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The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception

Russell helps us understand

The Universe
Filled with:
Parts of the Whole
– Members of a set

Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how non-members of a set could
exist within God without causing God to be composed of parts.

The Universe
Filled with:
Parts of a Whole Members of a set

The Whole
The void of members of a
set/parts of a whole
Symbiotic Panentheism
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The Error of Russell

1

1970 AD Russell - The Error of:
Separation Through Exclusion

The Universe
Is a System Filled with:
The Abstract - Zeno
The Physical - Aristotle
Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius

Humanity Loses Its Concept of Being the Center Copernicus
Imperfection - Leibniz
The Void of Time and Space – Kant
The void of First Cause – Hegel
Time and Space – Einstein/Science

Separation Through Exclusion – Russell/Religion

Perfection exists: - Leibniz
The Omni-s - Leibniz
1.
2.
3.
4.

Omnipresence
Omnipotence
Omniscience
Omnibenevolence

?????????? - Hegel

The error: The paradox: The system is filled with isolationism
The perception: Russell and religions move our perceptual understanding of the system being a
coherent system into a system being filled with exclusionism accomplished through the process of
separation. As such, with the help of Russell, we now understand how isolation becomes the
norm in a densely packed society. However, the understanding regarding the role of
‘inclusionism’ and the role of ‘exclusionism’ as well as the understanding regarding the
interrelationship between ‘inclusionism’ and ‘exclusionism’ not only remain in a state of
confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not
recognized as a significant aspect of the ‘larger’ system.
It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate.
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The Error of Russell
Tractate 9

Russell – The Error of
Understanding nothing leads us to understanding everything

Introduction: ‘Nothingness’ is an integral part of it all
In the end, the individual acting within God, is simple to understand. Go to the end first if you
wish for this is not a mystery story. This is an essay dealing with the understanding of life and to
go to the end in order to understand the beginning is no more a paradox than the famous paradox
Russell put forth to philosophers and mathematicians.
This essay will begin where we, humankind, have lead ourselves as we attempted to slash our way
through the jungle of life’s seemingly endless paradoxes. These paradoxes, which life has
persistently thrown across our path, are signposts for us. They are indicators that we do not have
all the answers. They warn us to beware. They warn us there is something wrong with our
perception of life; there is something wrong with our thinking. They have a function of their own,
they direct us towards a state of understanding where we are, what we are, and why it is we exist.
In this essay, we will be attempting to understand the likes of Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege,
Plotinus, and back again to Russell as we attempt to move past parts of Heidegger. Our objective
will be to step back in time in order to get back to today. What is the point of going to all this
trouble just to get back to where we started? The point is to bring back with us a new perception
regarding a simpler solution to Russell’s paradox.
Why is this important? Presently we have a solution to Russell’s paradox, which involves a
complex understanding of ‘separation through exclusionism’, which in turn represents what we do
to people in society. We separate individuals and groups from our own groups and ourselves.
Once having separated them from ourselves we exclude them from ourselves through a process of
rejection, exclusionism, and separation.
It is Russell’s paradox, which provides the key to rectifying these constant actions of rejection.
For this reason we will accompany Russell as he travels eighteen hundred years back in time. This
trip will allow us to bring back with us a different solution to Russell’s paradox. This trip will
allow us to bring back a process known as ‘separation through inclusion’. Now the name would
seem to imply our creating a paradox to act as a solution to Russell’s paradox but as we shall see it
does nothing of the kind. What it does is allow us to find a much simpler solution to Russell’s
paradox.
‘But what does this concept of ‘separation through exclusion’ as opposed to ‘separation through
inclusion’ have to do with me?’ you may ask. The process provides an alternative means to
resolving a fundamental paradox of mathematics, which in turn can be applied directly to the
process of understanding life.
It is the simplistic resolution of complex paradoxes, which provides us with a simplistic
understanding of life. It is through this process that we shall see ‘Ockham’s razor1 not only cuts
away the complexity of science but becomes the primary tool for Husserl’s bracketing2. Ockham’s
Razor now becomes not only a principle axiom for science but now moves on to become a
principle axiom of philosophy.
This is an essay beginning in complexity and ending in simplicity. Why is it that we must begin in
complexity rather than begin at the logical point of origin, the point of simplicity? We begin in
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complexity for it is through complexity that we presently have begun to understand Russell’s
paradox3. Presently we have solved Russell’s paradox in a complex fashion. This has led us to
understanding life in a complex manner. We cannot understand the simplicity of life as long as the
basics remain complex. The solution to this problem lies in the understanding of Russell’s
paradox.
If you are thoroughly confused, may I suggest you go to the ending of this essay, this mystery, to
find the solution. Then, when you understand, the ending you may find it easier to follow this
essay regarding the journey through life we have made as a specie. Once you understand the end
of this essay, you will begin to understand why it is that we must go back and make a correctional
adjustment to our journey as individuals and as specie.
The question becomes, ‘How far back in time must we travel to do all this?’ We must go back
1700 years. Who will lead us on this backtracking expedition? The honors will go to Bertrand
Russell himself. Russell verbalized the paradox in 1901. As such, it is Russell’s paradox.
Therefore, it will be Russell who will lead our backtracking expedition, which will lead us to an
understanding of life.
‘What will an understanding of life do for us?’ It will lead us to understanding our purpose for
existing while at the same time confront us with an even greater question to which we will sorely
want an answer. But more regarding what this question is later. ‘And what good will all this
‘understanding’ do us?’ you may ask. Why it will move us one step further along the path of
perceptual understanding we have always traversed as individuals and as a specie.
So where do we begin? Oddly enough we do not begin at the beginning, rather we begin at the
end. We begin where we have taken ourselves up to today. We begin with what we have in place,
the complex as opposed to the simple, for it is the complex we have established and the simple we
have overlooked.
So what was Russell’s Paradox?
Russell determined there is a set (groups of items) made up of sets whose members
(elements) ARE members of themselves. He then concluded there must be a set made up
of sets whose members ARE NOT members of themselves.
Russell could not explain how a set could exist that is a set of sets whose members ARE
NOT members of themselves while at the same time have a set of sets that are members
of themselves. The paradox becomes: If these two sets exist, then is the set composed of
sets whose elements are not members of themselves a member of itself or not? If it is not
a member of itself, then by definition, it must be a member of itself. On the other hand, if
it is a member of itself, then it cannot be a member of itself.
This paradox is said to provide devastating evidence that logic cannot fully be squared
with math. As such, this paradox became a major obstacle for philosophy.’4
The only way math appeared to be able to resolve this paradox was through a means of
‘separation through exclusivism’. This solution in turn reinforces the concept of ‘separation’ and
‘exclusivism’ in our society. This has lead to the concept of separation, isolation, and rejection
within our society, which has lead to an emotional sense of hostility, antagonism, and anger
seething beneath the surface of these very groups and individuals being separated, excluded, and
rejected within our society today. This in turn has initiated violent and angry anti-social acts to
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erupt throughout the social fabric our society (i.e. Littleton, Ireland, Sudan, Afghanistan, and
Kosovo).
Separation through exclusion establishes a complex solution to Russell’s complex paradox. There
is, however, another means of resolving Russell’s paradox. This second solution, separation
through inclusion, lies in simplicity not in complexity and anyone aware of the concept of
Ockham’s Razor knows exactly what means for the complex solution.
With a new solution to Russell’s paradox, comes a new understanding regarding the resolution of
exclusionism, separation, and rejection as a concept in and of itself. In essence, Russell’s paradox
is a model of life as we presently view it, as we presently live it. As such, a new solution, a new
understanding to Russell’s paradox leads us to a new understanding regarding life in general, the
purpose of life in particular. With a simplistic understanding of the purpose of life comes a
simplistic solution to most of our seemingly complex social paradoxes.
Russell’s paradox is a great analogy for understanding why life appears so complex when in fact it
is so simple. It is the understanding of a more simplistic solution to Russell paradox, which leads
us directly to a different but simpler understanding of life. It is the understanding of Russell’s
paradox, which leads us to a completely new perspective of life.
It is for this reason, that solving Russell’s paradox has such positive potential for us as individuals
and for us as a specie. The paradox will be examined in five sections:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The significance of the paradox is addressed in a simulated conversation between Russell
and Ludwig Wittgenstein.
The understanding of the paradox itself is examined in a simulated conversation between
Russell and Frege.
Using reason, a simplistic solution to the paradox is explored in a simulated conversation
between Russell, Frege, and Plotinus.
The solution to the paradox is examined more extensively in a simulated conversation
between Russell and Himself.
Russell revisits Wittgenstein for one last simulated conversation regarding the
significance of this alternative solution to his own paradox.

