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he telegraphic language of  some spiders, the tapping out and reception of  vibrations on a threat of gossamer (or of a surface) is understood by psychologists as a code which can be regarded as purely a matter of  stimulus and response.  One reaction leads to another.   The psychologist pro temp does not know or does not know completely what goes on within the spider.  He supposes that the spider is or may be machine built to or evolved so as to emit signals and to respond to signals in such a manner that the spiders that survived have been enabled to become the spiders that survived (though some with the necessary machinery may not have survived and perhaps eventually none will survive).  The psychologist nevertheless does not know the mechanism.   The spider is a ‘black box’.   The psychologist may however postulate some mechanism which produces the behaviour of the spider.  It may well be that all proposed or potentially proposed  mechanisms that do or would function conform to the same pattern and that if the behaviour of the spider is accurately defined then the mechanism is automatically being delineated.   If the biologists however prefer to say that they simply do not know what is inside the black box, that it makes no difference to the study of behaviour and that they are not suggesting that any mechanism or model they propose actually exists.   The psychologist when constructing such a model of behaviour however does  like to base it on the engineering of the objective world, such as used by engineers rather than priests.   From the spider psychologist’s point of view the only proof of  the influence of  spirits on behaviour is the inability to depict the behaviour in a systematised form which can be translated then into the machanism of a machine.   So he must forever assiduously attempt to construct the machine.   So the reader is presented, whether this be realistic or not, with a spider that is entirely an object perceived by apes, a spider without any internal opinion as regards its own activities.

Ape parents however tell their children that in the language of a species more closely related to apes than are spiders that the word ‘prrrrrrh’ means ‘yes’ and the wagging of  the erect tail (which amongst some other species means ‘yes’)

means ‘no’.    A ‘yes’ and a ‘no’  are not objects in the outside world.   They are internal or subjective concepts.    The purist reader may not like the direction of  this argument.  He will say that the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ are the responses of  the machine to the stimulus ‘yes’ or ‘no’ - that every word or concept is to be defined in terms of  a machine reaction.   A diagnosis is an objective fact because it is defined in terms of the outcome or treatment given the patient.  But nevertheless while sitting in the Tight Satyr he might have seen a fair maiden slapping Oudis in the face but he would have seen no such material object or motion of  objective phenomena as an ‘ou’.   The vocabulary of cats is however more extensive than merely two words.   The nature of  an animal’s vocabulary is revealed, we are taught, by the structure of  its brain.   A fish, or dog, or dogfish, whose textbooks are composed mainly of odours and which communicate though the laying down of  odours has extensive ‘olfactory lobes’.   The primitive Neandertal Ape which was educated mainly on the internet and by teachers with B.Eds communicated via the use of pictures and had extensive  occipital lobes.   The true apes have come to use a language of words and symbols  that can be more readily internally manipulated than mere pictures and have relatively larger frontal lobes.   The animal however may have a limited interest in the outside world.   Cats may during their conferences discuss nuclear physics.   However this topic very rarely arises in conversations between cats and apes (though some workers claim it did no in the sixteenth century)  and it seems to apes that cats are not built to be engineers and would have very little interest in such a topic.   Conversations between apes and cats take place almost entirely in terms of words which refer to internally percieved emotions and not to external objects.   If the ape does not have the capacity to switch to a language and attitudes which refer almost entirely to the internal he may find some difficulty in holding meaningful conversations with other species. The cosmos of  cats, it appears to apes, consists entirely of cats and the internal imaginations of cats.   Caution however has to be excercised in formulating general rules for animal languages.   The word for ‘love’ in cat language is an external object, a dead mouse presented to the object of affection.   A bee or butterfly communicating with an ape at an emotional level may express its love by giving to the ape what is to the ape useless information,  the direction and distance of  a location of a miniscule supply of nectar separated from the ape by a wide river, a minefield and a wall of barbed wire.   Butterflies sometimes forget that apes rarely own private aeroplanes - but then how else is a butterfly to express its appreciation?

