility of something which he himself has created.
3. CRUCIAL DIVISIONS OF BITISTICS. Explanations
and detailed descriptions, together with a descriptive
bibliography of the subject, are supplied by our mono-
graph in the appropriate places. However, a bird’s-eye
view of the main divisions of bitistics would appear de-
sirable; such a description can in no way replace a de-
tailed exposition, but it is something by way of an
abbreviated guide through a much-partitioned region
where it is easy to lose one’s way. Still, it is proper to
point out that the main sections of bitistics described
below are given in a greatly simplified form, repeatedly
verging on a distortion of the central issue.

Our survey—being, as we have said, of a preliminary
nature—concentrates on only the four “peaks” of bitic
literature, namely monoetics, mimesis, sophocrisis,
and apostasy. In point of fact, these terms are already
obsolete; in present-day nomenclature their rough
equivalents would be: komotropia (in its first part),
exact mimests, critique of philosophy, and bitic crea-
tion, of which the last lies outside the limits of our
comprehension. Nevertheless, the nomenclature re-
jected today had the virtue of clarity, and we are par-
ticularly anxious to keep our initial explanations
straightforward.

A. Graeve, Gulbransson, and Fradkin—who are num-
bered among the creators, the “fathers” of bitistics—
saw monoetics as the earliest phase of bitism. (The name
derives from monos, “single,” and poesis, ‘‘creating.”)
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Monoetics owes its origin to the instruction of machines
in the principles of word formation. The harmony of
these principles determines what was once commonly
called the “spirit” of a given language.

An actively used, historically created language em-
ploys the principles of word formation with very definite
restrictions, though on the whole those who use the
language are by no means aware of them. Not until we
had machines whose practical restrictions in word for-
mation were thoroughly unknown, could we obtain an
insight into all those chances which language ignores in
its evolution. The simplest illustration would be to pre-
sent a handful of examples gathered from the second
volume of our History, chiefly from the chapters Para-
lexics, Semautics, and Semolalia.

(a) Machines may use expressions existing in a lan-
guage and assign them other than the accepted mean-
ings: thoroughfare: a large meal; piglet: a filthy rooming
house; horseman: centaur; knee guard: dwarf sentinel;
princeling: royal fish; carnivore: Mardi gras prostitute;
flabbergast: sagging stomach; skinflint: stone facing.

(b) Machines also create neologisms along so-called
semantic axes. We have purposely chosen examples of
this creativity not all of which require detailed dictio-
nary-type explanations:

tartlet, screwball, bedrabbled (read: bed rabbled), lay-
ette, claptrap;

anteater, bugbear (bird feeding its brood);

fistigob, slapyap, slugmug;

arithmeticker, summer, cipheretor (computer);

suspenser (chair lift);
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deathsign (memento mori);

gladland (paradise);

sea slicer (sawfish); ete.

Any comic effect is clearly unintended. Also, these are
elementary examples, though characterized by distine-
tive bitic features which persist—though much harder
to discern—in later stages of development as well. The
whole fact of the matter is that, whereas for us the real
thing is the world, for the machines the first and fore-
most actuality is language. The computer, to which the
categories that culture imposes on language were still
alien, “thought” that “little prostitute” is the same
thing as “tartlet,” “screwball,” etc. Hence, too, those
characteristic corruptions: “horseman’ is by now a clas-
sic textbook example of the formation of an agglomera-
tion of meanings and morphological aspects, for here we
have a mating of “horse,” “man,” and as it were a cou-
pling from the region of semantics, “‘centaur,” because,
since a horse cannot be a man, it must be half horse, half
man.

A computer at this (linguistically very low) level of
development knows no limits to its word formation, and
the economy of expression characteristic of machine
thinking, which subsequently created nonlinear deduc-
tion and the so-called “star” concepts of terraphysics,
here appears as a proposal for putting the resident
terms of a language, such as “word” and “wordy,” on
an equal footing with the like of “wordwork” (verse),
“wordiot” (graphomaniac), “‘wordsteal” (plagiarism),
“wordlouse” (cad), etc. For these very reasons the lexi-
cal generator proposes that “dogmobile” should denote
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an Eskimo sledge team, and “‘disccomfort” the pain oc-
casioned by a slipped disc.

Formerly known as monoetes, the one-word creations
cited above were produced in part by imperfect pro-
gramming, and in part by the intention of programmers
interested in the word-formative expansion of machines;
yet it is only proper to observe that many such neolo-
gisms only seem to be of machine provenance. For ex-
ample, we cannot be certain whether “lunatic asylum”
was christened “dimocracy” by a computer, or whether
it was a human humorist’s joke.

Monoetics is an important field because we can dis-
cern in it those creative features of machines which
disappear from our field of vision in subsequent phases.
It is the threshold of bitistics, or its kindergarten. This
output has a reassuring effect on many a student who,
prepared for contact with texts concise to the point of
incomprehensibility, is relieved to discover such inno-
cent and amusing works. But this satisfaction does not
long suffice! The unintentional humor arises from a colli-
sion of categories which we consider to be permanently
separate; the reinforcement of programs by categorial
principles carries us into the next sphere of bitisties
(though still called prebitistics by some researchers), in
which machines begin to unmask our language, track-
ing down in it turns of speech which are the conse-
quence of man’s bodily structure.

Thus, for example, the notions of “elevation” and
“abasement” derive—according to the machine inter-
pretation, not ours!—from the fact that every living
organism and therefore man as well has to counteract
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universal gravitation by means of active muscular exer-
tion. The body appears as the link through which the
gravitational gradient leaves its impression in our lan-
guage. A systematized analysis of speech, laying bare
the whole extent to which similar influences have been
uprooted not only in the world of ideas but even in syn-
tax, can be found at the end of Chapter 8 of Volume II.
In Volume III, on the other hand, we introduce models
of languages projected bitically for environments differ-
ent from that of Earth, as well as for nonanthropoidal
organisms. One of them, INVART, was used by MENTOR
II in composing Lampoon upon the Universe (men-
tioned below).

B. Mimests is that field of bitic production which has
revealed to us hitherto unknown mechanisms of intellec-
tual creation, while also becoming a truly formidable
invasion of the world of man’s intellectual works. It
arose historically as an incidental and unforeseen phe-
nomenon during the machine translation of texts. The
latter requires the processing of information step by
step and in various ways. The closest contacts ought to
occur between systems of ideas, and not of words or
sentences; machine translations from language to lan-
guage are superb nowadays because the aggregates
which carry them out are not collective but merely
“aim,” as it were, at the same original text from various
sides. The text is subjected to “extraction” in machine
language (the “go-between”), and it is only from these
“pressings’” that the machines make a projection into
“inner conceptual space.” Within it an “n-echo Body of
Abstractions” emerges which is to the original as an
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organism is to an embryo; the projection from that “or-
ganism” into the language of translation gives the ex-
pected result.

However, this process takes a more intricate course
than we have described here, because, for one thing,
the quality of translation is constantly checked by re-
translation (translation backward from the “organism”
to the language of the original). So the translating ag-
gregate is composed of machines which are able to
“communicate’ solely through the process of transla-
tion. H. Ellias and T. Semmelberg made the astonishing
discovery that the ‘“n-body of Abstractions,” being a
text already interpreted—that is, assimilated seman-
tically by a machine—can be seen as a whole if that
abstract creation is put into the requisite electron
appliance (a semascope).

Visually, the “body of abstractions” nestled in its con-
ceptual continuum appears as a complicated, many-
shelled, aperiodic, and variably synchronous mass,
woven of “burning threads”’—that is, billions of “signifi-
cant curves.” These curves together yield the plane of
cuttings of the semantic continuum. Turning to the illus-
trations in Volume II, the reader will find a series of
semascopic photographs which produce a rather strik-
ing effect when brought together and compared. As
they demonstrate, the quality of the original text has a
definite equivalent in the “aestheticality’ of the geomet-
ric “semature”!

Furthermore, even with little experience one can dis-
tinguish at sight discursive texts from artistic (belle-
tristic, poetic) ones; religious texts almost without

56




e

exception strongly resemble artistic ones, whereas phil-
osophical ones reveal a wide diversity in this, the visual,
aspect. It is not much of an exaggeration to say that
projections of texts deep in the machine continuum
are their expansively set meanings. Texts which are
strongly collective as regards logic appear as tightly
bound bundles and clusters of “significant curves.”
(This is not the place to explain their connection with the
sphere of recurring functions, which is discussed in
Chapter 10 of Volume II.)

Texts of literary composition of an allegorical charac-
ter present the most original aspect: their central sema-
ture is usually surrounded by a pale “halo,” and at both
its sides (“poles’) one can see ‘“‘echo repetitions” of
meanings, recalling at times the interferential images of
luminous rays. As we shall mention again, this con-
gealed phenomenon made possible the criticism of con-
structs—of all of mankind’s intellectual structures and
his philosophical systems first and foremost.