The body of the article is then summarized in four summations. The four summations are given
beginning with the most complex and ending up with the most simplistic.
Russell’s paradox is a complex paradox, which can be understood only if one is willing to take the
time to do so. Once one understands the paradox, one can understand the solution. Once one
understands the solution, one can understand the significance.
Why does this preface precede the heart of the essay? This preface, preceding the understanding
of Russell’s paradox, was included because as philosophers we must understand, it is not the
paradox that is significant but rather it is the lesson the paradox offers us that is important. The
paradox is much like the relationship, which exists between the canary and the miner. The canary
alerted miners of dangerous odorless fumes in the mineshafts. The miners knew that to ignore the
warnings of the canary could lead to major injuries if not death. As such, when the canary
appeared weak and falling into a state of unconsciousness, the miners would stop what they are
doing, evacuate the mine, and begin a process of preventative maintenance.
Russell’s paradox does exactly the same thing for us as individuals and as specie. The
philosophers need to repair the danger to which the very existence of the paradox alerts us. This
essay not only suggests but offers a more simplistic alternative to our present day resolution to
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Russell’s paradox. More importantly, this chapter explores the lesson this more simplistic solution
teaches us regarding life. It is important that we as philosophers and individuals learn this lesson
in order that we as individuals and as a specie not fall into the same behavior patterns we have
generated in the past.
The most significant lesson Russell’s paradox appears to offer us appears to lie in understanding
that our perceptions lead to actions, which lead to reactions, which lead to an ambiance which
descends upon all of us. Perceptions descend upon us either as a dense, damp, bone chilling fog,
or as a warm embracing light. It is this lesson, brought out in the fifth and last step of this essay,
where the significance of Russell’s paradox lies.
We, our specie, you and I, are on a journey. We travel in a smaller sense as individuals. In a larger
sense, we travel as the specie, Homo sapiens. In an even greater sense, we travel as one of but
many forms of awareness within the universe. Beyond that, who knows, but we are beginning to
speculate as to that concept also. Our journey is one taken in time. It leads from point A to point
B. Philosophers are the point people in our journey. Philosophers develop perceptions regarding
our journey.
Our journey began a long, long time ago. It is a journey, which has many twists and turns. Our
pilots, philosophers, not hearing anything to the contrary, took many wrong turns. It was not
entirely the fault of the philosophers for making these wrong turns. The pilots had little
information to direct them other than gut instinct derived from the information on hand and the
information on hand was primitive relative to today’s understanding of the universe. There is no
doubt, however, that it was the pilots, philosophers, with the aid of their two navigators, religion
and science, who need to identify at what juncture we made the wrong turn. It is religious leaders,
scientists, and philosophers together who need to adjust our course and get us headed in the
correct direction. Russell’s paradox provides us with the clue. On our present course, Russell’s
dilemma erupts into a paradox. On a different course, it does not evolve into a paradox. As such, it
is Russell’s paradox which acts as the signpost for our specie regarding where it is our perceptions
of life have gone astray. The point is, the course we take is our choice and we can change
directions if we can determine where it was we took the wrong fork in the road.
The juncture at which we took the wrong turn was during the age of Plotinus (AD 204 - 70).
Perceptions reaffirmed during the age of Plotinus generated actions, which in turn generated
reactions. It was these reactions which generated social ambiance. It was this ambience, which
washed over every one of us throughout the centuries, which were to follow Plotinus. It was a
perception reinforced during the age of Plotinus, which was to wash over us and penetrate every
aspect of our society for thousands of years to come. It was a perception culminating during the
time of Plotinus that was to climax in a crescendo of moans emitted from the lips of millions upon
millions, hundreds of millions of souls who were to travel from point A, AD 1900, to point B, AD
2000.
This perception was to take on the appearance of being unstoppable until Russell came along with
his paradox. But we did not listen to what the paradox had to tell us. Russell did not listen to what
the paradox had to tell him. We, philosophers, turned our heads and humanity paid the price. It is
time to go back to Russell and reexamine his paradox for it has much to teach us and we cannot
afford to ignore the lesson any longer.
Shortly before one hundred million people were to die violently during the 1900’s at the hand of
man, Gottlob Frege (AD 1879 – Concept-notation) emerged as a lone voice in the field of
philosophy. Frege showed us how to resolve the issues, which were to explode upon the scene of
the twentieth century. Frege, through his development of mathematical logic, accelerated the
development of analytical philosophy. Frege demonstrated that mathematics had the potential to
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reshape our perceptions regarding who we are and thus avoid the inhumane calamities, which
were to consume our century.
Wittgenstein (AD 1889 – 1951) came along soon after Frege and established the idea that
philosophy was inept due to language. Wittgenstein introduced the idea of putting all the energy
of philosophy into finding a perfect language. Wittgenstein suggested philosophers should place
their energies into finding this language rather than examining how philosophers could improve
society through perceptual changes.
Then, in 1901 Russell found his famous paradox, which drove home the final nail in the coffin of
optimism for our century. The coffin, filled with the hopes of over one hundred million souls, was
lowered into the ground and covered up by none other than Heidegger himself.
There are events in history, which prove to be turning points, pivotal points, junctures where we
humans can decide to go one way or another. Although they may appear to center around one
person, they usually center upon a small group of people. Heidegger, Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege,
and Plotinus are just such a case. These five men proved to hold the fate of millions of men in
their hands.
The events, surrounding these five men, represent the key points in history upon which the fate of
millions of souls depended. Ironically, Russell’s paradox proved to be the last bastion of hope for
the hundred million souls who were to be violently violated in the twentieth century. As innocent
as Russell’s paradox may have been perceived when elucidated by Russell in 1901, it proved to be
the last hope for hundreds and hundreds of millions of souls. Souls who were to find themselves
emotionally scarred during the most technologically advanced century in the history of
humankind.
Russell’s paradox was perceived to be a paradox but Russell’s paradox is not a paradox. Russell’s
paradox is instead the unrecognized Rosetta stone of metaphysics. Russell’s paradox is the key as
to how philosophy got off on the wrong path regarding the essence of life and its relationship to
the whole. Russell’s paradox holds the key as to why we moved down the path of violence and
subjugation for the eighteen hundred years following the observations of Plotinus. Resolving
Russell’s paradox can show us how to reverse this trend and move onto the path of tolerance and
respect for the individual.
The past is the past. We must not look at the past and fall into despair. Rather we need to examine
the past and learn from it. We must not study the past in order to learn how to prevent repeating
the past. Rather we must study the past in order to learn how to change the future. As such, if we
are willing to take a fresh look at Russell’s paradox we can enter a new age of philosophical
rejuvenation. We can enter an age, which will rescue philosophy from its present path of
stagnation and futile attempts at generating new and exciting ideas. We can propel philosophy into
an age of positive potentiality, an age capable of dramatically changing the future.
To do this, however, takes the willingness to admit that something is wrong. It takes the
willingness to admit that we went wrong somehow, somewhere. It takes the willingness to retrace
our steps and take an honest look at the journey we have made.
Keep in mind, this process of retracing our steps is vital if we are to reevaluate where it is we went
wrong in philosophy. The error does not have to be a big error. The spaceship Challenger, a
multibillion-dollar space ship, was destroyed in flight because of a ‘small’ error. It exploded
because of a simple devise known as an ‘O’ ring. The ‘O’ ring would have been ok except for a
slight variance of a few degrees of atmospheric temperature. Had the air temperature been a few
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degrees warmer, the ‘O’ ring would not have malfunctioned. Had the ‘O’ ring not malfunctioned
the Saturn rocket would not have exploded. Had the rocket not exploded, the space ship,
Challenger would have completed its mission. Had the space ship Challenger completed its
mission, the seven astronauts would not have died. Had the seven astronauts not died, the
exploration of space would not have been set back several years. This is known as the ‘butterfly’
effect.
If you do not believe the butterfly effect applies to philosophy, think again, for as we shall see, the
butterfly effect pertains even more dramatically to philosophy than it does to science. In addition,
science has learned from experience, that some of the greatest experiments are the ones that are
failures for they show us what not to do. This same concept applies equally as well to philosophy
as it does to science. Some of the greatest experiments of science have shown us what
perceptions were in error. These ‘failed’ experiments demonstrated what perceptions we were to
relegate to the annals of history in order to move on and explore a more realistic perception of
reality. The Michelson-Morly experiment was one such experiment, and with it, ‘ether’ became a
concept not forgotten but rather simply a part of history.
Science has much to teach us. However, we, philosophers, are a rather vain creature. We are a
little slow on the uptake when it comes to admitting that the other fields of perception, observation
and belief, have significant lessons to offer us, we the supposed experts in the field of reason.
With this having been said, we are now ready to back track through time and look at an alternative
trail of events Russell could have taken as opposed to the trail of events he did take.

The Wittgensteining of Russell
An alternative simulated conversation between Russell and Wittgenstein as opposed to what was:
The players:
Bertrand Russell, 1872 – 1970 – was an English born British philosopher. Russell was a very
intelligent thinker and knew it. Russell was a philosopher of world wide renown. He was an
atheist not because he did not believe in God but rather because he could not rationalize a reason
for the universe having no beginning as opposed to God having no beginning.5
Ludwig Wittgenstein, 1889 – 1951 - was an Austrian born, British philosopher. Wittgenstein was
a protégé of Russell’s. Like Russell, he was a very intelligent thinker and a philosopher of world
renown. Like Russell, he was also aware of his notoriety. Wittgenstein believed in the concept
that language was the weak link of philosophy and it was here where the energies of philosophy
should concentrate for a chain is only as strong as its weakest link.6
Russell, thinking to himself: So where does this philosophical debating lead us? It leads us along
a path, humanity’s path. It leads us along a path beaten into existence by the countless footsteps
of philosophers retracing the footsteps of those that came before them. It leads us to a path taken
to be ‘the’ path one is to follow in order to reach ‘the end’ of the trail. The end of the trail, why is
it we continually rush to the ‘end’ of the trail? We rush to get ‘there’ because it is ‘there’ one may
launch new expeditions in the search for knowledge, truth, and perceptions.
We are so blind. We think the only new ideas are the ones found at the end of the trail. Believing
this to be a ‘true’ perception, we march blindly to the end of the trail before we begin our work.
As we march along the trail, we ignore the possibilities of new ideas awaiting us if we only had
the courage to retrace our steps and branch out in a different direction.
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What does this all have to do with Russell? At the end of the path beaten down by the
philosophers of the past, Russell bumped into a wall. At the end of the path, Russell found what
appeared to be a wall but turned out to be a mountain blocking the path leading to new knowledge
and perceptions.
Having hit this rock wall composed of a seemingly insolvable mathematical paradox, Russell
stepped back, looked at Wittgenstein, and said, ‘You’re right, Ludwig, mathematics is inadequate.
Its time we work on language. The paradox I have discovered clearly demonstrates that Frege is
wrong. Mathematics is not the purest of languages we have at our disposal. We surely can do
better than mathematics. We need to continue our search for purity in language because the
process of demonstrating philosophical perceptions, using the ‘universal’ language of
mathematics, has come as far as possible. We humans have finally evolved beyond the potential of
mathematics. You know, Ludwig, I think you may have had a stroke of genius. Until we come up
with this new communications tool, we will be unable, as philosophers, to develop any new ideas.
We are at a dead end. We must begin to concentrate on your concept of developing and
understanding language.’
Wittgenstein of course was quite pleased with himself, and simply replied, “You know Bertrand, I
really believe, ‘’The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis of language.”
However, simplicity is often misleading. In this case, it was a simple statement but it had the full
weight of one of the most respected philosophers of our time.
Thus Wittgenstein’s perception: ‘ The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis of
language.’ became Russell’s shortfall and a major distracting concept of our century.
Rather than think, ‘Where has philosophy gone wrong?’ Russell thought, ‘Wittgenstein is right,
there must be something wrong with mathematics.’
Russell refused to recognize the inability to solve his paradox arose due to his personal limitations
and the limitations of philosophers in general. Under the influence of Wittgenstein, Russell came
to believe the inability of mathematics to resolve his paradox demonstrated the limitations of
mathematics.
However, mathematics is what Wittgenstein had been pursuing all along. Mathematics is the
purest universal language we presently have at our disposal as a specie. It is a language, which
takes the commonality of action and, using letters, numbers, and various other symbols, removes
the emotionality of the event in order to portray the essence of the event. Mathematics pictorially
demonstrates the event, which the individual so uniquely experiences. Mathematics defines the
event upon which the emotion and the senses are to be built. Mathematics removes all the
distracting side affects of ‘action’ and gets to the heart of the concept, the perception.
Mathematics is the language of commonality, which describes the action without the sensation.
Mathematics is what is cold and heartless for mathematics is the existence without the distracting
side affects, which incessantly work upon the senses.
Wittgenstein did not see mathematics this way. Wittgenstein saw language as being the means of
communications and mathematics being simply a tool of language. Wittgenstein did not see
mathematics as a universal visual language capable of transcending human experiences and
sensual perceptions. Wittgenstein thought he had discovered that the spoken/written language is
the primary means we have for communicating. He believed it was mathematics, which
complimented the spoken/written language. Wittgenstein refused to accept mathematics as the
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primary universal language of communication. He refused to accept that it is spoken/written
language, which compliments the universal language of mathematics rather than the other way
around.
On the eve of the twentieth century two mathematicians, Gottlob Frege with his ‘concept notation
ideas’ and John Venn with his concepts of ‘set notation’ and ‘Venn diagrams’, were on the verge
of bringing philosophy into a new age. They along with Husserl and his concepts ‘of bracketing,
reduction, and intentionality’ were poised to initiate a whole new perceptual outlook for our
specie. The last remaining piece of the puzzle fell into place with Russell’s discovery of his
famous paradox. All that remained to do was analysis the significance of the events.
It was at this point that Wittgenstein entered the equation and through the process of relegating
mathematics to the status of a secondary language, the most simplistic mathematical interpretation
of Russell’s paradox was to be set back a hundred years. In the span of geological time, this does
not appear to be very significant but to the hundreds of millions of souls who were to be violently
traumatized during this century, it was very significant.
Wittgenstein encouraged Russell to look at his paradox as proof of the concept that it is
mathematics, which is fundamentally flawed as a universal language, not the spoken/written
language. Wittgenstein encouraged Russell to believe his paradox must find its solution in the
spoken and written language.
With Wittgenstein’s encouragement, Russell proceeded to leave things as they were. This left
philosophy dangling aimlessly. Philosophy became obsessed with the concept of exploring
language. Philosophy became entrenched in the perception that more was better and thus
language, spoken and written, became judged more by the eloquence of the word and less by the
significance of the ideas.
The Wittgenstein’s influence over Russell played a major role in terms of philosophy. Through
Wittgenstein’s influence, Russell’s paradox begged a language solution rather than a mathematical
one. Russell’s paradox found a solution in complexity rather than simplicity. As such, Ockham’s
razor became a concept relegated to the annals of history for philosophy rather than become a
sacred axiom of philosophy as it had for science.