A somewhat different though educative situation is encountered when apes converse with birds or overhear their conversations.    The Cambridge University Professor of  Logic,  Ludwig Dodgson,  has thrown light on the commonly heard phrase ‘Beware the jabberwock, my son!’.   This is an expression in which no clear distinction is made between the inside or subjective and the outside world.   The whole expression ‘Beware the jaberwock, my son!’ is expressed in bird languages by a single word which means also ‘jabberwock’.   Further,  the same word for ‘jabberwock’ appears in the language of  different species which however live within the same communities and have common interests, such as the avoidance of jabberwocks.   The same word ‘jabberwock’ is used for ‘cat’, ‘boa’ and ‘hooligan’.   The word ‘hooligan’ is itself not one that refers purely to the external characteristics of  the yobbo but more to the bird’s internal judgement or reaction.   There is not necessarily any difference in appearance between an ape who is a ‘hooligan’ and one who is a ‘great bird and protector’.   The word ‘jabberwock’ is therefore becomes a ‘generalisation’ (or  ‘prejudice’), an internal or subjective phenomenon rather than objective fact.   Moreover the word ‘jabberwock’ is also the bird word for ‘danger’.   One political party of apes may suppose that ‘danger’ is a ‘generalisation’ and another that it is an internal emotion or ‘feeling’.  In either event, it is not an objective phenomenon.   Birds have different inflexions of  the word ‘jabberwock’ but these do not serve to distinguish between objective phenomena but between internal emotions.  Within the entire phrase, ‘Beware the jabberwock, my son’ oft repeated in ape language in these five words rather than in a single word as amongst birds, the ‘jabberwock’ is a frequently encountered an animal in the real world - an object.   A ‘beware’ is a subjective emotion.  A ‘son’ is a concept created through feat of  ‘memory’, a concept produce by reference to a library stored within the animal.   We see thus that in the regular conversation of birds little distinction is made between the subjective or objective,  the two being mixed up not merely in the same sentence but in the same word and, moreover, it would seem to the ape observer, that to the bird the subjective is the primary reality with objective events being equated to something pre-existing that is internal.

We have discussed the content of  the speech of  the antelope and the jabberwock from the point of  view of an external observer, or outside am, rather than from that of  an amming antelope or  jabberwock.   It has not even been assumed that the Jabberwock ams and the ‘internal’ or ‘subjective’ of  the jabberwock is taken to be anything within the jabberwock or the jabberwock’s  internal mechanisms.  There is the outside world as seen by the observer and the inside of  the jabberwock as supposed by the observer.   The same approach could be taken in the analysis of  the speech of a machine, a medic or a lawyer, objects which do not am and are classified as inamminate.   We would be interested in how the lawyer’s verbal output differs from reality, not with the amming personal thoughts or introspections of  the lawyer.   The language of  the ape concerns itself much more than does that of  the jabberwock or  the antelope with objective reality or the outside world.   The ape is the most rational of  organisms and therefore resembles a machine or computer.   It is much easier therefore for the reader to invisage an ape without amming than it is for her to envisage a cat or a dragon without amming.   Nevertheless it has become customary to regard apes as amming and the reader will also be asked to envisage an amming ape.   An allegedly amming ape is said to be ‘aware’ of  what it is doing whereas a machine or lawyer thinks but does not know it is thinking or think it is thinking.   The external observer sees the ‘objective’ as the outside word and the ‘subjective’ as whatever goes on in the computer, which is also part of the outside world.   The amming ape however has a ‘subjective’ view of its inside which is not the actual inside.   Thus there exists within the ape the ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ from the point of  view of  the external observer and the ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ of  the amming ape.   We thus get four combinations: subjective objective, subjective subjective, objective objective and objective subjective.   The first word in any pair refers to the point of the view of the amming ape and the second word in the pair refers to the point of  view of the external observer.   Should the reader find this confusing,  let her be assured that any references to these pairs in the simplistic account that follows can be understood without understanding this particular paragraph.