The first work of bitic mimesis to gain world renown
was a novel by Pseudodostoevsky, The Girl (Devochka).
It was composed during a phase of relaxation by a mul-
timember aggregate whose assignment was to trans-
late into English the collected works of the Russian
writer. In his memoirs the distinguished scholar of Rus-
sian literature John Raleigh describes the shock he ex-
perienced upon receiving the Russian typescript of a
composition signed with what he took to be the singular
pseudonym of HYX0S. The impression which the work
created on this Dostoevsky expert must have been truly
indescribable in its intensity, if, as he admits, he doubted
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whether he was in a conscious state! The authenticity of
the work was for him beyond a doubt, although he knew
Dostoevsky had not written such a novel.

Despite what the press disseminated on this topic, the
translating aggregate, having digested all of Dosto-
evsky’s texts together with his Diary of a Writer and
the literature on the subject, had in no way constructed
a phantom, a model, or a machine reincarnation of the
personality of a real creator.

The theory of mimesis is very complex, but its funda-
mentals—as well as the circumstances which made pos-
sible that phenomenal display of mimetic virtuosity—
can be expressed simply. Neither the person nor the
personality of Dostoevsky was of any interest to the
machine translator (nor could they be, after all). It
comes about that, in the space of meanings, a work of
Dostoevsky’s develops into a curved mass, recalling in
its overall structure an open torus, that is, a “broken
ring” (with a gap). Thus it was a relatively simple task
(for machines, of course, not for people!) to close that
gap, inserting the missing link.

It may be said that a semantic gradient runs along the
main thoroughfare of Dostoevsky’s works, and that Tke
Girl is its continuation and at the same time its termi-
nation. It is precisely because of these interrelations of
the great writer’s works that the experts have no doubt
whatsoever as to where—between which novels—De-
vochka belongs. The leitmotiv, already marked in
Crime and Punishment, intensifies in The Possessed,
and between this work and The Brothers Karamazov
a “‘gap opens.” It was a success as well as a happy
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coincidence of mimesis, for later attempts to stimulate
the translators to analogous creation as regards other
authors never again produced such magnificent results.

Mimesis has nothing to do with the biographically
detectable sequence in which a given writer’'s works
originated. Thus Dostoevsky left unfinished manu-
scripts of a novel, The Emperor, but the machines could
never have “thought it through” or “got on its track,”
because in this novel he attempted to exceed his own
capabilities. As for The Girl, apart from the original
version by HYXO0S, there now exist variants prepared by
other aggregates, though the experts consider them
less successful; the differences in composition have nat-
urally turned out to be considerable, though in all these
apocryphas there is an identical problem—one leading
to a heart-rending climax characteristic of Dostoevsky
—that of holiness grappling with the sins of the flesh.

Everyone who has read The Girl is aware of the rea-
sons which would have made it impossible for Dosto-
evsky to write it. Of course, having said all that, we are
—Dby the standards of the traditional humanities—utter-
ing downright blasphemy, inasmuch as we are equating
machine forgery with authentic creation. But bitistics
1s-an inevitable infringement on the canon of classical
values and evaluations, wherein the authenticity of the
text is of paramount importance. We are contriving
to prove that Devochka constitutes a work of Dos-
toevsky’s to a higher degree than his own text, The
Emperor!

The general rule of mimesis is as follows: if a given
author has completely exploited what is for him the
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central configuration of creative meanings (the “life ob-
session”)—or, in bitic nomenclature, “the space of its
sematures”’—mimesis will supply nothing further on
this axis save derivative (decadent, echo) texts. If, how-
ever, he has left something “unsaid” (e.g., for biological
reasons, because he died prematurely, or for social ones,
because he did not dare to), mimesis can produce the
missing links. To be sure, the final success will also be
decided by the topology of a given writer’s sematures;
in this regard we differentiate between divergent and
convergent sematures.

The ordinary critical study of texts gives no firm
grounds for judging the likelihood of mimesis in a given
instance. Thus literature specialists reckoned on a mi-
metic continuation of Kafka’s authorship, but their
hopes were frustrated; we have obtained nothing except
the final chapters of The Castle. Anyway, for bitists the
Kafka casus is cognitively especially valuable, since an
analysis of his semature shows that with The Castle he
had already reached the limits of creative possibilities:
further work carried out at Berkeley on three occasions
revealed how the machine apocryphas “drown” in the
falling, multishelled, “‘echoed reverberations of mean-
ing” which constitute the objective expression of the
extreme position of this authorship. In point of fact,
what readers instinctively take to be “felicity of com-
position” is the result of an equilibrium termed semas-
tase; if the allegorizing is too preponderant, a text tends
to be unreadable. The physical equivalent is a space so
vaulted that a voice resounding in it undergoes distor-
tion to the point of being smothered in the torrent of
echoed reverberations from every direction.
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Such limitations of mimesis are undoubtedly favor-
able to culture. After all, publication of The Girl created
panic not only in literary circles. There was no lack of
Cassandras predicting that “mimesis would crush cul-
ture,” and proclaiming that the “‘machine invasion” into
the heart of human values was more destructive and
nightmarish than any imaginary “invasions from outer
space.”

These people feared the use of a creative services
industry, turning culture into a nightmare paradise
where any consumer, acting on any whim whatsoever,
could receive masterpieces instantly produced by ma-
chine succubi and incubi unerringly transformed into
the spirit of Shakespeare, Leonardo, Dostoevsky, as a
result of which our hierarchies of values would have
collapsed, since we would have been wading through
masterpieces as through trash. Fortunately we need
give this apocalypse no credit at all.

Once it had become an industry, mimesis led to unem-
ployment, but solely among manufacturers of trivial
literature (sci-fi, porn, thrillers, and the like): there in-
deed it supplanted humans in the supply of intellectual
goods—which ought not to cause an honest humanist
too much despair.

C. The critique of systematic philosophy (or sopho-
crisis) is recognized as a transitional zone between areas
of bitistics designated cis-human and transhuman. This
critique, based in principle on a logical reconstruction of
the writings of the great philosophers, is derived (as
already mentioned) from mimetic procedures. It is only
right to remark that it has earned itself a reputation for
vulgarity, thanks to the use made of it by certain profit-
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hungry manufacturers. So long as the ontologies of the
Aristotles, Hegels, and Aquinases could be admired
in the British Museum alone, like glittering “cocoon
masses’’ set (luminously) in blocks of dark glaze, it was
difficult to detect any harm in this spectacle.

Now, however, when the Summa Theologica or Cri-
tique of Pure Reason can be purchased in any size or
color, this amusement has acquired an offensive after-
taste. It behooves one to wait patiently until the fashion
passes, like thousands of others. Obviously, anyone who
has bought Kant Set in Amber cares little for the reve-
lations with which the bitic apocrisis has provided us in
philosophy. We shall not summarize the results here,
but refer the reader to the third volume of the mono-
graph; suffice it to observe that semascopy indeed con-
stitutes a new aptitude for looking at the great
intellectual totalities—an aptitude unexpectedly be-
stowed on us by the spirit of the machine.

Nor should we disregard the fact that the assurances
of the greatest scientists concerning the role of the guid-
ing star which the pure aesthetics of a mathematical
construct played in their exploratory efforts—assur-
ances to which we have hitherto had to give blind cre-
dence—can now be verified visually, taking their
congealed thoughts in hand, to bring them closer to our
eyes. Of course there are no automatic consequences for
the further development of thought from the fact that
ten volumes of higher algebra or the age-old war be-
tween nominalism and universalism can be crystallized
into a fist-sized piece of glass. Bitic creativity impedes
human creation as much as it simplifies it.

62




xxv

One thing, however, can be said with absolute cer-
tainty. Before the use of machine intelligence no thinker
or author ever had such ardent, unfailingly attentive,
and uncompromising readers! That is why, in the cry
that burst from the lips of a certain first-rate thinker
when he was offered, by MENTOR V, a critique of his
work—"This one has really read me!”—there was so
much of the frustration typical of the present day, when
humbug and perfunctorily acquired erudition replace
genuine knowledge. The thought that has haunted me
while writing these works—that it is not human beings
who will be my most conscientious readers—is indeed
full of bitter irony.

D. The term apostasy given to the last bitic sphere
appears felicitous. Never has deviation from that which
is human gone so far, nor has it been incorporated into
a line of reasoning with such cool passion. For this liter-
ature, which has taken nothing from us apart from lan-
guage, humanity appears not to exist.