Understanding Russell’s paradox
Initiating the beginning of a solution as discussed in a simulated conversation between Russell
and Frege:
The players:
Russell:
Frege Frege, 1848 – 1925 – was a German born German philosopher. Frege was the founder of
modern mathematical logi and a, major source of twentieth-century analytical philosophy,
published ‘Begriffsschrift’ (Concept-notation).7
Russell looking at Wittgenstein, said, ‘Since mathematics cannot resolve my paradox, it must be
inadequate as the universal language which you believe philosophers must develop in order to
express themselves clearly.’
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Russell could have taken another path. Russell could have retraced the path philosophers have
beaten through the jungle of life. Russell could have walked back on the path and continued past
Wittgenstein until he came to Frege and said, ‘Hey, Frege, I have this mathematical problem. I
need some ideas.’
Frege, being totally absorbed by mathematical problem solving, would have simply said, ‘So
what’s the problem, Russell.’
Russell, loving to bask in the limelight, would have said: ‘Well, the way I see it…’
Now Frege, at this point would have interrupted Russell and said: ‘Wait a minute, Russell, you are
a philosopher not a mathematician. You people are always spouting hot air, so lets make up a
rule here (mathematicians are always so precise). In order to avoid confusion, allow me the
latitude to define terms as you explain the paradox to be sure we are talking about the same
things, ok?’
This would have proved a little annoying to Russell, but having had many conversations with
Wittgenstein, the language perfectionist, Russell would have had no choice but to grant Frege this
request. After all, how could Frege be any worse regarding definitions and language than the king
of semantics, Russell’s own compadre’, Wittgenstein?
Russell: ‘Ok, ok Frege, since the paradox is short and to the point, I guess there will be no need
for you to interject too often.’
Now whether Russell knew it or not, this was a big mistake for although mathematicians are not
long winded like philosophers, they have their own idiosyncrasies. They are extremely precise.
Nothing, not even a comma, gets away from a mathematician and Frege was a mathematician’s
mathematician, double trouble in other words.
Russell began: ‘If we take sets that are not sets of themselves, is this set a member of itself or not.
If it is not a member of itself then by definition it must not be a member of itself and conversely, if
it is a member of itself by definition it cannot be a member of itself.’
Frege: ‘Hold it, sets represent a picture of one or more designated objects of something or other,
right?’
Russell: ‘Correct.’
Frege: ‘Well if something is something then how can it not be a set of itself?’
Russell: ‘You have a point, but let’s just say something exists which is not a member of itself. Let’s
assume this can be true.’
Frege: ‘Well how can it be true if it doesn’t fit the definition of being something?’
Russell: ‘It could be true if it existed.’
Frege: ‘Well now it doesn’t exist does it.’
Russell: ‘Yes it does.’
Frege: ‘You’d better explain because I don’t understand how it could exist if it doesn’t exist.’
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Russell: ‘It exists because we identified its existence, and therefore it exists in the form of an idea.
Although I cannot point such a set out to you because it exists in the form of an abstraction, I can
give you an example or two. Love is an abstraction. Joy, hate, sorrow, happiness, and compassion
are abstractions.
Frege: ‘Sorry Russell but you have already lost me. I am ok with the idea that if something exists,
then it exists. I am also ok with the idea that things that exist are members of themselves, have
their own identity. I’m even ok with the idea of putting these things that exist into a set, a
container, which is to hold all these things into a set which holds everything that is a member of
itself. The things that exist, these entities, are to belong within a set containing only items that are
members of them.
After all these things are placed into a set, in other words after placing everything we can name,
like chairs, tables, people, trees… into this set you want me to make up another set. Now this is
where I get confused. After having made up this set of all things that are members of themselves,
you want me to accept the idea of there being entities that are not members of themselves. You
want me to accept this based upon the theory that if we are able to conceive of a concept, then it
may possibly exists. In other words, you also want me to except the idea that something can exist
that is not a part of itself and therefore is not a member of itself.
Russell: Correct.
Frege: This could be stated another way. You want me to accept the idea that there is such a thing
existing that does not exist. You want me to accept the idea that there are objects that are not
members of themselves and that because they exist but do not exist, we can therefore contain them
within a second set.
Now, after I accept the idea, that there are ‘things’ that are not members of themselves, you want
me to make a second set with these things in it. In other words you want me to put the first set we
made, the set of objects that are members of themselves, like yourself, myself, this table, these
chairs, and this glass, off to the side. Then you want me to make up a separate set comprised of
objects that are not members of themselves such as love, joy, compassion, etc. Of course, this set
is to include objects we know nothing other than what we sense to be. This set is to include entities
that are not entities unto themselves.
This sounds a little too hypothetical to me. It’s not possible’
Russell: ‘Why isn’t it possible? You mathematicians recognize ‘nothing’ as ‘something’ don’t
you?’
Frege: ‘True, that’s called the empty set. Venn calls it the ‘null’ set’
Russell: ‘That’s the point Frege, that’s why this particular case is called a paradox, it’s runs
contrary to common sense yet it is perhaps true.’
Frege: ‘Ok, so you want me to explain how your paradox could be resolved mathematically.’
Russell, ‘Yes, I’ve been thinking about it and I can’t think of anyway mathematically that would
make it true.’
Frege: ‘What’s so important about this idea that you came all the way back in time to see me?’
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Russell: ‘Wittgenstein and I have been discussing this issue and he believes this paradox
demonstrates a fundamental flaw in mathematics. He believes we need to find a universal
language, which we can use to discuss philosophy. This may be a pivotal point for philosophy. If
we listen to Wittgenstein, we will divert philosophy from its course of seeking the meaning of life,
and direct it instead towards seeking a means of dialoguing. This diversion will have major
repercussion for hundreds of millions of people in the twentieth century.’
Frege: ‘What you are saying to me is, this philosopher Wittgenstein, believes mathematics is
inadequate as a language. Now that’s a challenge I can understand. Hmmm, well, lets see, what if
we combined a little of John’s work with my work on concept notation.’
Russell: ‘Who was John?’
Frege: ‘Oh, John Venn, he came up with a new mathematical idea, something called Venn
Diagrams. Hmmm, What would happen if you had a set X and placed objects in it, say all sets that
are members of themselves. Then we open a hole in this set, a big hole containing nothing. If we
then put a set in the middle of this hole and filled it up with all the sets that are not sets of
themselves. Then wouldn’t this set be a set containing all sets that are not sets of themselves yet
be a set within the set of sets that are members of themselves?’
Russell: ‘I don’t get it.’
Frege: ‘Ok, let me use John’s concept of drawing Venn Diagrams to draw both situations. Lets
start by first drawing a diagram of ‘separation through exclusion’ and then draw a solution using
a drawing a diagram of ‘separation through inclusion’.
Let’s begin by first drawing a rectangle representing all ‘things’.