Amming is performed by what Beethoven in his old age described as the inner eye, Homer called the inner ear and the Cyrano de Bergerac called in the inner nose.  Engineers and scientific psychologists prefer to view the ape as inamminate.   If an ape is regarded as amminate it is regarded as differing from a machine.   The engineer, however, prefers to regard input as entering the ape, the internal circuitry of the ape computing and determing an output.   The suggestion that the ape is amming does not help him construct a facsimile machine which reproduces the behaviour of an ape.   The ‘amminist’ who proposes that the ape is amming, he tells us, is drawing a diagram of a mechanism with within it a deus in machina which in undefined its functions and of unknown mechanism    It is means of avoiding  rational understanding.  Amming can be regarded as merely watching (or ‘being aware’), in which case amming does not affect the mechanism and is irrelevent or it can be regarded as controlling.   If it amming involves controlling then the amminist produces a haphazard design for a motor car engine and motor car, which does not explain how its functions or which, as designed, does not function, and then places a black box in the diagram labelled ‘control mechanism’.   ‘Control’ is, in fact, an amministic term which the mechanist has borrowed from the ammers and can cause confusion.   A machine need not have a discretely defined ‘control mechanism’.   The mechanist points out that the ammist views the ape as supplied with an internal ape watching a television set.   If so, there must surely be inside the watcher of the television set another ape watching a television set and so ad infinitum!   It cannot be ‘proved’ whether the mechanist is right or wrong as a philospher, but within his own field the most reliable source of  information is wht he himself sees as ‘objective’ (the ‘objective objective’) and the rest is highly unreliable as well as of  little practical use to his researches.   He is quite right to concentrate his efforts on the objective objective and in his researches to put the amming of  objective structures aside.   This way he will extend his own knowledge, his objective objective knowledge and encroach further within that on what was previously outside and perhaps even creep up to the mechanism of  amming.  As matters stand, however, amming and what is described as the content of amming or  consciousness is outside his province and it can neither in language that refers to the objective objective be described or proved to exist.

In the Neandertal era it was fashionable to describe the ape rather than the jaberwock to be unique in possessing the capacity to am and it was then even fashionable to try to define amming and even to try to prove its existence.   ‘Amming’ includes ‘awass’ or ‘consciousness’.  A machine is said not be aware of  what is doing or to think that it is thinking.   The ‘awass’ of  the ammer is not visible to the external observer, whether or not he ams,  and cannot be defined in what he sees in ‘objective’ terms or in words other than by tautology.   That of which the ammer is ‘aware’, the scope of amming or field of consciousness, is known only to the ammer and does not correspond to any known anatomical or functional demarcation within the reality accessible to the outside observer, whether he is amming or not.   The Neandertal logician Wittgenape began his analysis of reality by ‘The universal set is composed of  the events that are the constituents of the universal set’.   He then proved that the universal set cannot be changed by any of the events within the universal set.   The amming Neandertal claimed however that ‘the universe is that of which I am aware’.   This varies from moment to moment,  some of his accessible objective reality passing out of the universe, permanently or temporally while other parts are waiting to come in.

The Neandertal who invented graph paper was called, because he invented graph paper, ‘Des the Cartographer’.   We are informed - we have been told this so often that perhaps we can regard it as true - that Des the Cartographer claimed also, tautologically, either ‘I think therefore I am’ or ‘Thinking is amming’.    How useful words can be.  ‘Cogito ergo sum’ as the first proposition is supposedly known in Neandertal language, means ‘thinking is a subset (or all ) of amming’.  ‘Cogitare est esse’, as the second version is supposedly expressed in Neandertal, means ‘thinking and amming is the same thing’ or ‘amming is a subset of thinking and thinking is a subset of amming’.   Since ‘subset’ includes identity we have only to examine each of the two propositions which compose the second version.   The use of logic or reason is considered to be ‘thinking’.   A machine or computer which is assumed not to am therefore thinks.   It thinks but does not think it is thinking.  So thinking is not a subset of amming.   The other proposition to be examined, ‘I am therefore I think’, is controversial.   Some claim, for instance, that the Public School boy or lackey ams.   It has even been suggested that an ape when asleep still ams.   To disprove the assertion that ‘I am therefore I think’ we have only to prove, assume or believe in one example of an entity that ams but does not think.   The difficulty in testing this arises from the difficulty in defining what is meant by thinking and by amming.   So we are round full circle!