The transhumans’ bibliography surpasses all the
other domains of bitistics already mentioned. It is the
meeting point of paths secretly marked out in earlier
fields. We can in practice divide apostasy into two levels,
lower and upper. Access to the lower level is generally
well maintained; the upper one is barred to us. That is
why our fourth volume is a guide to the lower state
almost exclusively. This volume is a meager extract
from an enormous body of writing, hence the difficult
position of the foreword writer, who is supposed to in-
troduce even more concisely something which is already
essentially an abridgement. Yet such an introduction
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appears necessary, as a view from above; otherwise,
lacking a broader perspective, the reader will easily get
lost in the difficult terrain, like a wanderer in mountains
whose highest summits cannot be properly judged at
short distance. Keeping in mind such recommendations
and doubts, from each of the divisions of apostasy I
shall take a single bitic text, not so much to interpret it
as to attune the reader, as it were, to the process of
apostasy.

We shall therefore confine ourselves to samples taken
from the following provinces of the lower state: an-
timatics, terraphysics, and ontomachy.

As an introduction to them we have the so-called
Cogito paradox. The first person to pick up its trail was
Alan Turing, an English mathematician of the last cen-
tury who recognized that a machine behaving like a
person cannot possibly be distinguished from a person
in mental respects—in other words, that a machine ca-
pable of conversing with a person must by necessity be
credited with consciousness. We consider that other peo-
ple have consciousness only because we ourselves per-
ceive it. If we did not experience it, we would be unable
to imagine anything under this concept.

During the course of machine evolution it became
evident, however, that an unthinking intellect can be
constructed: it is used, for example, in an ordinary chess
game program, which as we know understands nothing,
does not care whether it wins or loses the match, and (in
a word) unconsciously but logically beats its human op-
ponents. What’s more, it has been shown that when a
primitive and undoubtedly “soulless” computer pro-
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grammed to conduct psychotherapy asks a patient ap-
propriate questions of an intimate nature in order to
make a diagnosis and offer treatment, this machine
makes a profound impression on its human interlocu-
tors, as if it were a living person after all. This impres-
sion is so intense as sometimes to be felt even by the
person who has done the programming—a professional
who knows perfectly well that the mechanism in ques-
tion possesses as much soul as a gramophone. The pro-
grammer may still take control of the situation—that is,
may tear himself away from the growing delusion of
being in contact with a conscious individual—by giving
the machine the kind of questions or replies with which,
given the limitations of the programming, it couldn’t
possibly cope.

In this way cybernetics embarked on a course leading
to the gradual extension and improvement of programs,
through which, with the passage of time, it became a
harder and harder task to “tear off the mask”—that is,
to discover the mindlessness of the procedures emitted
by the machine and, by precisely this means, to discover
the projection compelling man to react. (This projection
occurs unconsciously according to an assumption, in-
grained in us by force of habit, that if someone con-
sciously refers to our words and addresses himself to us
sensibly, then that someone must be endowed with con-
scious intelligence.)

So the Cogito paradox made itself known to us in
bitistics in an ironic and at the same time startling man-
ner: as despair on the part of machines as to whether
people really think! The situation suddenly acquired a
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perfect bilateral symmetry. We humans are unable to
achieve complete certainty (as a proof) as to whether a
machine thinks and, in thinking, experiences its states
as mental ones—since conceivably one may be dealing
with nothing more than an externally perfect simulation
whose internal correlative is a kind of void of total “‘soul-
lessness.” For their part, machines are similarly unable
to obtain proof of whether we, as their partners, think
consciously—as they do. Neither side knows what ex-
periential states the other subsumes under the label
“consciousness.”

It should be pointed out that this paradox has the
character of an abyss, although at first it may appear
merely amusing. The very quality of the intellectual
results here prejudges nothing: rudimentary automata
of the last century were already beating their own con-
structors at games of logic, and those were unusually
primitive machines; so we know with complete certainty
that whatever results from creative thinking can be at-
tained in another—unthinking—way as well. The trea-
tises of two bitic authors—NOON and LUMENTOR—on
problems of the Cogito paradox open the fourth volume
of our monograph and reveal how deeply this enigma is
rooted in the nature of the world.

From antimatics, which is a nightmarish mathematics
of antimonies, we shall take (by way of example) only
one downright crushing pronouncement, one that ter-
rifies every specialist and smacks of complete madness:
“the concept of a natural number is internally contradic-
tory.” This means that no number is equal to itself!
According to the antimaticians (who are machines, of
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course), Peano’s axiomatics are incorrect, not because
they are internally self-contradictory, but because they
are not perfectly suited to the world in which we exist.
For, in common with the next type of bitic apostasy,
terraphysics (i.e., “monstrous physics”), antimatics
postulates an irremovable adhesion of thought and the
world. Authors like ALGERAN and STYX concentrate their
attack on zero. According to them, zeroless arithmetic
can be constructed in our world in an uncontradictory
manner. Zero is the cardinal number of all empty sets,
but according to these authors the concept of an “empty
set” must always be confined in the antinomy of the
liar. “No such thing as nothing exists”’—with this motto
from the work of STYX, the time has come for us to
conclude our description of the antimatic heresy; other-
wise we shall get lost in argument.

The oddest product of terraphysics—and who knows,
perhaps the one that promises the most to knowledge
—is reckoned to be the so-called Polyversum hypothe-
sis. According to it the Cosmos is dual and we, together
with the matter comprising the suns, stars, planets, and
our bodies, inhabit its “slow’ half, the Bradyversum.
It is “slow” because movement is possible here at
speeds ranging from the static up to locally the high-
est, that of light. The other or “fast” half of the Cos-
mos, the Tachyversum, is reached via the light barrier.
To get to the Tachyversum, it is necessary to exceed
the speed of light: in our world this is an omnipresent
frontier separating each spot from another region of
existence.

Dozens of years ago physicists advanced the hypothe-
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sis of the tachions, particles which move solely at velo-
cities greater than that of light. No one managed to find
them, although it is they which—according to terraphy-
sics—constitute the Tachyversum. But in point of fact
the Tachyversum is composed of one such particle.

A tachion slowed to the speed of light would acquire
infinitely great energy, whereas in accelerating it loses
energy, emitting it in the form of radiation; when its
velocity becomes infinitely great, its energy falls to
zero. So the tachion, moving at an infinite speed, is
clearly everywhere at the same time: as an omnipresent
particle, it alone forms the Tachyversum! And to speak
more precisely, the greater its velocity, the more omni-
present it becomes. The world formed from so singular
an omnipresence is filled, moreover, with the radiation
which the tachion constantly emits in speeding up, since
it is during acceleration that it loses energy. This world
is the opposite of ours: here light is the fastest move-
ment, but there in the Tachyversum it is the slowest. In
becoming omnipresent, the tachion turns the Tachyver-
sum into an ever stiffer and more *“solid” body, until
finally it is so “everywhere” that it presses on the light
quanta and forces them back into itself. Consequently
it is subject to impediment and slows down. The slower
it moves, the greater the energy it acquires; when
the brakes are applied near zero, the tachion—approach-
ing a state of infinite energy—explodes, creating the
Bradyversum.

Thus, viewed from our universe, the explosion oc-
curred sometime and created first the stars and then us.
But if one views it from the Tachyversum, it did not
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ocecur at all, since there exists no superior time in which
the occurrence of both Cosmoses could be included.

Their “natural”’ mathematics are almost reciprocals.
In our slow world 1 + 1 is practically equal to 2 [1 +
1 = 2]; only at its very limits, when it approaches the
speed of light, does 1 + 1 become equal to 1. In the
Tachyversum, on the other hand, 1 is almost equal to
infinity [1 = «]. But, as the “monstrous doctors” them-
selves admit, this matter is still unclear, insofar as the
logic of a particular Universum (or Polyversum!) is a
rational concept only if pursued in this world, though at
present nobody knows what the chances are of intelli-
gent systems (or simply life) arising in the Tachyver-
sum. In accordance with this verdict, mathematics has
limits imposed by the impassable barriers of material
existence, since to talk of our mathematics in a world
with laws other than the laws of our world is to talk
nonsense.

Finally, as regards the last item of bitic apostasy,
Lampoon upon the Universe, 1 admit that I cannot
summarize it. Yet that lengthy treatise, a work of many
volumes, is conceived as merely an introduction to ex-
perimental cosmogenetics, i.e., the technology of mak-
ing up worlds “existentially more orderly” than ours.
The revolt against existence in given forms of duration,
which is the opposite of every nihilism, of every desire
for self-annihilation—and in addition a product of the
machine soul, a flurry of projects for “another exis-
tence”’—at first this undoubtedly makes exotic reading,
and if one can overcome the difficulty of it, even aestheti-
cally thrilling reading. To the question, what are we
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actually in contact with?—with a fiction of logic or a
logical fiction? with a fantastic philosophy or a soundly
thought-out, totally objective endeavor to shatter and
invalidate this existence here as a fortuity, a shore onto
which an unknown destiny has driven us, and from
which boldness commands us to shove off and move in
an unknown direction?—to the question whether these
works are indeed nonkuman, or whether it is by their
apostasy that they serve us, I shall offer no answer, for
I have none.