Then we separate all things into two sets: the set of all things that are members of themselves and
the set of things that are not members of themselves.
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Now the question becomes, is set z a member of itself or not. If set z is a member of itself, it is not
in the correct place. If set z is a member of itself, it should be inside set x and it is not. If we put
set z inside set x then set z would be where it belongs but the items in set z would be part of set x
and therefore would have to be members of themselves which they aren’t. Therefore, we cannot
put set z inside set x.
The following diagram shows us what this dilemma would look like:

Now if this cannot be then set z must be outside set x:

17

The Error of Russell
‘Separation through exclusion’

Russell: That’s what the paradox is Frege, this presents a dilemma because what can we say
about set z? Set z is a set that is itself. Set z in this case is a set which belongs in set x but cannot
physically be inside set x because what is inside set z cannot be inside set x. In other words we
have a paradox. It appears the only way to resolve this is to allow set z to remain separate from
set x. The only way to do this is to create a principle of separateness. This is easy to do but it also
opens the door to complexity, which goes against the concept of Ockham’s razor.
Frege: Hmmmm, interesting. You know Russell we could try something a little unconventional. We
could make a set of everything that is a member of itself and put it into the rectangle of all things
and separate the two by nothingness.
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Russell: ‘I don’t think so Frege. That doesn’t even make sense. How could something be a set
within something but separated from it by nothingness. How could that ‘nothingness’ still be
‘nothingness’ if it was in a set of all things? And even it this were possible it doesn’t look right.’
Frege: ‘Well, it was just a thought. Maybe the philosophical ideas need some work in order to fall
into place. Why don’t you get a little help?’
Russell: ‘Any suggestions?’
Frege: ‘Why don’t you go back to the basics. You might try having a talk with Plotinus. He was a
long way back in time but he did have some very basic perceptions regarding the three concepts:
One, Nous, and soul. I know the drawing we have been looking at involves different concepts but
there is a certain commonality involved.
Russell: ‘I don’t see any commonality at all.’
Frege: ‘ Well, for one thing, we all appear to be talking about three concepts and for another we
all appear to be concerned with a universal set, the set of all things, Oneness as Plotinus would
say.’
Russell: ‘That’s a major stretch, Frege.’
Frege: ‘Maybe, but Plotinus was a major figure in the field of philosophy and you both might
enjoy each other’s company anyway, so why not give it a try?’
Russell: ‘I suppose. Ok, thanks for the insights.’
Frege: ‘Mind if I accompany you? I’m starting to find this interesting and who knows, the problem
may have something to offer my ideas regarding concept notation. I might even be of some help.’
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Russell: ‘I’d like that.’
At this point Russell would have had the beginning of two insights, which could have helped him
resolve his paradox. First, Russell would have had a sense that Wittgenstein was in error
regarding the incompetence of mathematics being the universal language of philosophy. Second,
Russell would have had a faint inkling regarding the importance of nothingness not only for
mathematics but also for philosophy.

An alternative solution to Russell’s Paradox
A simulated conversation between Russell, Frege, and Plotinus:
The players:
Russell
Frege
Plotinus, A.D. 204 – 70, Greco-Roman philosopher, born in Egypt, Greek ancestry, studied in
Alexandria, - very intelligent thinker, principle figure of Neoplatonism – the philosophy of
Plotinus with its three great levels of the One, the Nous, and the World Soul, leading down from
pure being through the world of life, and finally down to matter at the lowest end of the hierachial
scale.8
Russell: ‘Hey, Plotinus, we were wondering about a problem we have in mathematics and Frege
has this hunch it may have something to do with you.’
Plotinus: ‘So what’s the problem?’
Russell: ‘The problem orients around a mathematical paradox I formulated in AD 1901.’
Plotinus: ‘Oh, I see you have traveled quite a distance through time, unfortunately mathematics is
not my specialty.’
Russell: ‘I understand, but you developed the concept of order regarding One, Nous, and soul.
These are rather all encompassing ideas that have been handed down through the centuries.
Frege thought they might provide me with some insight to my problem. Would you mind giving us
a little time and discuss them with us?’
Plotinus: I’m a little busy but since you came all this way, ok. Would you like a glass of wine to go
with our conversation?
Russell: Yes, that sounds very refreshing.
Plotinus leaves to get the wine
Frege to Russell: I forgot to tell you, Plotinus has this theory regarding life that has been very
influential upon philosophers but it has taken its toll upon Plotinus.
Russell: It smells as if Plotinus has not bathed in months. Did you see those sores on his hands
and feet? Why has he done this to himself? Why has he let his body become so infested and rank?
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How do his students tolerate the smell? Aren’t they afraid to get near him? I think we should go. I
don’t know if I can drink from any cup he hands me. What could this man possibly have to offer?
Frege: I’m not sure. I just have this feeling we should be here. Let’s be patient and see where this
takes us.
Plotinus returns and hands a cup of wine to Russell and Frege.
Plotinus: Now what would you like to know?
Frege: Perhaps you could start by explaining the basics of your theory of existence.’
Plotinus: ‘Ok, let me state the essence of it: One, Nous, Soul.
There is a long silence.
Finally, Frege says: And?
Plotinus: And what? That’s the essence of my theory of existence. From there, it is simply a
process of interrelationships.
Frege: Can you help us with that? We can’t perceive it as fully as you obviously do.
Plotinus begins to move into a state of deep thought as he talks: Well it takes patience and study.
One exists and the rest emanates from the One. The One is all. The One is. The One allows
separateness, individuality, to occur. The One is where truth, goodness, and beauty reside. It is
from here the three emanate. The material world is not real. The material world is only an
illusion. We, our essence, our soul, is trapped in a prison of a material body within which we
sense form, truth, beauty. We long to reconnect with…
Russell quietly to Frege: This is old stuff Frege. Philosophy has come a long way since this guy.
Come on let’s go. I can’t stomach the smell here and I sure don’t want to catch whatever it is
Plotinus has.
Frege quietly to Russell: I understand, but listen to him. This sound like the diagram I gave you of
your paradox. Plotinus is saying there is the all and from it comes an emanation of truth, beauty,
and goodness, in other words Plotinus is talking about things that are not things. Plotinus is
saying there is the opposite of this. The two exist. They are different from each other. These
things can be separated from, isolated, outside of…
Russell whispers to Frege: This idea of the material universe being illusionary has been disproved
long ago. This is an ancient philosophy. We don’t have time to rehash all of philosophical history
here.
Frege whispering to Russell: That’s not what I’m trying to do. I’m just saying there seems to be a
similarity here.
Russell whispers: Well I don’t see it, come on, let’s go.
Frege whispers: Give me a minute. I want to hear a little more.
Plotinus:9 …every soul in this lower sphere has come thence. …
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The entity, therefore, described as “consisting of the undivided soul and of the soul divided
among bodies, contains a soul which is at once above and below, attached to the Supreme…
Frege quietly: Listen Russell, listen. Did you hear that? Plotinus is talking about a soul undivided
and divided. You were talking about a set of things that are and a set of things that are not.
Plotinus: No doubt we make a very positive statement about it when we declare it to belong to the
Intellectual Kind, to be the divine order, but…
… it is poised over all beings at once…
…it is like the circle’s centre to which all the radii are attached while leaving it unbrokenly in
possession of itself,…
Frege whispering: Hear that Russell? Plotinus is talking of a basic concept of emanation and
transcendence. He is referring to the concept of separation, just what we were discussing with
your paradox.
Plotinus: So far we have the primarily indivisible - supreme among the Intellectual and
Authentically Existent – and we have its contrary, the Kind definitely divisible in things of sense:
but there is….
The Essence, very near to the impartible, which we assert to belong to the Kind we are now
dealing with, is at once an Essence and an entrant into body: upon embodiment, it experiences a
partition unknown before it thus bestowed itself…
Frege to Russell: Did you get that? Partition and separation…
Plotinus: To have penetrated this idea is to know the greatness of the soul and its power, the
divinity and wonder of its being, as a nature transcending the sphere of Things…
Frege to Russell: There it is again, transcendence.
Plotinus: What can justify this assigning of parts to the soul, the distinguishing one part from
another?
…if the soul is a perfect unity…then, no whole taken up into it can ever be ensouled: soul will
stand as circle-centre to every object….
…there must be a Kind which encircles and supports all and conducts all with wisdom…
Frege quietly to Russell: The idea of encircling is exactly how Venn diagrams sets.
Plotinus: In the case of things not endowed with intelligence, the “leading-principle” is their mere
unity - a lower reproduction of the soul’s efficiency….
…it is not easy to explain how, in the case of the soul described as separate among bodies, such
differentiated souls can still remain one thing.
A possible solution may be offered:
The unit soul holds aloof, not actually falling into body…much as light is a divided thing upon
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earth, shining in this house, and that, and yet remains uninterruptedly one identical substance.
The All-Soul would always remain above…
The one, the lowest soul in the total of the All-Soul – would correspond…Our own lowest soul
might be compared to the insect life in some rotted part of the growth, for this is the ration of the
animated body to the universe – while the other soul in us, of one ideal nature with the higher
parts of the All-Soul….
Russell, quietly to Frege: Listen to how negative he sounds.
Plotinus: …May be supposed the soul to be appropriated on the lower ranges to some individual,
but to belong on the higher to that other sphere? …
But it is safer to account for the creative act by nearer connection with the over-world: the souls
whose tendency is exercised within the Supreme have the greater power:… .only that they have
deserted towards the abyss: a main phase in them is drawn downward and pull them nigh it in the
desire towards the lower.
Russell: Excuse me Plotinus. I’ve read your work in something that has been widely read for
centuries by philosophers. You know you had a major impact upon the future, the two thousand
years, which were to follow your teachings. I recognize the work from which you quote. It is taken
from a book called the ‘Ennead’. You have really made a significant impact upon society.
I appreciate your help and insights. I must tell you it has been a wonderful experience to see and
hear you, to converse with you. Unfortunately, we have to leave. Our time has been seriously
limited and we must go in order to get back to the time from which we came. Thank you for the
wine and hospitality.
With that, Russell and Frege separated from Plotinus’ company and began their journey back to
the present. As they did so they began to discuss Plotinus.
Russell: You know Frege, It may not have looked like I was not listening to Plotinus but I was. I
just could not stand the smell of the man.
His conversation was interesting, not so much from what he said but rather in terms of his ideas
of separation and negativism.
Frege: What do you mean?
Russell: Well first he kept referring to One being All yet he constantly contradicted this idea with
the idea of emanation. I mean something cannot emanate out of something that is ‘All’.
Frege: Why not. We did it with the set of all things. We created a set outside of it that was the set
of items that were members of themselves and then a set of things that were not members of
themselves.
Russell: Well that only worked when we separated the two using a process of separation. This
allowed the two sets to remain separate with the assistance of nothingness keeping the two apart.
In addition we assumed there was an ‘outside’ to the set of all things, but this contradicts the
concept of the set of all things being what it is suppose to be.
Frege: What do you mean?
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Russell: Well if the set of all things was just that, then there could be no outside, for the outside
would be something, it would be a place to put our two new sets.
Frege: That’s true, but it was a means of creating the separation. We separated the two sets
though exclusion. The two sets were allowed to exist through the process of separating them from
each other and since all things were in one set or the other, then the thing separating them had to
be nothingness.
Russell: Exactly and if nothingness is nothing then technically they weren’t separated unless
nothingness is something in which case nothingness belonged in one set or the other since both
sets contained the total of what was in the original set of all things.
Frege: This is getting complicated Russell. Nevertheless, don’t forget that we discussed another
possibility. I suggested to you that we could place the set of things that are not members of
themselves inside the set of things that were members of themselves if we separated the two with a
buffer of nothingness.
Russell: Actually Frege, that is a great idea. In this case nothingness could be considered as
something. It would be nothingness. This would also allow for the set z, as you called it, to be a
part of set x while not having its members be members of set x. In this way, the paradox could be
resolved in a very different fashion.
You know Frege; we have an expression in my time where we call unusual creative ideas a
process of ‘thinking out of the box’. In your case, however, you created an unusual creative idea
by thinking in the box while everyone was literally thinking out of the box.
Frege: What do you mean?
Russell: Well everyone over the last two thousand years has been considering soul to be an
existence emanating from One, All, Being, if you will. Following this comes a sense of
transcendence. You heard Plotinus specifically speak of this transcendence, this concept of higher
and lower orders.
In fact, Plotinus accelerated the use of hierarchical terms such as lower, over, under, below… as
he spoke. The interesting thing about all this is that the more detailed he became regarding his
perceptions of existence, the more negative his vocabulary became. The concepts of Intelligence
existing inside One as well as outside One could only be explained by actually placing the two.
Oneness had to be placed relative to Intelligence. This process of placing one item relative to the
other lead to a form of hierarchical placement. Since Intelligence was only a part of Oneness, its
placement went automatically to a level below Oneness, which allowed One, Being, to transcend
its lesser, Intelligence.
This process continues with new levels emanating from and being placed below the next.
You know, I think Plotinus sees himself as being a very insignificant being, as compared to total
Being. When I think about it, I think he has a very low sense of self-worth. I think that is why he
lets his hygiene go like he does.
It would seem to me that the physical state of Plotinus is itself a beautiful example of the problem
with ‘separation through exclusion’. First, it demeans people and second it isn’t logical.
Frege: What do you mean it demeans people?
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Russell: For some, it makes them feel worthless. Just look at Plotinus and what his idea of
hierarchy has done to him and his perception regarding his existence. Look at how little he thinks
of himself. Look at what a low opinion he appears to have of himself regarding his own value for
existing.
Frege: But there are many people who feel they have purpose in life. They feel their life is
significant.
Russell True, but many others feel they owe any significance they have to a loftier Being.
Plotinus’ metaphysical system, ‘separation through exclusion’ and the resultant hierarchy it
establishes is as demeaning as any system can get.
Frege: Perhaps, but how is it illogical?
Russell: Well, tell me Frege, if something is All, how can something, anything, exist outside All.
Frege: Technically it couldn’t.
Russell: That is just the point of my paradox.
Frege: Let me see if I understand you. What you are saying is the first solution we developed for
your paradox could not be a solution to your paradox because it is not logical?
Russell: Correct.
Frege: So the following idea:
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…must be thrown out because it is not logical because nothingness is considered to be outside
the two sets.