The reader or Des the Cartographer will nevertheless be asked, if she thinks that she ams or is aware that she ams, that she is both amming and aware.   She is not required to prove this nor to say what she means.   She is not required to believe, claim or assume that any other ape ams or that anything ams other than herself  (though she may find it convenient to do so later).   Nor is she required at this stage to suppose that her amming as well as awaring is willing - that she exerts ‘control’ over the objective or actual ape or of  that which she awares.   The amming self may just be an innocent bystander which just supposes it is in control and makes excuses.   Had she been schooled in the Neandertal era of the moral philospher Jackder  Ape she would have been taught that she is in an absolute sense ‘willing’, that all her actions are controlled by amming.   Modern observations suggest however that, for instance when under the influence of ‘hynosis, she may be ‘willing’ within the subjective world of amming (the subjective subjective) or even in the objective world of the impartial observer but is in fact what is known as ‘cooperating passively’ and when observing her actions ‘rationalising’ in the sense of explaining away her actions in such a way that her subjective subjective maintains an internal consistency with the ingrained assumption that she is ‘under control’ or she may after the event ‘adapt to circumstances’ or ‘will because she is compelled to will’.   The reader will find this premiss that she is amming convenient in constructing an argument, though were she then to postulate that she is not amming after all she would have no difficulty in constructing an inamminated argument.   She can then simply regard herself as having placed an ape within the ape for convenience, to give herself a model which enables her to speak of the inside of the ape.   Amming in effect becomes a theoretical exercise an extension of the powers of the external observer

to beyond what is currently in practice available.

The reader will be allowed a simplified model of amming with only three divisions of  the universe.   That of which the ammer is aware is ‘subjective’ whereas the actual reality outside the field of amming is ‘objective’.   The objective contains only one of the subdivisions - the objective objective, the outside world,  and, for the purposes of this model, for the sake of  simplicity, to avoid confusion and because it does not currently matter, the actual inside of the ape, apart from the amming, will be assumed as being objective objective, outside world.  The objective subjective will intrude itself as a separate entity when the time comes.  The amming itself will be an outside observer which is not part of  the universe.   The subjective world of  the ammer however will be divided into two (of the overall total of three) parts - the subjective objective (the outside world as the ammer supposes it to be) and the subjective subjective (the inside world as the ammer supposes it to be).   Under this model the binary division between objective and subjective found frequently in texts from the Neolithic era, therefore, is false.   The ‘objective world’ of which the ammer speaks is in fact subjective, the subjective objective, what the ape thinks the outside world is.   The actual world, the objective objective is a reality apart from the ammer which the ammer does not aware.

The reader is now asked to consider an ape which has spent its entire life in a zoo or on a desert island where there are no other apes or  entities which it supposes to be other apes.   This ape has certain assumptions or beliefs about the subjective and objective objectives.   Again, the reader is not expected to explain what is meant by ‘belief’, to express the concept in terms of  other words or to prove that belief exists.   This is another primary assumption or primary concept and is part of  amming.   (These ‘beliefs’ could however be regarded, or possibly so, also as assumptions within the computer program of a machine or could be made to correspond to operations which the machine performs such ‘observation’ and ‘self-correction’).   The author’s impression is that the newly environmentalised ape does not come to these beliefs or learn them by experience but always has them though he may not undergo until later, if at all, the philosophical exercise of  informing himself or making himself aware that he has them.  The reader as always will make her own list but let us hear propose that the amming ape ‘believes’ that:

(i) The outside world (the objective objective) exists.

(ii) The outside world as seen (the subjective objective) is a homomorphism (or model) of  the actual outside world (subjective objective).

(iii) it is within the powers of the amming ape to extend his model of the outside world (the include more of it) and to enhance its accuracy or to amend it (e.g. for convenience or ease of processing rather than increased accuracy).   

(iv)  The amming ape himself is an object in the outside word  (the objective objective), with which he interacts or which he manipulates.

  (v)  Fulfilment of  ‘objectives’ (the world ‘objective’ with a different meaning) or aims of the amming ape depend on this interaction or manipulation. 