Introduction to the
Second Edition

The three years that have passed since the appearance
of the first edition have brought many new bitic publica-
tions. However, the editorial committee of our mono-
graph has decided to retain its original outline, while
including several innovations referred to below. Thus
the four fundamental volumes of the History of Bitic
Literature remain unchanged in their basic composi-
tion and in the general arrangement of material; on the
other hand, additions have been made to the bibliogra-
phy, and the (relatively few) errors and omissions of the
first edition have been corrected.
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Our committee has considered it desirable to devote
a supplementary fifth volume to literary works from
the field of metaphysics, broadly conceived, and from
religious studies, which are known jointly as theobitic
literature. In the previous edition there were some
fairly inadequate extracts and references in this direc-
tion, located in the Appendix to Volume IV. The rising
flood of such output has induced us to give it separate
status, and since the Foreword to the first edition says
nothing about it, we are taking the opportunity to pre-
sent briefly the subject of this supplementary fifth vol-
ume and thereby show the reader the crucial issues in
theobitistics.
1. INFORMATIONAL THEOLOGY. At the end of the
last decade a computer group from Brookhaven under-
took a formal analysis of all available mystical writings
accepted by the Catholic Church, as part of the “Mysti-
cism as a Channel of Communication” project. The foun-
dations of the study were the arguments offered by the
Church for believing that, in certain special states, mys-
tics are able to communicate with God. The texts by
them, recording these inner experiences, were subjected
to scrutiny for the information they contain. The analy-
sis did not touch on the question of God’s transcendence,
nor on his immanent character (as a person or nonper-
son, for instance), since it wholly omitted the substance
of the mystical writings, that is, their semantic content.
It was thus unable to question the quality of the various
revelations disclosed in the mystical communications,
for it took into consideration solely the quantitative
aspect of the information which the mystics had ac-
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quired. Such a physical computation permits one to cal-
culate with mathematical precision the quantitative in-
formational gain, totally excluding its contents. A
premise of the project was that axiom of information
theory which maintains that the establishment of con-
tact with a real source, that is, the creation of a trans-
mitting channel, must result in an increase in the
quantity of information on the part of the receivers.
The various definitions of God are the source of the
dogma of his infinity, which informationally denotes an
infinitely great diversity. (Which is easy to prove for-
mally, since the omniscience ascribed to God analyti-
cally implies such diversity, of the power of a
continuum.) Thus man in contact with God cannot pos-
sess infinite information, for he himself is finite; he
should, however, show at least a small increase of infor-
mation, limited by his receptivity. Yet on a numerical
balance sheet the writings of the mystics proved to be
much more meager than the statements of people who
are in contact with real sources of information—for ex-
ample, researchers conducting scientific experiments.
The quantity of information in the writings of the
mystics is precisely equal to the quantity of information
in the statements (writings) of people fated to be gener-
ators of diversity exclusively for themselves. The con-
clusion drawn from the project runs as follows: “The
contact postulated by the Church between the human
mystic and God is not a process in which man gains
supra-zero information.” This may indicate either that
the communication channel postulated by the Church is
a fiction, or that the channel indeed occurs, but that the
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Broadcaster maintains continual silence. Only extra-
physical reasons can induce us to choose between the
alternatives Silentium Domini/Non esse Domini. We
have placed this work, together with the new theological
counterarguments, in the first part of the supplemen-
tary volume.

2. MATHEMATICAL THEOLOGY. The most original
product of theobitistics is a model of God which is
sinusoidal and at the same time oscillating. God
becomes established axiomatically as an alternating
process, and not as an unchanging state; he oscillates
at a transcendental frequency between infinities of op-
posing signs—Good and Evil. For every time interval (in
a physical sense) both these infinities are realized to-
gether, though not simultaneously. For God’s Good and
Evil pass into each other by turns, so a precise depiction
of the process would be a sinusoid.

Inasmuch as the propagation of both infinities—hav-
ing (as they do) atemporal sources—participates in the
life order temporarily, it can be demonstrated that the
rise of local peculiarities such as time-space sectors, in
which the equilibrium of Good and Evil is not main-
tained, is admissible, i.e., possible. At such special
points, fluctuations thus originate as deficiencies. And
since with every successive change of signs the process
curve must pass zero, in a Universum which could itself
last an infinitely long time there exist not two but three
infinities: Good, Zero, and Evil—all of which, translated
into conventional theodicean language, signifies the co-
existence in the same Universum of God, his total ab-
sence, and his complete opposite in Satan. This work,
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sometimes reckoned to be theological and sometimes
theoclastic, arose by way of formal speculation, owing
to the attraction of the mathematical apparatus of set
theory and the physical theory of the universe. Its au-
thor is ONTARES II. Strictly speaking, it employs none of
the terms of traditional theology (“God,” “Satan,”
“metaphysical nothingness’”). We have placed it in
Chapter 3 of the supplement.

Another noteworthy theobitic work is a study by what
are commonly called “cold” aggregates (since they run
on cryotrons) which offers, as God, an infinite computer
or an infinite program. Both these formulations lead, to
be sure, to inextricable antinomies. However, as one of
its authors, METAX, observed in the epilogue, every
human religion, when formalized, reveals a much
greater number of contradictions of an analogous type;
so if the “best religion” means the ‘‘least contradictory
religion,” then the computer is a more perfect image of
God than man is.

3. PHYSICALISTIC THEOLOGY. We do not count the
works of METAX as theobitic physicalism, since they use
the terms “computer” and “program’’ in a formal (math-
ematical) and not a physical sense. (As everyone knows,
every computer—like every automaton—possesses an
ideal mathematical equivalent.) On the other hand
theobitistics, understood physically, deals with the in-
volvement in matter of the Author or Creator of exis-
tence. Many such works have sprung up, so let us say
at once that we shall mention only the most original
writings. UNITARS, the author of the first one, sees the
Cosmos as a “granulate” which alternately “computer-
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izes” and “decomputerizes”; its two diametrical states
are the Metacomputer and the Metagalaxy. In its “men-
talizing” phase the basis of its action is informatics;
physics serves it by doing what the “‘computer whole”
of the Universum demands. But the substratum of this
cosmic thinking ultimately assumes an explosive char-
acter, for the material groundwork of thought becomes
increasingly unstable in its configuration, until that by
means of which the metacomputer thought explodes
and, as a supercloud of expanding fiery fragments,
becomes a Metagalaxy. The presence, in the depths of
its “soulless” phase, of reasoning beings is explained, as
it were, incidentally, for they are relics, “fragments,”
“litter”” from the previous phase. “Having thought of
that of which the mental medium is the ylem, the Whole
is torn to pieces, forming a flight of nebulae; as they
return and become compressed, they re-form the granu-
late of the regenerating Metacomputer, and the soul/
soullessness pulsation of matter being organized into
thinking, and of thinking disintegrating into matter,
may go on infinitely.” The reader will find other vari-
ants of this noopulsating theory in Chapter 6 of the
supplement.

We must probably regard as bitic humor the theory
that the universe looks as it does because in all galaxies
there are active astroengineers endeavoring to ‘‘sit out
this Cosmos,” thanks to the acceleration of certain
masses or vehicles to the speed of light, for a body at
this speed may—in a space of time which in itself
amounts to barely a few earth months—"sit out” bil-
lions of years (in accordance with the relativity effect).
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Proffertinc

VESTRAND BOOKS is pleased to offer you a Subscription to
the most future

Extelopedia ever. If the pressure of business has kept you
from previously acquainting yourself with an Extelopedia,
we would like to explain. In the 1970s, the traditional ency-
clopedias in general use for the last two centuries began
experiencing a Serious Crisis, in that their information was
out of date the moment it left the printers. Aucyc—automi-
zation of the production cycle—could not avoid this, since
it cannot be reduced to the zero time required by the expert
authors of the Entries. Thus with each passing year even the
most recent encyclopedias became outdated, acquiring only
a historical interest as they stood on the shelves. Many Pub-
lishers endeavored to avert this crisis by publishing yearly
and later even quarterly Supplements, but soon these Supple-
ments began to exceed the dimensions of the Actual Edition.
The realization that this Race against the Acceleration of
Civilization could not be won struck Editors and Authors
alike.
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This led to the compilation of the First Delphiclopedia, an
Encyclopedia which was a collection of Entries containing
Predictions for the Future. But the DELPHICLOPEDIA
originated on the basis of the so-called Delphic Method, or
in simple terms, through a vote of Qualified Experts. Since
Expert opinions by no means coincide, the first Delphi-
clopedias contained Entries on the same subject presented
in two variants, corresponding to the Majority and Minor-
ity opinions of the Specialists, or else they contained two
versions, a Maxiclopedia and a Miniclopedia. Customers
accepted these innovations reluctantly, though, and a well-
known physicist, the Nobel prizewinner Professor Kut-
zenger, expressed this reluctance when he said that the
public needs Information about the Doings, not the Quarrels,
of Specialists. Thanks to the Initiative of VESTRAND
BOOKS, the situation has undergone a revolutionary
improvement.