Russell: That’s true for even nothing is something; it is the lack of anything. Even nothingness
could not exist outside All. If nothingness exists outside of All then All does not have everything
inside it.
Frege: Hmmm, perhaps, perhaps, well then how about the second option we discussed:
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If this were the case, we could call it: ‘separation through inclusive’
Russell: No, Frege, something is wrong with this also.
Frege: Why?
Russell: Well, nothingness is inside All and yet all has an outside. Not only does All have an
‘outside’, the outside is ‘filled’ with ‘something. The ‘outside’ is filled with ‘nothing’, filled with
‘nothingness’. How can nothingness be something and thus be inside All while having part of
itself, having part of nothing, having some nothing remain outside All?
No, no, something is still wrong.
At this point in the conversation, Russell and Frege reach Frege’s destination of 1901 AD. Russell
and Frege pass a few pleasantries and Russell goes on his way.
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At this point, Russell comes back to Wittgenstein and between the two of them they decide the
only way to resolve, the issue is to divide All into two sets. One set is the set made up of all sets
that are members of themselves. The second set is the set made up of all sets that are not members
of themselves. These two sets would then be kept apart through a principle of separation.
Complicated but it works.
At this point Russell lets the paradox go. However, Russell should not have let the paradox go.
When complexity enters into the solution, when complexity takes on the aspect of being the
process by which we resolve the paradox, when complexity becomes the means by which we
resolve the paradox, we should immediately begin to wonder whether this is the ‘true’ solution.
When complexity enters the picture, we should begin to question whether our complex solution is
just a temporary solution intended to allow us a moment of rest while we look for ‘the’ answer.
Russell’s paradox was close to being resolved. Russell’s paradox was on the verge of being
resolved through the simplistic perception of ‘separation through inclusion’ as opposed to the
present complex solution of ‘separation through exclusion’.
There are four concepts involved with Russell’s paradox. First we begin with the concept of All,
the Total, The Whole, One. ‘All’ is then categorized into subsets. First, there are all things that are
members of themselves. Second, there are all things that are not members of themselves. Third,
there is nothingness.
Now some would say nothingness is not ‘something’, but it is only through the existence of
nothingness that we can separate the two sets. Nothingness allows us to separate all things that are
members of themselves and all sets that are not members of themselves into two unique entities,
two unique sets. Without nothingness, the two sets cannot be separated into two unique sets.
Nothingness thus becomes something; nothingness becomes a means be which an abstract idea
takes on a concrete function. Nothingness becomes the means by which the abstract and the
concrete separate from each other. Nothingness becomes the means by which the abstract and the
concrete fuse into oneness, All.
For those of you who thing nothingness is unimportant because it is nothing, try using the
language of mathematics without the existence of zero, without ‘nothing’.
But back to Russell, Russell found one solution to the paradox he discovered. Russell resolved the
paradox through a process, which was later described by philosophers as a process of separation.
Now there is nothing wrong with the process of separation. What was wrong with the process
developed was the idea of separation having to occur solely through exclusion. This process was
indubitable very comforting to philosophers for it fit the mold of society perfectly. The process of
separation through exclusion fit the mold of human behavior as far back as recorded history takes
us. Separation through exclusion fits the mold of theoretical human behavior. It embraces the very
theory of human animalistic behavior evolving over time.
Separation through exclusion allows us to separate and then classify. Separation through
exclusion allows us to put into place Plotinus’ concepts of value, concepts of: higher order, lower
order. Separation allows us to move the two sets of Russell and place them in order of priority.
Separation through exclusion, the process of separating items from each other, allows us to
separate and then categorize. It allows humans to separate and then place arbitrary values upon
such groups as whites, yellows, reds, and blacks; male and female; strong and weak; heterosexual
and homosexual; Serbs and Albanians; Christian and Muslim; Aryan Race and ‘the other races’;
‘them’ and ‘us’.
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Once having categorized we prioritize. Once having prioritized we react out to each other
accordingly.
This idea of placing judgmental values upon various groups of humans is a very simple concept.
This concept will never be broken as long as we do not find another solution to Russell’s paradox.
Now this does not mean to say that once we find an alternate solution to Russell’s paradox we will
automatically change. It only implies that Russell’s paradox is a drawing, a picture, of why it is
we act as we do.
There are two ways we can proceed as humans. We can continue as we are or we can change. If
we wish to change, then change must take place. If we are to change then we can either change
and then diagram what we have become or diagram what we wish to become and then change to
become what it is we picture, diagram, ourselves to be.
In the past we have become what we are and then finally diagramed the result. What we are is
represented by our present diagram of Russell’s paradox. Up to this point we have evolved into
what we are and finally, with the help of Russell’s paradox, we have managed to diagram what we
are. We perceive ourselves to be made in the image of God. We perceive ourselves to be an
emanation of the One. We perceive the Whole to transcend the individual. We have prioritized
ourselves and placed ourselves in the ‘lower’ state of existence relative to the ‘Whole’, relative to
One, relative to Being. Then we moved into the present, use this fundamental process of
seperation through exclusion, and separate others from ourselves. We have separated others into
‘other’ groups and then proceed to categorize these groups into a hierarchical ‘pecking order’.
We can remain as we are and thus Russell’s paradox will remain as it is or we can find another
solution to Russell’s paradox and then attempt to become what the new diagram suggests.
Now changing the picture solution to Russell’s paradox and then attempting to conform to this
new diagram sounds like an impossible task but paradoxically it is easier than remaining as we
are. All the pieces are in place in our society to conform to a new solution to Russell’s paradox. In
fact, the pieces are so firmly established in our society that it will seem as if we already follow this
new perception when in fact we accept it with our abstract perceptions but reject it with our
concrete actions
Western philosophical thought has become suppressed by western scientific thought. Western
philosophy observes the concrete and then checks the abstract. This is an incorrect approach for
philosophy. It is a process of putting the cart before the horse. Philosophy deals with reason, an
abstract concept, it should, as it had in the far past, deal with the abstract first and then check the
concrete, the physical. There is a very very significant difference between the two processes.
Because philosophy now deals with the concrete first and then checks the abstract, Russell’s
paradox was resolved through the process of separation through exclusion and we obtained:
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Philosophers would have said it in a slightly different manner. Philosophers would have said:

‘Separation through exclusion’

31

The Error of Russell
Now this does not seem to0 impressive but watch what happens when we substitute into the
picture demonstrating the resolution to Russell’s paradox, our perceptions of God and Man:

‘Separation through exclusion’
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The two, God and man, become separated. The result: we categorize and prioritize. God is said to
‘transcend’ man. God becomes greater than man. Man becomes God’s ‘servant’. Man is ‘lesser’
than God. Man exists in a vacuum of nothingness. Man has nowhere to go upon death unless he
is ‘allowed’ to ‘enter’ into heaven. Purgatory, hell, fire and damnation become possibilities we
contrive as rational concepts within the framework of our creative minds.
As if this is not enough, we then proceed to repeat the process we used when we divided the set of
‘all things’ into two sets. “We then proceeded to divide the set of all men into subsets, the
categories of white, yellow, red, and black and then prioritize them. After prioritizing them, we
treat them accordingly. Others of us divide the set of all men into subsets of male and female or
heterosexual and homosexual, or Hindu and Muslim. Regardless of the categories we use, the next
step we take is to prioritize the categories and then react to the lower levels as just that ‘lower’
levels, ‘lesser, entities, the ‘scum’ of the earth. And what do we use as a bases for such actions?
We use the philosophical rationality of Russell’s paradox. We unwittingly use reason itself to
generate what we ‘sense’ to be irrational acts.
Now for those of you, who do not believe this is a significant process, for those of you who have
forgotten our initial conversation regarding the butterfly affect, think of it now. The butterfly
affect lives, and showed its awesome colors on Heidegger’s watch. Heidegger was the leading
philosopher in Germany before, during, and after the Nazi rise and fall. Heidegger turned his back
on the teachings of his mentor in exchange for fame and glory. Heidegger sold out his abstract
principles for concrete, materialistic satisfactions.
If you are able to brush aside the violent deaths of fifty million people, then try minimizing the
significance of traumatizing hundreds and hundreds of millions of souls. Souls that had to finish
up their life’s journey crying out in pain over the loss of loved ones, crying in pain over the
crippling effects the twentieth century had upon their Mothers, Fathers, sons, daughters, and life
mates. Oh, yes, the influence of philosophy is undeniable.
And what of Heidegger? Why we will deal with him later.
But enough, back to things that are more pleasant. The question now becomes? How can we
resolve Russell’s paradox differently than we had done before? How can we resolve Russell’s
paradox differently, which will, in turn, allow us to resolve our problems in society differently?
Both Frege and Wittgenstein were contemporaries of Russell’s. Russell consulted with
Wittgenstein rather than Frege. At this point Russell had a choice. Russell could have listened to
what Wittgenstein had to say and then discuss it with Frege or Russell could have listened to
Wittgenstein and then ignored Frege. Russell chose the later. As such, Russell chose to believe he
had proved mathematics inadequate as a language. As such, Russell left the search for an
alternative to his paradox. The result, Russell became a genius in the eyes of philosophers. Russell
became the man who proved mathematics was limited. Russell, in one fell swoop, became the
giant killer. Russell became the Knight who slew the dragon representing the universality of
mathematics as the ‘universal language’. Russell went on and became perhaps ‘the’ philosopher
of the century and Wittgenstein rode Russell’s coattails to fame.
So it was that philosophy was to pass through the next one hundred years looking for ‘the’
language, which would allow philosophy to communicate its ideas to its participants. So it was
that the ‘common person’ was to be forgotten by philosophy. So it was, words would speak louder
than actions throughout the most confusing and violent century in the history of humankind.
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But what if Russell had not let go of his paradox? What if Russell, after listening to Wittgenstein,
disregarded the idea that he alone had brought the giant of mathematics to its knees? What if
Russell would have gone directly to Frege and they had collaborated as demonstrated in the
previous conversations? Then two possible solutions could have emerged. First, the concept of
‘separation through exclusion’ would have been seen as an inadequate means to resolve the
paradox. Second, the concept of ‘separation through inclusion’ would have begun brewing in
Russell’s head.
Russell leaves Frege and moves on. Russell, tired and weary, decides to take a rest beneath an
apple tree. There Russell is able to ‘wait upon’10 a more detailed understanding of the solution to
his paradox. It is here we pick up as Russell begins an internal debate with himself regarding the
concept of ‘separation through inclusion’:
Russell thinking to himself: Frege has suggested a second solution, but it just doesn’t seem to
work. I wonder what would happen if I started where Frege left off and worked from that point
forward?

‘Separation through inclusion’
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Now if we convert this to philosophical thinking, this becomes:

‘Separation through inclusion’

This idea would allow for the separation of Being and being but it places Being as a subset of
being. This appears to make Being the lesser of the two.. This does not appear correct. If we
applied this idea to our present day perceptions of religion, it would take on the appearance of the
following:
‘Separation through inclusion’
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This also allows for the separation of man and God but it places God as the subset of man. It
appears to place God as the lesser of the two This does not seem to fit what religions and
philosophy have been saying about the interrelationship between Being and being, between God
and man.
If we move this idea, this perception into the world of science, into the realm of the ‘real’ world,
the physical world, the concrete, present day society, it would take on the appearance of the
following
:
‘Separation through inclusion’

Now it is apparent that something is definitely wrong with this diagram.
Hmmmm,
What if we switch the placement, and then begin? Now the paradox:
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‘Separation through inclusion’

…by switching the two sets, becomes:

‘Separation through inclusion’
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Philosophically:

‘Separation through inclusion’

…by switching the two, this becomes:
‘Separation through inclusion’

Thus the individual becomes contained within God just as philosophers have always contended.
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Religiously…

‘Separation through inclusion’

…by switching the two becomes:

‘Separation through inclusion’
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Thus ‘God’ becomes ‘Omnipresent’ just as religions have always contended.
Scientifically…

‘Separation through inclusion’

…by switching the two, becomes:

‘Separation through inclusion’
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With such a perception in place, science can continue its search for the limits of the universe. Now
science can begin its search for the ‘truth’ regarding what lies beyond the universe, beyond all
universes, beyond time itself.
After all this introspection, Russell would rest and take a short nap, as all philosophers like to do.
The concept of ‘separation through inclusion’ vs. ‘separation through exclusion’ provides a new
means to solve Russell’s paradox. Philosophically the separation of Being and being still occurs
BUT rather than God and the individual being separated through ‘exclusion’, they become
separated through ‘inclusion’. Finally, we are able to understand a more simplistic relationship
between the two forms of existence. Finally, we are able to grasp the significance of life. Finally,
we begin to understand why it is so ludicrous to separate and exclude one man from another.
Finally, we begin to understand why pitting one man against another is sensed to be a negative
action. Finally, we begin to understand ‘the reason’ some men could rationalize such irrational
concepts as ‘the ultimate race’, ‘the ultimate religion’, and ‘the ultimate…’ and as such begin a
rationale discussion of the validity of such arguments.
But this is not quite the end of it. At this point Russell would have awoken with a start. Russell
would have gone back to dialoguing with himself for the Venn diagram of his paradox is
incomplete. The Venn diagram lacks a subtlety.
Russell awakening with a start: How can Being, how can God, how can what lies beyond time,
energy, and matter, interpret into the original set representing the set of sets that are not members
of themselves?
I must resolve this point to fully complete the solution of the paradox. Until this point is resolved,
the abstract solution has no application to the concrete, to the physical world within which we
appear to exist. The solution to the paradox is incomplete until a solution regarding the
understanding of the relationship between Being and being, between man and God, between what
lies outside the universe and what lies inside the universe is modeled.
It is at this point that Russell could have used a simple technique in mathematics called ‘working
backwards’. If he had, his thinking may have gone along the following line:
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Russell: Now I personally don’t believe in God but if, if this drawing were correct then according
to religion God is omnipresent. God has no boundaries, so religiously the diagram should now
become
‘Separation through inclusion’
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In other words, the line encompassing God should not be a solid line but rather a broken line.
This dotted line represents the concept that God has no bounds.
Philosophically the diagram would then become:

‘Separation through inclusion’

In other words, the dotted line represents the concept that Being is All, is One, is Totality, is ‘the
Whole’.
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Scientifically the diagram would become:

‘Separation through inclusion’

In other words, the dotted line represents the concept that existence may in fact exist beyond the
universe, beyond the concrete, beyond time, beyond matter, beyond energy…
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Paradoxically, my paradox would become:

‘Separation through inclusion’

Looking at this conclusion, several things become clear. First, concrete, physical things are
members of themselves. We see them all around us. They are the tables at which we sit, the cars
within which we travel, the pens with which we write, the air we breath, the apples we eat, the
stars upon which we dream.
Second, concepts, abstractions appear to be unlimited. They appear to have no boundaries and as
such appear to be nonentities. These are concepts, these are abstracts such as love, hate, joy,
sorrow, longing, loneliness, satisfaction, purpose, God, Being…
Third, the set of sets that are not members of themselves, is boundless. This is just what I would
expect since they are sets that are unlimited in scope, since they are abstractions.
Fourth, nothingness now not only exists but all of nothingness is contained within the unbounded
concept of the abstract along with other concepts of abstraction we understand as well as the
concepts of abstractions of which we have no perceptions. In fact, nothingness is contained within
the unbounded concepts of abstraction of which we will never be able to perceive due to our being
limited by the very nature of the physicalness within which our very abstraction temporarily
resides.
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This solution, ‘separation through inclusion’ would appear to imply that the physical lies within
abstraction rather than abstraction lying within the physical. This solution appears to imply
eternity, a concept of limitless existence, does exist. It appears to provide a simpler solution to
Russell’s paradox than does ‘separation through exclusion’. It appears the three concepts of
Being, being, and nothingness exist but in a different relationship than the one Plotinus
visualized. It appears that nothingness now becomes something. Nothingness becomes a means of
separating God and man, separating Being and being, separating the inside of the universe from
the outside. It appears that nothingness becomes a means of separating the set of sets that are
members of themselves and the set of sets that are not members of themselves. It appears that
nothingness becomes a means of separating the entity from the nonentity.
What is truly different here is that the separation does not occur through the process of
‘exclusion’ but rather through the process of ‘ inclusion’.
Now this process of separation through inclusive provides a completely new perception for us as
a specie. This form of separation allows us to ‘separate’ only after we have ‘included’. As such,
we no longer can ‘exclude’ one religion from our own. No longer can we ‘exclude’ and reject
other individuals as students did to some of their classmates in Littleton, Colorado. No longer can
we ‘exclude’ the Jew, Armenian, Albanian, African Americans, homosexual, female, males,
children, atheist, Christian, Muslim, Hindu, … from ‘our’ exclusive groups.
Now we must recognize their already being ‘ in’ being ‘One’ with us and ‘they’ must be the one’s
who decide to go. Now we must keep the doors open to all and let them decide to leave rather
than push them out and shut the door upon ‘them’ for under this perception there is no ‘them’,
there is only ‘us’.
Ockham’s razor, the concept of accepting the simpler of the solutions, does not apply to just
science. Ockham’s razor is a basic fundamental for philosophy as well. So it is that ‘separation
through exclusion’ must give way to ‘separation through inclusion’
For the most part, our religions all profess it: God is omnipresent.
For the most part, our philosophies all profess it: Being, One, All is all One Being.
For the most part, our sciences all profess it: seek to know the limits of our universe and what lies
beyond.
With this Russell would have finished his dialogue with himself and moved on to discussing the
issue again with Wittgenstein.