The ape may find by her ‘introspection’ that at any particular time she ams only part of  the ‘subjective objective’ and the subsidiary processes and theories that are attached to it  (the ‘span of  consciousness’ ) or that there is a different degree of intensity of amming over different parts of  the field.  The inner TV set or movie camera is like unto an eye with a central fovea.  The reader may also suppose that she applies various amming processes selectively to what is in the field visible to the camera or that the processes are applied in proportion to the degree of  intensity of  vision.   Under this conception the ‘subjective objective’ is ‘accessible’ to amming rather than merely the ‘content of amming’ (a term which includes the picture on the camera).   There will also be processes involved in the construction of  the subjective objective which are not accessible at all, including anatomy or engineering of the machine which assists the ammingness, which under the amming model of  the ape are unknown but objective subjective.   If the reader however is on her desert island watching a machine these objects and processes would merely be ‘subjective’ since from her point of view then the word ‘subjective’ means merely ‘the inside of  the machine and its engineering’.   The ape observing the machine does not see the inner TV camera and does not distinguish it as a separate entity from the machine in general.  It is not relevent to her that there is a subdivision between what the machine knows it is doing and what it does not know it is doing - unless this boundary also distinguishes processes in engineering terms (wwhich the observer ape investigates independently from any consideration of  the machine amming).    When discussing takes place from the point of  view of an amming ape discussing her own behaviour or beliefs the distinction between  what is currently ammed and what is ammed potentially or when the ammer choses is frequently, for convenience and because it supposedly does not affect the argument,  ignored - but when the author does this she should at least store the information in her accessible subjective objective that this is being done, just in case she needs the information when working out things for herself or in checking what is being said.   It is also often convenient for a particular argument to refer to memory simply as part of  the subjective objective - though it may on other occasions be necessary to study memory independently and, also, the reader has to keep in mind that there within both objective and subjective reality differences between past, present and future.  Also, when the ape switches attention from one part of  the subjective objective to another, there is in fact a gap in time which, for the purpose of argument may be ignored (which could turn out on revision of ideas to be unacceptable).

We have here stumbled  upon another term ‘aims’, which, with various synonymys, upends the philospher.   The mechanist  by ‘aims’ means what the machine does and, in particular, what it does that is necessary to perpetuate its own existence (including perhaps also these mechanisms when they do not perpetuate existence).   The ammist may within the term ‘aim’ include what the mechanist includes but has an additional concept of  ‘want’  as in ‘I want to do such and such’.   ‘Want’ is another primary concept which cannot be defined in terms of  words other than synonyms, not in objective terms or can its existence be ‘proved’.   Amming to a degree creates an image of what might be (another primary idea which does not exist in the outside world) and what is akin to the mechanist’s ‘aims’ in this might-be, imaginary or non-existent world.  The term ‘purpose’ is also used.   A ‘purpose’ might be a ‘desirable aim’, in which case it is an ammer’s wanting and not part of  the outside world.   Also, an object  A may speak of  the ‘purpose’  of  object B when he means that object B fulfils some aim of object A (this being identical to the ‘purpose’ of object B).   This can be viewed in mechanistic terms - the purpose of  the engine is to drive the car - but the term is often used in a purely ammist sense, either as the ammer’s aim or as the aim of  some concept perceived only within the amming.

The above ‘beliefs’ all contain or may contain the modification ‘as desirable’ or ‘as necessary’ or ‘as necessary to achieve the aim’.   A lackey or normal may wish for the simplest model of  outside world available (rather than the most accurate).   The accuracy may be tempered to the minimum requirements of  the procedures being enacted and the increase in accuracy and scope or merely change in the model may parallel the available applications or precede  by a short period the evolution of  applications that depends on them.   There are however very rare apes described as ‘degenerate scientists’ who attempt to increase scope or accuracy for the sake of it! 