The EXTELOPEDIA which we hereby offer you comes
in 44 handy magnetomes, bound in Virginal, the Ever Cosy
Virgin Pseudoskin. At the sound of your voice, the appropri-
ate Magnetome slips off the shelf, TURNS its own pages, and
STOPS at the desired entry. It contains 69,500 simply but
precisely formulated Entries relating to the Future. Unlike
the Delphiclopedia, Maxiclopedia, and Miniclopedia,

VESTRAND’S EXTELOPEDIA
represents the guaranteed results of the humanless, hence
FAULTLESS work of eighteen thousand of our COMFUT-
ERS (futurological computers).

The Entries in VESTRAND’S EXTELOPEDIA cover a
Cosmos of Eight Hundred Gigatrillion Sema-Numerical
Computations carried out in the Comurbia of our publishing
house by BATTOMMALUCS—Batteries of the Most Mas-
sive Luminal Comfuters. Their work has been assembled by
our SUPERPUTER, the electronic incarnation of the Super-
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man myth, which cost us $218,026,300 at last year’s prices.
EXTELOPEDIA is an abbreviation of the words EX-
TRAPOLATIONAL TELEONOMIC ENCYCLOPEDIA,
or PRAIMENCYC (Prognostic-Aim Encyclopedia) with
Maximal Forereach in Time.

What is our extelopedia?

It is the Fairest-born Child of Protofuturology, that honor-
able, albeit primitive, discipline conceived at the end of the
twentieth century. The EXTELOPEDIA contains informa-
tion about History as it is going to happen, in other words,
UNIVERSAL FUTURE HISTORY; affairs Cosmonomic,
Cosmolithic, and Cosmatic, EVERYTHING that is going to
be ATTEMPTED, together with the data, the WHERE-
FORES and WHENCES; the Great New Achievements of
Science and Technology, Specifying which of them are going
to be the most threatening to you personally; the Evolu-
tion of Faiths and Creeds, inter alia, under the entry
FUTURELIGIONS; as well as 65,760 other Questions and
Problems. Sports Lovers annoyed by the Uncertainty of the
Results in any competition will, thanks to the EX-
TELOPEDIA, save themselves much unnecessary irritation
and emotion in the fields of athletics and erothletics alike. All
you have to do is sign the

very advantageous coupon

attached to this Proffertinc.*

*Proffertinc: see the sample pages of the Extelopedia enclosed gratis with
this announcement.
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Is the information contained in VESTRAND’S EX-
TELOPEDIA Accurate and Reliable? Research at MIT,
MAT, and MUT, which together form the USIB (United
States Intellectronical Board), shows that both previous edi-
tions of our Extelopedia deviated from the Facts within a
range of 9.008-8.05% per letter. But our present MOST
FUTURE edition will get to the Very Heart of the future
with a probability of 99.0879%.

Why is it so accurate?

Why can you rely so completely on the present edition?
Because this edition owes its origins to the world’s very first
application of two entirely New Methods of Sounding the
Future—the Suplex and Cretilang Methods.

The SUPLEX, or Supercomplex, METHOD is derived
from a process which in 1983 enabled the Mac Flac Hac
Computer Program to beat

ALL THE WORLD’S
GRAND MASTERS OF CHESS

including Bobby Fischer, checkmating them during their
Simultaneous Match eighteen times per gram, calorie, centi-
meter, and second. This program subsequently underwent a
thousandfold intensification and Extrapolational adaptation,
thanks to which not only can it FORESEE WHAT WILL
HAPPEN, if ANYTHING does happen, but also forsee pre-
cisely what will happen if It doesn’t happen even a little, i.e.,
if It doesn’t occur at all.

UNTIL NOW Predictors have worked solely on POSI-
POTS (on the basis of POSITIVE POTENCES, i.e., by al-
lowing for the Possibility of Anything Materializing). Our
New SUPLEX Program ALSO works on NEGAPOTS

82




(Negative Potences). It allows for ANYTHING which, AC-
CORDING TO the current opinions of ALL THE EX-
PERTS, UNDOUBTEDLY CANNOT OCCUR. And, as we
know from another source, the real flavor of the Future is
precisely that which the Experts think WILL NOT OCCUR.

THIS IS PRECISELY
WHAT THE FUTURE HINGES ON!

Nevertheless, in order to submit the results obtained by the
Suplex Method to a certain controlled madness (Conmad),
and regardless of the Great Expense, we have applied an-
other COMPLETELY new method—FUTULINGUISTIC
Extrapolation.

Basing themselves on an analysis of developmental ten-
dencies—trends with an indeterministic gradient (Trendend-
erents)—twenty-six of our LINGCOMPS (Linguistic Com-
puters, interdependently linked, i.e., interlinked) created
TWO THOUSAND dialects, idioms, onomastics, slangs,
nomenclatures, and grammars of the future.

What was the significance of this achievement? It signified
the creation of a LINGUISTIC BASIS OF THE WORLD
AFTER THE YEAR 2020. In short, our COMURBIA—
that is, our Computer City, numbering 1,720 Intelligence
units per cubic millimeter of PSYSYM (Psychical-Synthetic
Mass)—constructed the words, sentences, syntax, and gram-
mar (as well as the meanings) of the Languages which man-
kind will be using in the FUTURE.

Naturally, knowing MERELY THE LANGUAGE in
which people will be communicating with one another and
with machines ten, twenty, or thirty years hence does not
mean knowing WHAT THEY WILL THEN most readily
and most often be saying. And it is precisely THAT which
we shall know, because as a rule people speak FIRST,
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and think and act LATER. The fundamental defects in
all previous attempts at constructing a LINGUISTIC
FUTUROLOGY, or PROGNOLINGUA, resulted from a
FALSE RATIONALITY of procedure. Scholars have ta-
citly assumed that people will say ONLY REASONABLE
THINGS in the Future and thus will have progressed.

Meanwhile, studies have shown that people LARGELY
say SILLY THINGS. Therefore, in order to simulate

a typically human mode of expression

in an Extrapolation of more than a quarter of a century, we
have constructed IDIOMATS and COMDEBILS (COM-
BUNGLES)—that is, Idiomatic Antomats and bungling
Computers Débiles—and it is they that have just created the
PARAGENAGRAM, the paralogical generative grammar
of the Language of the Future.

Thanks to this, Controlled Profuters, Langlings, and
Premnestoschizoplegiators have composed 118 Sublan-
guages (dialects, idioms, slangs) such as GOSSIPTEX,
NONSTEX, GAB, GIBBER, BUGHUM, BLABLEX,
AGRAM, and CRETINAX. These ultimately served as a
basis for CRETILANGUISTICS, which made the CON-
FAB program feasible. In particular, it made it possible to
carry out Intimate Prognoses relating to Futerotics (includ-
ing details of human intercourse with artogs and cimogs, as
well as sensuals and devials in the field of gravitationless
orbital, venereal, and Martian sexonautics). This was suc-
cessful thanks to such programming languages as EROTI-
GLOM, PANTUSEX, and BYWAY.

But that is still not alll Our CONTROFUTERS (Con-
trolled Futurologiters) adopted the results of the CRETI-
LANG and SUPLEX methods, and only after collating
three hundred Gigabits of Information did COREX—the



Complex Corrector of the EMBRYO of the Extelopedia—
emerge.

Why the EMBRYO? Because that was how we got a VER-
SION of the Extelopedia entirely INCOMPREHENSIBLE
to every living person, Nobel prizewinners included.

Why INCOMPREHENSIBLE? Because it consisted of
TEXTS articulated in a language which NOBODY AS YET
SPEAKS, and which NOBODY IS therefore IN A PO-
SITION TO COMPREHEND. And it took eighty of our
RETROLINTERS to retranslate—into a contemporary lan-
guage known to us—the sensational data expressed in a lan-
guage that has not yet come into being.

How should you use
Vestrand’s Extelopedia?

It fits on a Handy Rack which we can supply at a small
additional cost. Then, positioning yourself no more than two
paces from the shelves, you should state the required entry
in a matter-of-fact tone, not too loudly. Then, after flicking
through its own index, the appropriate Magnetome will jump
spontaneously into your outstretched right hand. Left-
handed persons are kindly requested to train themselves in
advance ALWAYS to extend the right hand, lest the Mag-
netome suffer a deviation in its trajectory and hit the speaker
or even a Bystander, however PAINLESSLY.