The significance of Russell’s paradox as discussed in a simulated conversation between
Russell and Wittgenstein
Russell: Well Ludwig, I have had quite a trip and I must tell you, you are wrong, wrong, wrong.
The spoken and written languages are not our primary tools for understanding.
Wittgenstein: Of course, they are. How else are we to understand each other?
Russell: We must follow the advice of Husserl. We must start by bracketing away all the
superfluous sensation, reduce it all to the purity of mathematics and then proceed to augment the
basics with what it is we each individually experience in our own unique way. This uniqueness is
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what is expressed, as best we are able, through the spoken and written language. This is where
the talents of the orator, poets, novelists, song writers, short story authors, columnists, etc come
into play, for they are the ones who splash the paint of vocabulary upon the canvas of paper,
radio waves, television, CD’s, … They are the one who allows us to relate to each other through
the sharing of our experiences of existence, what we call life, what you call the experience of
sensation.
Wittgenstein: But I thought you agreed with me. I thought you also sensed the inadequacies of
mathematics.
Russell: I did, but I had quite a journey and like you I have learned through the process of
retracing my steps or should I say through the process of retracing the steps of those that came
before me.
Wittgenstein: But what about the inadequacies of mathematics?
Russell: I have not changed my mind about mathematics having inadequacies; I have changed my
perception regarding the inadequacies of mathematics as opposed to the inadequacies of
language. Now I understand they both have their own types of inadequacies. However, it is within
the arena of mathematics that we are able to apply Husserl’s concept of bracketing and reduction
and understand our intentionality. It is then through the use of the spoken and written language
that we can share our experiences with one another, separate the individual from God while
understanding how it is they are both one in the other.
With this Russell would have introduced a new perception into society, which would have caused
society to reconsider its actions. Had such an episode occurred in Russell’s life journey, society
may have changed its actions, which in turn may have changed the future, the twentieth century,
our past.
With the understanding of this more reasonable solution to Russell’s paradox, the 1900’s might
have begun with a new twist. With the understanding of the need to include rather than exclude,
one and a half million Armenians may not have been rejected as a part of the society within which
they lived. With the understanding that we all belong to the whole, these Armenians may not have
been terminated through a process of genocide. With the inclusion of these Armenians rather than
process of separating and then excluding having taken place, Hitler would not have been able to
preface his process of global extermination of the Jews, the handicapped, the mentally challenged,
priests, gypsies, ad nausea, with the statement he made to his generals: ‘Who, after all, speaks of
the annihilation of the Armenians.’ With this, the butterfly effect of philosophy may have ended in
an entirely different scenario.
But the past is the past and it is to the future we must look. The future we see as we look forward
will be the same as the past unless we examine the past, not in the hopes of preventing the past
from reoccurring, but rather with a determination to change the future. The question then
becomes, ‘Can the future change if we do not change?’ It would seem not.
If we are determined to ‘change’ the future then what must we do? It would appear that to change
the future we must change ourselves.
The question then becomes: How do we change ourselves? Because we act according to what we
perceive ourselves to be, we must change our perceptions of what it is we think we are.

47

The Error of Russell
The question then becomes: What is the essence of what it is we think we are? For the most part,
we think we exist. For the most part, we think the universe exists. Scientifically we think
something exists beyond the universe, religiously we think God exists ‘outside’ as well as ‘inside’
the universe, philosophically we think God exists and if there is a limit to the universe, Being
would exist there also.
Do we need to change this way of thinking? No, rather we may want to reconsider the concept of
separation through exclusion. We may want to reconsider the concept of the individual not being
contained within God. We may want to consider the logic of applying an alternative solution to
Russell’s paradox to ourselves. We may want to consider the idea of separation through the
process of inclusion rather than our historical process of separation through exclusion.
Our present perception of our being separated through exclusion from what lies beyond the
universe, God, evolves into actions of genocide, infanticide, euthanasia, capital punishment, social
outcasts, rejects, retards, Aryan race, we/they, those people, … excluding people.
A new perception of our being separated through inclusion from what lies beyond the universe,
God, would evolve into accelerating the actions of creating community groups, church
associations, the united fund, the rainbow connection, habitat for mankind, alcoholics anonymous,
… including people.
We can stay as we are and continue to look at Russell’s paradox as we have. This will continue
allowing the future to evolve as it has. The other alternative, we can choose to change and look to
Russell’s paradox for a different solution, in order to change the future.
So it is we can begin anew now that we are at the end once more. Now we can understand what it
is to be at the end of the beginning. Now we can understand what it is to have passed through the
turmoil of puberty for a specie.
We can leave the agony of the atrocities and the roller coaster ride of the twentieth century as we
enter the age of our third millennium. We can begin the process of inclusion as opposed to
exclusion or we can stay our present course.
We have a choice. We can enter the third millennium understanding our nature and actively
embrace the individual acting within God and accept the impact it generates. On the other hand,
we can continue with our present perception of the individual not being God and passively submit
to the impact this perception has always generated.
We not only have a choice but the choice is ours to make.
So it is we find ourselves at the end of the beginning.
And why is this the end of the beginning?
It is the end because now we can come to the end of the quest we first began. We can end the
greatest quest of all. And just what was this quest? It was the seeking of the answer to the
question:
What is the individual and why does the individual exist?
It is the beginning because now we can begin the greatest quest of all. And just what is this quest?
It is seeking the answer to the question:
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What is God and why does God exist?
And so it is we have come to the end of the beginning only to find we are once again at the
beginning of the end.
.
But perception lies in what we perceive truth to be and so it is we have a choice, we have the free
will to choose which perception we wish to perceive.
With this said we begin to understand the concept of separation through inclusion and the
significance of the concept of the individual acting within God
And finally:
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Simplicity itself: The end of the beginning
Applying Ockham’s razor, one finally ends up understanding that:
Nothing is something
Everything cannot be everything without nothing.
If you have everything, you have nothing.
God is not ‘God without the individual
The understanding of the individual acting within God is in essence the understanding of the
process of ‘separation through inclusion’.
The wonder of solving Russell’s paradox is not so much that it is, in itself, a paradox solvable
through inclusion, but rather that it leads us to the solution of perhaps the greatest paradoxes of
all. The paradox:
One cannot have everything unless one has nothing.
And so it is I leave you with:
the understanding of Western thought,
If one understands everything one understands nothing
the understanding of Eastern thought,
If one understands nothing, one understands everything
the understanding of where it is that East meets West
Everything is not everything without Being, being, and nothing
and lastly, the simple understanding of …:
Nothing.

Caution #1: This section is intended only for the mathematically and scientifically inclined
For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only confuse your understanding and cause
you to become mired within concepts you do not understand.
For those not mathematically inclined, the result of reading this section, could be the rejection of
any new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have the expertise to
understand the second language of mathematics.
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Rejection of an idea, any idea, is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through
understanding. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to confusion and lack of understanding
is a negative action.
Therefore, if you do not have some background in the language of mathematics, and if you should
decide to proceed with this section, do so with caution.
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In summation – Mathematically and Scientifically:
Stating the simple in a complex manner:
Mathematically:
x is the set {x ⎜x ∈ x }
z is the set {x ⎜x ∉ x }
then the question is:
is z ⊂ x
if so then z ∈ x and the subsets of z ⊄ z
if not then z ⊂ z
∴z≠z

Philosophically:
b = individual being
U = the universe
B = the universal set
E = everything we, beings within this universe, do conceive of
And
W = everything we, beings within this universe will ever be able to conceive of
Then
U=E∪W
b=o
If: b = ∑
b=1
Where:
b = o is the point of entrance into the body, the beginning of awareness, virgin
conciousness (this may take on other forms of existence for other life in the universe
b = 1 is the point of exit from the body, the experience from the beginning to the end,
consciousness of an individual being, the beginning – virgin consciousness through the
end of consciousness experiencing the physical through the physical itself.
Then:
b=1
U=∑
b=∞
b = ∞ is the summation awareness of all past, present, and future beings of a universe
Where:
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E = everything we, beings within this universe, do conceive
And
W = everything we, beings within this universe will ever be able to conceive
Then: U = E ∪ W
And if:
U=1
B=∑
U=∞
Where:
B = the summation of all past, present, and future awareness of all universes
Scientifically speaking: what it is our universe lies within
Religiously speaking: God
Philosophically speaking: Being
And where do parallel universes fall into all this speculation. They would appear to fall into U = ∑
b = 1 to b = ∞ for parallel universes would appear to function under the same laws of science as
our own and thus the characteristic of parallelism.
What then of the concept: B = ∑ U = 1 to U = ∞? The concept accommodates the existence of
universes containing entirely different operating systems than our own universe. The concept
acknowledges the possibility of systems existing which are not presently comprehensible or
conceivable to us and the concept recognizes the possibility of systems existing which are forever
both incomprehensible and inconceivable to us. (us refers not to just humanity but all life forms
found within this universe as well as its parallel companions.)
Our present perception:
For Russell’s paradox, we use the present means we have of perceiving ‘things’. We use a
perception of separation through exclusion. Therefore sets that are members of themselves,
individuals, cannot be members of a set that are not members of themselves. Therefore they must
be separate from, not within, not a part of the set of objects that are not members of themselves.
To resolve this perception, we separate them from each other through exclusion. B = z but x ≠ ⊂
B, ∴ x ⊄ z.
The question then becomes, is z ⊂ z? If it is then
x is the set {x ⎜x ∈ x }
our reality, what it is we can conceive of and will ever be able to conceive of
z is the set {x ⎜x ∉ x }
a greater Reality, what it is we can never conceive of
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But what of the set ‘z’, is it a set or isn’t it? Of course it is a set. It is just an unusual type of set in
that it has the potential for growth. It includes not only the set whose members are sets of
themselves but other sets as well, including the set of sets that are not sets of themselves.
The question becomes, are these the only two sets contained within this set ‘z’. The answer is we
don’t know at this point in time. A more precise answer is that this is probably not the case since
we can conceive of the very possibility the potential for such other sets even though we cannot
actually conceive of what they may in actuality be.
Would the set x then be a subset of the set z or would the set z be a subset of x? Since our
universe is composed of the set of sets that are members of themselves, it would then appear that x
would most probably be a subset of the set z rather than z be a subset of x since set z would
appear to be equal to or greater than the set x. If set z were equal to set x it could not be a member
of x since set x would contain other elements other than the set of sets that are not members of
themselves. If on the other hand set z were greater than set x, then set z could not be a subset of
set x. Now if set z is separate from set x than it is possible that set x could be a subset of set z if it
were separated from set z by nothingness, or set x and set z could be independent sets if in fact set
z were the special set where set z had no size, no dimensions, were contained not by a solid
boundary as is done when drawing set x but rather if set z were contained by a nonexisting border
as would be indicated by a dotted line around set z or in terms of set theory, if set z were the
‘universal set’.
Another way of looking at this in terms of set theory and philosophy is through the concept of the
sets: being, Being, and the null set
So it is that if:
B = Being
b = being
And
∅ = nothing
than if
∅⊂B
and if
b⊂U
and if
U⊂∅
And if:
m = mass – known to exist
e = energy – known to exist
-m = anti-matter – known to exist
-e = anti-energy – through symmetry
And if:
U1 = m + e
U2 = -m + e
U3 = m + -e
U4 = -m + -e
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Then
U1 + U2 = (m + e) + (-m + e) = 2e
U3 + U4 = (m + -e) + (-m + -e) = -2e
Then
(U1 +U2) + (U3 + U4) = 2e + -2e = 0 mass and 0 energy = nothing =
∅
Then:
U=∅
Than
b⊂B