This however always involved making assumptions which were not proved.   The reader on the desert island is apt to be more impressed by ‘consistency’.  A system of  mathematical symbols, operations and rules concerning the operations may be postulated.  It might be stated amongst the postulates that 1+1 =2, that 2+1 = 3, 3+1 = 4 and so forth and that x+1 =1+x  > x, where a > b indicates that b is further in a chosen direction within a series and x is a postive number.   It could be that subsequent difficulties arise because we are not quite sure what is meant by these statements, but nevertheless it would be then inconsistent if one calculation produced the result 1+1 = 3 and another calculation produced the result 1+1= 5.   We have found a events which contradict one one another or do not conform with the rules.   The ape forms theories about the outside world which become part of his subjective objective and he prefers the theories to be born out by practice or for the rules to remain the same.   If  he decides that it is in the nature of  the universe to walk through walls he finds himself  confused if  he then walks through a wall.   If  he travels by any route from A to B and then from B to C,  he expects this to be a route from A to C and, moreover he has theories about the geometry affecting all routes from all A’s to all B’s and he his faith in his model or in the existence of  the outside world at all might be undermined were he to find one day that his subjective objective did not behave according the rules.   The process of ‘perception’,  whereby  events in the sensory organs are translated into the subjective objective is largely a matter of  theories or conclusions.   Consistency becomes a test of  a theory or perception through what is perceived when the camera focuses to one area of space or time being reproduced when it focuses onto another.   The ape on the desert island will be particularly reinforced in her faith when her theories are confirmed by ‘prediction’.   This is an essential aspect of  the ‘scientific method’.   The ape tells herself ‘if my theory is true, such and such a thing will happen.  In some future situation which will or may occur or which I will set up, only such and such an outcome is consistent with my hypothesis’.   This does not mean that the ape finds a five pound note on the desert island and says ‘ I had a dream last night that I would find a five pound note’.   We ape will discover that this is unreliable.  She must openly state ‘I predict this will happen’ before it happens.  Whatever test she uses she must define it clearly before the test takes place.   The reader on her desert island can test this by experiment, by  investigting whether or not prediction before and after the event produce mutually consistent predictions or equal predictability.  An ‘experiment’ may not merely be a test whether a theory is confirmed but a means of distinguishing between theories or of obtaining information.  But any theories produced by such an experiment must then be confirmed by the fulfilment of  predictions.   A further aspect of  ‘consistency’ is ‘probability’.   The ape the desert island knows that in the past the vague shadows flit across the olive grove by night when the satyrs are at play are not merly shadows or vagueness or occasional misinterpretations within her subjective objective to be cast away and ignored.    She knows that on all previous occasions or some of  them they have been  pixies.   Her processes thus become honed so that when she sees such a shadow she clearly perceives a pixie.

The faith of  the reader on her desert island will also be enhanced by the relation of  her perceptions to her ‘aims’.   There exist on the desert islands sabre-toothed tigers, which are dangerous if provoked.   There are doctors, a species of goblin, which are always dangerous and there are spiders, sabre-toothed cats,  wasps, toads and bogeymen which, to an ape, are entirely harmless.   Therefore it is advisable when encountering a sabre-toothed tiger to be polite, not display fear or hostility, not to provoke.   The sabre-toothed tiger must know that theape is a friend.  If the ape sees a doctor, he must run rapidly away or hide behind a sand dune (since goblins neither run very fast nor are very perceptive).   If, however, if  they encounter a spider, sabre-toothed cat, wasp or bogeyman they should shout and scream and wave around their arms and incapacitate themselves with great terror.   Thereby they can amuse themselves by proking a panic and confusion  also on the part of  the bogeyman or wasp who perhaps will then give it a little sting or bite.   This would be even more useful a ploy were the desert island inhabited also by other apes, since the attention of  these would then be drawn and they would all converge in great confusion and apply vigorous rescuscitation procedures upon the wasp or bogeyman such as are witnessed regularly in our hospitals.  There is probably some name in textbooks for this phenomenon - Bogeyman Constancy.   If the ape does in fact behave towards a sabre-toothed tiger as it would to a sabre-toothed pussy cat, it gets eaten, whereby the inconsistency between the present subjective objective and the past is demonstrated.   Similarly,  if  the ape were to behave towards a bogeyman  or sabre-toothed pussy as he would to a tiger, nothing interesting would happen and if he behaved towards a doctor as he did to a tiger he would end up being artificially resuscitated.   Bogeyman Constancy becomes an imperative for retaining a particular model.   There is a Pascal’s Paradox protecting it.  The model might be correct and were the ape then to abandon it he might be eaten.   Bogeyman Constancy  is exploited also by the doctor goblins who refer to it as the probability greater than zero.   A probability greater than zero is something that has never occurred in the experiences of  the ape or is not consistent with her experiences.   However, if it occurred, it would be very dangerous.   This means therefore that even though the ape may not ever have witnessed a pixie in the olive grove,  pixies are so dangerous that it would be unwise to ignore them and therefore it becomes even in the absence of  previous relevent experience to see pixies and not shadows.   Only goblins can protect apes from pixies.