The entries are printed in TWO COLORS. The BLACK
entries signify that the PROPERVIRT (probability percent-
age of virtualization) exceeds 99.9%—or in popular par-
lance, it’s a sure thing.

The RED entries signify that their Propervirt is less than
86.5%, and because of this undesirable state of affairs
the ENTIRE TEXT of each such entry remains in UN-
CEASING REMOTE-CONTROLLED (holognetic) CON-
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TACT with the Editorial Board of VESTRAND’S EX-
TELOPEDIA. As soon as our Profuters, Panters, and
Credacters obtain CORRECT NEW RESULTS in their
unceasing work of Observing the Future, the text of the
ENTRY printed in RED undergoes the appropriate correla-
tion (readaptation) AUTOMATICALLY. For improve-
ments arising by this IMPERCEPTIBLE, REMOTE-
CONTROLLED, OPTIMUM method, VESTRAND
BOOKS

makes no extra charge!

In an extreme instance, in which there is a Propervirt of
less than 0.9%, the TEXT OF THE PRESENT PROSPEC-
TUS may likewise undergo an ABRUPT change. If, while
you are reading these sentences, the words begin to jump
about, and the letters quiver and blur, please interrupt your
reading for ten or twenty seconds to wipe your glasses, adjust
your clothing, or the like, and then start reading AGAIN
from the beginning, and NOT JUST from the place where
your reading was interrupted, since such a TRANSFOR-
MATION indicates that a correction of DEFICIENCIES is
now taking place.

If, however, the ONLY thing that begins to alter (quiver
or blur) is the PRICE (see below) of VESTRAND’S EX-
TELOPEDIA, you Do Not Have to read the Complete Pros-
pectus from the beginning, for the alteration will concern
solely the

subscription terms

which—as you will appreciate, considering the state of the
world economy—cannot be prognosticated more than
twenty-four minutes beforehand.
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The above also applies to the full set of pictorial and
ancillary material that comes with VESTRAND’S EX-
TELOPEDIA. This comprises Guided, Mobile, Tactile, and
Tasty Illustrations. Here too belong the futudels and auto-
constructs (self-constructing aggregates), which we supply
with a rack and a complete set of Magnetomes in a separate,
aesthetically pleasing case. At your request, we can program
the whole containerized Extelopedia so that it responds Ex-
clusively to Your (the Owner’s) Voice.

In the event of aphasia, hoarseness, etc., please apply to
the nearest VESTRAND BOOKS Agency, which will come
to your aid immediately. At the moment, our publishing
house is working on new luxury Variants of the Extelopedia,
viz.: a Self-Reading version in three voices and two registers
(male, female, indeterminate; caressing, dry); an Ultra-
Deluxe model, Guaranteed against Disturbances in Recep-
tion caused by Outsiders (e.g., the Competition) and
furnished with a Private Bar and Rocking Chair; and lastly
our UNIVERSIGN model, which is designed for foreigners
and transmits the content of each entry by signs. The price
of these Special Models will probably be 40 to 190% higher
than the price of the standard edition.
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PROFESSOR or QUADICOMP
(qualified didactic computer), also
CIPHERIAN (q.v.), a teaching
system permitted in institutes of
higher education by the USIB
(United States Intellectronical
Board, q.v.). See also: ARMPREC
(ARMOR-CLAD PRECEPTOR,
resistant to the contestational activ-
ity of the instructed) and AN-
TICONTESTATIONAL TECH-
NIQUES AND COMBAT
METHODS. “Professor” formerly
signified a human performing an
analogous function.

PROFFERTICE, a trade or ser-
vice offer based on a prognosticated
state of the market. Includes civil-
ian p. (PROFFERTINCS) and
military p. (PROMILTINCS). 1.
PROFFERTINCS are divided into
periphertincs, with a time gain of a
decade, and apoffertincs, with a
gain up to the Glauler barrier (v.
GLAULER BARRIER, also
PRERRIER and PRODOXES).
The interference of competition, or
INTETITION (q.v.), arising most
often through an illegal connection
to the public promputer network
(v. PROMPUTER NETWORK),
turns proffertincs into PERVER-
TINCS (q.v.) or PARASITINCS
(q.v.), that is, self-destructive prog-
noses. (See also: INTETITIVE
BANKRUMBLECY, PROG-
NOLYSIS, PROGNOCLASE,
PROGNOSIS SHIELDING, and
COUNTERPREDICTION.) 2.
PROMILTINCS are based on pre-
dicting the evolution of combat

PROFESSOR—PROGNODOXES

methods (hardwarware) and mili-
tary ideas (softwarware). In its pre-
dictions p. uses the algebra of the
structures of conflict, or ALGO-
STRATICS (q.v.). Secret p., or
CRYPTINCS, should be distin-
guished from prognoses of secret
combat, or CRYPTOMACHICAL
(q.v.) methods. Secret prognoses of
secret weapons are included under
CRYPTOCRYPTICS (q.v.).
PROFLE, a prognosticated rifle, a
hunting weapon of the future. V.
HUNTING AND SHOOTING,
also SYNTHEMACHIES.
PROGNODOXES or PRO-
DOXES, paradoxes of prognostica-
tion. The most important p. in-
clude: A. Riimmelhahn’s p., M. de
la Faillances’s p., and the metalang
p- of GOLEM (v. GOLEM). 1. Riim-
melhahn’s paradox is connected
with the problem of breaking the
prediction barrier. As T. Gléauler
and U. BG6§¢ have separately
demonstrated, predicting the future
gets stuck in the secular barrier (the
so-called serrier or prerrier). Be-
yond the barrier the reliability of
prognoses acquires a negative
value, which means that whatever
occurs will surely occur differently
from the prognosis. To bypass the
aforementioned barrier, Riimmel-
hahn applied chronocurrent exfor-
matics. Chronocurrent e. is based
on the existence of ISOTHEMES
(g.v.). An ISOTHEME is a line in
SEMANTIC SPACE (q.v.) passing
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PROGNODOXES

through all thematically identical
publications, just as in physics an
isotherm is a line connecting equi-
thermal points, and in cosmology
an isopsych is a line connecting all
civilizations of a given degree of de-
velopment in the universe. Know-
ing the previous course of an
ISOTHEME, one can extrapolate
from it in semantic space with no
restrictions. By applying what he
calls the “Jacob’s ladder method,”
Riimmelhahn uncovered every
piece of writing with prognostic
subject matter along just such an
isotheme. He did this step by step,
first predicting the content of the
next work to come, and then, on
the strength of its contents, fore-
casting the next publication. In this
way he bypassed the Glauler bar-
rier and obtained data on the state
of America in the Year 10"°. Mul-
lainen and Zuck questioned this
prognosis, emphasizing the fact
that in the year 10" the sun will be
a red giant (g.v.) extending far be-
yond the orbit of the Earth. But the
real Riimmelhahn’s paradox lies in
the fact that prognostic writings
can be traced back along the iso-
theme as well as forward; basing
himself on Riimmelhahn’s chrono-
current calculations, Varbleux ob-
tained data regarding the content of
futurological works dating back
200,000 years, i.e., to the Quater-
nary period, and also to the Car-
boniferous period (by means of
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carbon) and the Archeozoic era. As
T. Vroedel has stressed, we know
from other sources that 200,000—
let alone 150 million or a billion—
years ago neither printing, nor
books, nor mankind existed. Two
hypotheses have tried to explain
Riimmelhahn’s paradox. (a) Ac-
cording to Omphalides, the suc-
cessfully retrodicted texts are those
which, while never having in fact
existed, might have existed if at the
proper time there had been anyone
for whom they could have been
written down and published. This is
the so-called hypothesis of the
VIRTUALITY OF ISOTHEMIC
RETROGNOSIS (q.v.). (b) Ac-
cording to d’Artagnan (the pseudo-
nym of a group of French
refutologists), the axiomatics of iso-
themic exformatics contain the
same insurmountable contradic-
tions as does Cantor’s classic the-
ory (v. CLASSIC SET THEORY).
2. De la Faillance’s prognostic par-
adox likewise concerns isothemic
prognostication. He noted that if
chronocurrent investigation allows
the text of a work to be published
now, though it is supposed to ap-
pear as a first edition only fifty or a
hundred years later, then that work
can no longer appear as a first edi-
tion. 3. The GOLEM metalang para-
dox, also known as the autostratic
paradox. According to the latest
historical research, the temple of
Ephesus was burned not by Hero-
stratus but by Heterostratus. This
person destroyed something out-
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side himself, i.e., something else,
hence his name. Autostratus, on
the other hand, is someone who de-
stroys himself (self-ruinously). Un-
fortunately, this is the only part of
the GOLEM paradox that has been
successfully translated into compre-
hensible language to date. The re-
mainder of the GOLEM paradox, in
the form:

Xi-viplu (a + ququ O,0)
el + m-el + edu—d-qi

is fundamentally untranslatable
into ethnic languages or into any
formalisms of a mathematical or
logical type. (This untranslatability
is precisely the basis of the GOLEM
p.) (See also METALANGS and
PROGNOLINGUISTICS.) There
are several hundred different inter-
pretations of the GOLEM p.; accord-
ing to T. Vroedel, one of the
greatest living mathematicians, the
GOLEM p. is based on the fact that
it is not a paradox to GOLEM, but
only to humans. This is the first
paradox discovered to be relativ-
ized (related) to the intellectual
power of the subjects seeking
knowledge. All the issues con-
nected with the GOLEM p. are cov-
ered by Vroedel's work Die
allgemeine Relativitdtslehre des Go-
lemschen Paradoxons (Gottingen,
2075).