Mathematically & Scientifically:
We are within what lies beyond our universe. We are therefore a piece, a part of what lies beyond
our universe. Not only does what lies beyond our universe affect us but we affect what lies
beyond our universe. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect
what lies beyond our universe.
As such, we have a responsibility to:
1.
2.
3.

Ourself, for we affect ourself and we, ourself, are a part of what lies beyond our
universe
The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function
What lies beyond our universe, for what lies beyond our universe is what we are a
part of

Caution #2: This section is intended only for the religiously inclined
For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only irritate you and cause you to become
mired within concepts you do not understand.
For those, not religiously inclined, the result of reading this section could be the rejection of any
new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have a willingness to
explore ideas involving terminology, which you may find offensive, involving concepts of
religion.
Rejection of an idea, any idea is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through an open
mind. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to the closing of the mind is a negative action.
Therefore, if you do not find you are able to discuss religious concepts without falling into an
internal, external, or internal and external state of defiance, then move on and skip this section. If
you are not religiously inclined, and if you should decide to proceed with this section, do so with
caution.
In summation - Religiously:
A new perception:
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the individual acting within God through the process of separation through inclusion

What lies beyond the universe
Including being
Being
Including
being
The universe
Including being
God
Including
being

Separation
Through
Inclusion

Now:
You have an outside to the universe, which you can explore - science.
You no longer need the physical for existence to occur - philosophy.
You no longer are excluded from God’s presence.
As opposed to our perception today of:
the individual not being God because of the process of separation through exclusion

God
What lies beyond the universe
God
Excluding the individual

Separation
Through
Exclusion
The universe
Including
the individual
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Where we presently perceive:
We have no outside to the universe which we can explore - science.
We have no existence should the universe dissolve - philosophy.
We can be excluded from God’s presence - religion.

Religiously:
We are in God. We are therefore a piece, contained within God. Not only does God affect us but
we affect God. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect God.
As such, we have a responsibility to:
1.
2.
3.

Our soul, for we affect our soul and we, our soul, is contained within God
The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function
God, for God is what we are a part of

Caution #3: This section is intended only for the philosophically inclined
For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only confuse your understanding and cause
you to become mired within concepts you do not understand.
For those not philosophically inclined, the result of reading this section, could be the rejection of
any new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have the expertise to
understand philosophical abstraction.
Rejection of an idea, any idea, is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through
understanding. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to confusion and lack of understanding
is a negative action.
Therefore, if you do not have the ability to rise above religious and scientific perceptions in order
to immerse yourself within the realm of metaphysics, philosophical abstraction, and if you should
decide to proceed with this section, do so with caution.
In summation - Philosophically:
John Venn, 1834 – 1923, showed us how to use two-dimensional pictures to simplify
mathematics, Venn Diagrams, as they are called. It is the use of Venn diagrams, which perhaps
best helps us to understand what is being said here:
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Today’s perception: Resolving Russell’s paradox in a complex manner:

Being

Nothingnes

Universe including being
Nothingness

The universal set is missing – therein
lies the error of Russell’s paradox.

The universal set is missing – therein lies the error of Russell’s paradox.
So it is concepts such as hierarchy, hell, submission, one valued over another, … evolve and
become rational concepts.
To resolve the issue of Russell’s paradox we presently apply a complex solution of exclusion
through separation. If, as we initially speculated, paradoxes are signposts to life, then just as we
might have expected, with a complex solution to Russell’s paradox comes a complex solution to
life.
With the above perception of life, myriad questions begin to fly in the face of reason:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

How does one separate nothingness from itself?
How does one get being back into Being?
How is the individual separated from God in the first place?
Is God omnipresent without being in the universe?
Is God omniscient without the knowledge of the individual?
Is God omnipotent without the power (as relatively insignificant as it may appear) of
the individual?
7. Where is the individual?
8. Where is our universe?
9. What is the individual?
10. Does the individual have meaning?
11. Is there such a thing as purpose for the individual?
12. …. The questions go on forever.
These questions no longer become just questions, they become paradoxes unto themselves. So it
is, we begin to understand that paradoxes are not just paradoxes. They are indicators of the fact
that we do not yet understand.

58

The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception
We cannot begin to find solutions, understanding, if we are unwilling to look at alternate
solutions. Russell’s paradox has been accepted as a paradox rather than what it truly is. Russell’s
paradox is not a paradox and that in itself is a paradox. We believe paradoxes are just that,
paradoxes, when in fact they are simply an indicator of complexity. It is Ockham, through the
establishment of Ockham’s Razor, who implied that complexity is nothing but a lack of
understanding.
Applying this concept to the above diagram one then comes up with a simplistic solution to life:
A new perception: Resolving Russell’s paradox in a simplistic manner:

The universal set – God

The Universe including
‘nothingness

∅

The Universe including the

b

The universal set exists – therein lies the
solution to Russell’s paradox as applied to life

With the new perception of life, the myriad questions find answers:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

How does one separate nothingness from itself?
One does not have to separate nothingness from itself because nothingness now has
a place to be located. It is located within God; God contains nothingness.
How does one get the individual back into God?
the individual does not have to get back into God because the individual has never
left God. There is literally ‘nothing’ separating the two.
How is the individual separated from God in the first place?
Placing ‘nothing’ between them separates the individual and God. There is ‘nothing’
between you and God.
Is God omnipresent without being in the universe?
God is omnipresent for there is ‘nothing’ between the individual and God. God is
omnipresent because the distance between God and the individual is zero. God
remains omnipresent even when the individual is removed from Being. This is done
through a process of separation but not separation through a process of exclusion.
Rather the separation is done through a process of inclusion or what might more
descriptively be called the process of ‘separation through inclusion’.
Is God omniscient without the knowledge of the individual?
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Knowledge of the individual is never removed from God, therefore Being’ never
exists without the presence and knowledge of the individual, and thus it always
retains its characteristic of omniscience.
6. Is God omnipotent without the power (as relatively insignificant as it may appear) of
the individual?
God retains its omnipotence for it never excludes any form of power, even the power
of the individual, from itself.
7. Where is the individual?
The individual is inside the universe.
Scientifically speaking, the individual is inside what lies beyond the universe.
Religiously speaking, the individual is inside God.
Philosophically speaking, the individual is inside God.
8. Where is the universe?
The universe is ‘inside’ totality, ‘inside’ the whole, ‘inside’ the Universal set,
‘inside’ God, ‘inside’…
9. What is being?
Scientifically speaking, the individual is a part of, a piece of what lies beyond the
universe. Religiously speaking, the individual is a part of, a piece of God.
Philosophically speaking, the individual is a part of, a piece of God.
13. Does the individual have meaning?
the individual has meaning to whatever it is the individual is a part of.
14. Is there such a thing as purpose for the individual?
Everything that is a part of something interacts with what it is a part of. Under this
perception, the individual is a part of, a piece of the larger whole, ‘Being.’
Therefore, not only does God impact the individual but the individual impacts God.
10. …. The questions go on forever.
…and so do the answers.
The myriad questions no longer become paradoxes. The myriad question now simply
become questions with simplistic answers.
Philosophically:
We are in Being. We are therefore a piece, a part of Being. Not only does Being affect us but we
affect Being. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect Being.

As such, we have a responsibility to
1.
2.
3.

Our being, for we affect our being, and we, our being, is a part of Being
The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function
Being, for Being is what we are a part of

1

Ockham’s razor: William of Ockham (1285 – 1349): Ockham argued that when we are trying to
explain the nature of something, we should use the fewest ideas of things as possible. ‘The
complete Guide to Philosophy’, Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p.85
2
Bracketing: To set things straight, Husserl says we should ‘’bracket’ all the assumption we have
about the world when we experience things, so we’ll be able to see past all the layers of meaning
that have built up around them. In other words, we need to set these assumptions to one side in
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order to try out other assumptions. In doing this, we will be able to appreciate new possibilities.
‘The complete Guide to Philosophy’, Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p.201.
3
Russell’s paradox will be explained as the essay progresses
4
‘The complete Guide to Philosophy’, Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p.193.
5
The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge University
Press, 1995
6
The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge University
Press, 1995
7
). The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge
University Press, 1995
8
Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William Reese, Humanities Press, 1996
9
Conversation of Plotinus from this point forward comes directly from Plotinus’ work called: The
Fourth Ennead.
10
Martin Heidegger, Discourse On Thinking, Conversations On a Country Path, Harper
Torchbooks,TB 1459, 1966, p74.
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