PROGNOLINGUISTICS, a dis-
cipline dealing with the prognostic
construction of languages of the fu-
ture. Future languages may be con-

PROGNOLINGUISTICS

structed on the basis of the in-
fosemic gradients revealed in them,
and also thanks to the generative
grammars and word makers of the
Zwiebulin-Tschossnietz school (v.
GENAGRAMMAR and WORD-
MAKERS). Humans are incapable
of predicting languages of the fu-
ture independently; this is under-
taken within the framework of the
PROLINGEYV (prognostication of
linguistic evolution) project by
TERATERS (q.v.) and PANTERS
(q.v.), which are HYPERTERI-
ERS (q.v.), or computers of the
eighty-second generation con-
nected to a GLOBOTER (q.v.), or
a terrestrial exformatic network to-
gether with its INTERPLANS
(from Interfacies planetaris, q.v.) as
bridgeheads on inner planets and as
satellite memory (q.v.). Thus nei-
ther the theory of prognolinguistics
nor its fruits, the METALANGS
(q.v.), are intelligible to humans.
All the same, the results of the
PROLINGEYV project permit the
generation of any statements of
one’s choice in languages of a fu-
ture no matter how distant; with
the help of RETROLINTERS, a
part of them can be translated into
languages intelligible to us and
practical use made of the contents
thus obtained. According to the
Zwiebulin-Tschossnietz school (re-
turning to the course marked out
by N. Chomsky in the twentieth
century), a fundamental law of lin-
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PROGNOLINGUISTICS

guo-evolution is the Amblyon effect
—the shrinking of whole articula-
tory sentences into newly emerging
concepts and their names. Hence,
in the development of the language,
the following definition, for exam-
ple—“A commercial, service, or
administrative institution or estab-
lishment into which one can drive a
car or any other conveyance and
use its services without leaving the
vehicle’—shrinks down to the
name “drive-in.” The same mech-
anism of contamination also
operates when the statement
“Relativistic effects thwarting the
ascertainment of that which is oc-
curring now on planet X, n light-
years distant from the Earth,
compel the Ministry of Extraterres-
trial Affairs to base its cosmic pol-
icy not on real events on other
planets, for they are fundamentally
inaccessible, but on the simulated
history of these planets, this simu-
lation being the business of investi-
gative systems directed at the
extraterrestrial state of things and
known as MINISTRANTORS
(q.v.)” is replaced by the single
phrase “to wonderstand.” This
word (and offshoots such as won-
derful, wondrous, wonderland,
wonderhanded, wondercover, won-
derline, wondress, etc.—there are
519 derivatives) is the result of a
shrinking of a certain conceptual
network into an agglomeration.
Both “‘drive-in” and “wonder-
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stand” are words belonging to a
language in use at the present mo-
ment and which is called ZERO-
LANG in the prognolinguistic
hierarchy. Above zerolang lie the
next levels of higher languages,
such as METALANG 1, META-
LANG 2, etc. No one knows
whether there is a limit to this se-
ries or whether it is infinite. In
METALANG 2 the entire text of
the present EXTELOPEDIA entry
for “PROGNOLINGUISTICS”
would read as follows: ‘“The best in
n-dighunk begins to creep into n-t-
synclusdoche.” Thus in principle
every sentence of any metalang has
its equivalent in our zerolang. (In
other words, there are in principle
no interlinguistically impassable
hiatuses.) But while a zerolang ut-
terance has its always more concise
equivalent in a metalang, the re-
verse in practice no longer occurs.
And so a sentence in META-
LANG 3, the language chiefly used
by GOLEM—‘‘The out-indriven
chokematic phyts faststica? thren-
sic in cosmairy”’—cannot be trans-
lated into an ethnic language of
human beings (zerolang), since the
time it takes to say the zerolang
equivalent would be greater than
a human life. (According to Zwie-
bulin’s estimates, this utterance
would take 135 * 4 years in our
language.) Although we are not
dealing with a fundamental untrans-
latability, but only with a practical
one caused by the time consumed
by procedures, we know no way of
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shortening them and so can obtain
results from metalang operations
only indirectly, thanks to comput-
ers of at least the eightieth genera-
tion. The existence of thresholds
between individual metalangs is in-
terpreted by T. Vroedel as the phe-
nomenon of the vicious circle: to
reduce the long definition of a cer-
tain state of things to a concise
form, one must first understand
that very state of things, but when
it can be understood only thanks to
a definition that is so long that a
lifetime is insufficient to assimilate
it, the operation of reduction
becomes impracticable. According
to Vroedel, prognolinguistics prac-
ticed in machine intermediation
has already gone beyond its initial
objective, since it does not in fact
predict the languages which hu-
mans are ever going to use, unless
they radically transform their
brains through autoevolution.
What, then, are metalangs? There
is no single answer. While carrying
out his so-called “‘soundings up-
ward”—i.e., along the gradient of
linguoevolution—GOLEM  discov-
ered eighteen higher metalang lev-
els within its reach, and also

PROGNOLINGUISTICS

calculated circuitously the exis-
tence of a further five which it is
unable to penetrate even by way of
a model, since its informational ca-
pacity has proved inadequate for
this. There may exist metalangs of
such high levels that all the matter
in the Cosmos would be insufficient
to build a system to make use of
those metalangs. So in what sense
can these higher metalangs be said
to exist? This is one of the dilem-
mas arising in the course of prog-
nolinguistic work. In any case, the
discovery of metalangs negatively
prejudges the age-old controversy
over the supremacy of the human
intellect: it is not supreme, and we
know that for certain now; the very
constructibility of metalangs makes
it likely that creatures (or systems)
exist which are more intelligent
than Homo sapiens. (See also PSY-
CHOSYNTICS; METALANG
GRADIENT; LANGUAGE
CEILINGS; THEORY OF LIN-
GUISTIC RELATIVITY; T.
VROEDEL’S CREDO; CON-
CEPTUAL NETWORKS.) See
also Table LXXIX.

Table LXXIX

A reproduction of the entry MOTHER from the zerolang dictionary predicted for
the year 2190 + 5 years (according to Zwiebulin and Courdlebye).

MOTHER fem. noun. 1. MOdern THERapy, contemp. med. treatment, esp. psych.
Num. var. incl. MOTHERKIN, also MOTHERKINS, ther. concerned w. fam.
relationships; MUM, silent ther.; MAMMA, breast ther.; MUMMY, posthumous
ther.; MAMMY, var. of ther. practiced in Southern U.S.A. 2. Fem. parent (arch.)
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Table LXXX

Visual diagram™ of linguistic evolution according to Vroedel
and Zwiebulin
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Explanation. The x-axis (or horizontal) indicates time in millennia. The y-axis (or
vertical) indicates conceptual capacity in bits per sem per second of articulational

flow (in units of epsilon space).

mnosrs'

PROGNORRHOEA or prognos-
tic diarrhoea, a children’s disease
of twentieth-century futurology
(v. PRAPROGNOSTICS), which
led to essential prognoses being
drowned in inessential ones as a
result of decategorization (q.v.)
and created the so-called pure prog-
nostic hum. (See also: HUMS,
also PROGNOSIS DISTURB-
ANCES))

PROLEPSY or disappearancing,
the methodology (theory and tech-
nology) of disappearing, discov.
1998, first applied 2008. The tech-
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nology of p. is based on a utilization
of the TUNNEL EFFECT (q.v.) in
the black holes of the Cosmos. For,
as Jeeps, Hamon, and Wost discov-
ered in 2001, the Cosmos includes
a Paraversum as well as a Negaver-
sum, negatively adjoining the
Reversum. Therefore the whole
Cosmos bears the name POLY-
VERSUM (q.v.) and not (as pre-
viously) UNIVERSUM (q.v.).
Bodies are shifted from our Para-
versum to the Negaversum by the
proleptoral system. Disappearanc-
ing is used as a technique for remov-









Foreword

To pinpoint the moment in history when the abacus acquired
reason is as difficult as saying exactly when the ape turned
into man. And yet barely one human life span has lapsed
since the moment when, with the construction of Vannevar
Bush’s differential-equation analyzer, intellectronics began
its turbulent development. ENiAC, which followed toward the
close of World War II, was the machine that gave rise—
prematurely, of course—to the name “electronic brain.”
ENIAC was in fact a computer and, when measured on the tree
of life, a primitive nerve ganglion. Yet historians date the age
of computerization from it. In the 1950s a considerable de-
mand for calculating machines developed. One of the first
concerns to put them into mass production was IBM.
Those devices had little in common with the processes of
thought. They were used as data processors in the field of
economics and by big business, as well as in administration
and science. They also entered politics: the earliest were used
to predict the results of Presidential elections. At more or less
the same time the RAND Corporation began to interest
military circles at the Pentagon in a method of predicting
occurrences in the international politico-military arena, a
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method relying on the formulation of so-called “scenarios of
events.” From there it was only a short distance to more
versatile techniques like the CIMA, from which the applied
algebra of events that is termed (not too felicitously)
politicomatics arose two decades later. The computer was
also to reveal its strength in the role of Cassandra when, at
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, people first
began to prepare formal models of world civilization in the
famous “Limits to Growth” project. But this was not the
branch of computer evolution which was to prove the most
important by the end of the century. The Army had been
using calculating machines since the end of World War II, as
part of the system of operational logistics developed in the
theaters of that war. People continued to be occupied with
considerations on a strategic level, but secondary and subor-
dinate problems were increasingly being turned over to com-
puters. At the same time the latter were being incorporated
into the U.S. defense system.

These computers constituted the nerve centers of a trans-
continental warning network. From a technical point of
view, such networks aged very quickly. The first, called
CONELRAD, was followed by numerous successive variants
of the EWAS (Early Warning System) network. The attack
and defense potential was then based on a system of movable
(underwater) and stationary (underground) ballistic missiles
with thermonuclear warheads, and on rings of sonar-radar
bases. In this system the computers fulfilled the functions of
communications links—purely executive functions.

Automation entered American life on a broad front, right
from the “bottom”—that is, from those service industries
which could most easily be mechanized, because they de-
manded no intellectual activity (banking, transport, the
hotel industry). The military computers performed narrow
specialist operations, searching out targets for combined nu-
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clear attack, processing the results of satellite observations,
optimizing naval movements, and correlating the movements
of MOLS (Military Orbital Laboratories—massive military
satellites).

As was to be expected, the range of decisions entrusted to
automatic systems kept on growing. This was natural in the
course of the arms race, though not even the subsequent
détente could put a brake on investment in this area, since
the freeze on the hydrogen bomb race released substantial
budget allocations which, after the conclusion of the Viet-
nam war, the Pentagon had no wish to give up altogether.
But even the computers then produced—of the tenth, elev-
enth, and eventually twelfth generation—were superior to
man only in their speed of operation. It also became clear
that, in defense systems, man is an element that delays the
appropriate reactions.

So it may be considered natural that the idea of coun-
teracting the trend in intellectronic evolution described
above should have arisen among Pentagon experts, and par-
ticularly those scientists connected with the so-called mili-
tary-industrial complex. This movement was commonly
called “anti-intellectual.” According to historians of science
and technology, it derived from the midcentury English
mathematician A. Turing, the creator of the “universal au-
tomaton” theory. This was a machine capable of performing
basically every operation which could be formalized—in
other words, it was endowed with a perfectly reproducible
procedure. The difference between the “intellectual” and
“anti-intellectual” current in intellectronics boils down to
the fact that Turing’s (elementarily simple) machine owes its
possibilities to a program. On the other hand, in the works
of the two American “fathers” of cybernetics, N. Wiener and
J. Neumann, the concept arose of a system which could
program itself.
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Obviously we are presenting this divergence in a vastly
simplified form, as a bird’s-eye view. It is also clear that the
capacity for self-programming did not arise in a void. Its
necessary precondition was the high complexity character-
istic of computer construction. This differentiation, still un-
noticeable at midcentury, became a great influence on the
subsequent evolution of mathematical machines, particu-
larly with the firm establishment and hence the indepen-
dence of such branches of cybernetics as psychonics and
the polyphase theory of decisions. The 1980s saw the emer-
gence in military circles of the idea of fully automatizing all
paramount activities, those of the military leadership as
well as political-economic ones. This concept, later known
as the “Sole-Strategist Idea,” was to be given its first for-
mulation by General Stewart Eagleton. He foresaw—over
and above computers searching for optimal attack targets,
over and above a network of communications and calcu-
lations supervising early warning and defense, over and
above sensing devices and missiles—a powerful center
which, during all phases preceding the extreme of going to
war, could utilize a comprehensive analysis of economic,
military, political, and social data to optimize continuously
the global situation of the U.S.A. and thereby guarantee
the United States supremacy on a planetary scale, includ-
ing its cosmic vicinity, which now extended to the moon
and beyond.

Subsequent advocates of this doctrine maintained that it
was a necessary step in the march of civilization, and that
this march constituted a unity, so the military sector could
not be arbitrarily excluded from it. After the escalation of
blatant nuclear force and the range of missile carriers had
ceased, a third stage of rivalry ensued, one supposedly less
threatening and more perfect, being an antagonism no longer
of blatant force, but of operational thought. Like force be-
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fore, thought was now to be subjected to nonhumanized
mechanization.

Like its atomic-ballistic predecessors, this doctrine became
the object of criticism, especially from centers of liberal and
pacifist thought, and it was oppugned by many distinguished
representatives from the world of science, including special-
ists in psychomatics and intellectronics; but ultimately it
prevailed, as shown by acts of law passed by both houses of
Congress. Moreover, as early as 1986 a USIB (United States
Intellectronical Board) was created, subordinate to the
President and with its own budget, which in its first
year amounted to $19 billion. These were hardly humble
beginnings.

With the help of an advisory body semiofficially delegated
by the Pentagon, and under the chairmanship of the Secre-
tary of Defense, Leonard Davenport, the USIB contracted
with a succession of big private firms such as International
Business Machines, Nortronics, and Cybermatics to con-
struct a prototype machine, known by the code name HANN
(short for Hannibal). But thanks to the press and various
“leaks,” a different name—uLvic (Ultimative Victor)—was
generally adopted. By the end of the century further proto-
types had been developed. Among the best-known one might
mention such systems as AJAX, ULTOR, GILGAMESH, and a long
series of GOLEMs.

Thanks to an enormous and rapidly mounting expenditure
of labor and resources, the traditional informatic techniques
were revolutionized. In particular, enormous significance
must be attached to the conversion from electricity to light
in the intramachine transmission of information. Combined
with increasing “nanization” (this was the name given to
successive steps in microminiaturizing activity, and it may be
well to add that at the close of the century 20,000 logical
elements could fit into a poppy seed!), it yielded sensational
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results. GILGAMESH, the first entirely light-powered com-
puter, operated a million times faster than the archaic ENiac.

“Breaking the intelligence barrier,” as it was called, oc-
curred just after the year 2000, thanks to a new method of
machine construction also known as the “invisible evolution
of reason.” Until then, every generation of computers had
actually been constructed. The concept of constructing suc-
cessive variants of them at a greatly accelerated (by a thou-
sand times!) tempo, though known, could not be realized,
since the existing computers which were to serve as “ma-
trices” or a “synthetic environment” for this evolution of
Intelligence had insufficient capacity. It was only the emer-
gence of the Federal Informatics Network that allowed this
idea to be realized. The development of the next sixty-five
generations took barely a decade; at night—the period of
minimal load—the federal network gave birth to one “syn-
thetic species of Intelligence” after another. These were the
progeny of “accelerated computerogenesis,” for, having been
bred by symbols and thus by intangible structures, they had
matured into an informational substratum—the ““nourishing
environment” of the network.

But following this success came new difficulties. After they
had been deemed worthy of being encased in metal, AJax and
HANN, the prototypes of the seventy-eighth and seventy-
ninth generation, began to show signs of indecision, also
known as machine neurosis. The difference between the ear-
lier machines and the new ones boiled down, in principle, to
the difference between an insect and a man. An insect comes
into the world programmed to the end by instincts, which it
obeys unthinkingly. Man, on the other hand, has to learn his
appropriate behavior, though this training makes for inde-
pendence: with determination and knowledge man can alter
his previous programs of action.

So it was that computers up to and including the twentieth
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generation were characterized by “insect” behavior: they
were unable to question or, what is more, to modify their
programs. The programmer “impregnated” his mac<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>