Textbooks list various names for the process or processes whereby apes establish consistency or ‘reliability’ (Bogeyman Constancy)  - generalisation, categorisation, prejudice, jumping to conclusions,  recognition, invention and so forth.   Probabilities are weighted by the ‘aims’ and  Bogeyman probability.   Although the reader on her desert island encounters no apes and has no relationships with apes, she can, in her mind’s eyes imagine them.   Or she can imagine differing versions of  herself.  The subjective objective includes the potential or non-existent.  Unlike pixies, these ‘potentials’ never materialise in objective reality.   Or the reader may simply study the machines or ‘zombies’ which are found on the island.   She will notice that zombies, although  not amming, have an interalised maps or models of  the outside world  which she as a ‘neutral observer’ rather than as an ammer calls the ‘subjective’ of  the machine.   She will notice that zombies are the property of  the doctor goblins, whom they supply with bananas.   An ape copes with Bogeyman consistency by finding a way of  minimising the threats by extending  and ‘improving’  its model of  the outside world and by devising methods of avoiding threats and of enjoying themselves - their ‘aims’.   Or they just learn to live with the threats.   The most serious threats, however, are the pixies and the probabilities greater than zero against whom no defence within the world as envisaged by the ape exists and, indeed, zombies have no active defence against pixies.   The doctor goblins however do.   Instead of  the existing model being ‘improved’ or devices being  found which neutralise the threats, the goblin performs what, were the zombie amming, or were the ape to perform it upon herself, would be to change reality, that is to say the subjective objective, to eliminate the Bogeymen.   However, as an ‘impartial outside observer’ she sees a fixed reality of  which the zombie, an object in this outside world, is part.   From the point of view of  the ‘impartial outside observer’ the internal map of  the zombie is changed so that it is no longer a model of reality or is a very resticted model or  else the zombie becomes confined to a real or imaginary haven within the world.   If she considers herself rather than a zombie as taking the treatment she would, in her inner map, which includes imagination, compare herself as she is with herself as she would be if she took the treatment.   She would say that the situation that is envisaged, after taking the treatment, does not conform with my aims as they are, even though were I to take the treatment those aims would no longer exist nor be fulfillable.   The goblin thus finds itself  administering The Treatment to either zombies or imaginary amming apes.   A zombie is already the property of  the goblin and its purpose is to bring in the bananas.   A treated ape may still bring in bananas or bring in even more bananas.   Zombies are easy to build and, in fact, zombies, very cheaply, can replicate zombies.   The immediate efficiency in bringing in bananas is therefore more important than the duration of  time for which a particular zombie can be used.   In fact, there is a built in planned obsolescence.   If  the object to be treated is an amming ape rather than zombie it is useful for the goblin to make it as a zombie.   So it would emit ‘advice’ or ‘education’ to the effect that the Bogeymen or the threat can simply be removed through faith in the goblin.   The ‘anxiety’ or disruption of  the inner mechanism is handed over to the goblin.   If  this did not work, or the ape was unable to perceive the implied threat, the ape would be forced voluntarily to submit to the treatment in her own interests by the goblin’s army of  zombies.The goblin may thus anaesthetise, tranquillise the zombie or adminster a hypnotic - send it permanently, as the ape would put it ‘to sleep’ and ‘unaware’ of reality.    From an ape point of view, this is what angry sabre toothed tigers do or do more completely, it is contrary to aims and is the reason by it is necessary to be very polite to tigers and to avoid goblins.   The goblin may also lock the phobic ape or zombie up in a mental hospital or some other club,  surrounded by a great wall within which there is a new reality protected from that outside - which, also, from an ape point of  view, is contrary to aims.   It would seem thus that although the various mechanisms which provoke faith and consistency are inevitably satisfactory for a machine which ‘perceives’ only the present reality, from the point of view of an ape these mechanisms may either operate in a ‘satisfactory manner’ or ‘unproductively’. 

The reader supposes that although the goblinised or zombified ape may amend its internal picture of  the outside world so as to reduce what is perceived and to misrepresent it,  she, the amming ape, improves the model.   She considers even the consistency of  her preception of  models past, present and future with this notion of  ‘improvement’ to be the most convincing ‘proof’ of  the existence of  the outside objective objective universe.   There is something to which the internal model is converging.   A similar situation occurs when a machine is used to solve a mathematical equation by ‘reiteration’.   There is some measure of  ‘error’, the failure to obtain a consistency or to fulfil some aim, new results are continuously tested (if there was full consistency, if the result were ‘correct’, the test, the placement of the result into the formula, would produce no error) and at each stage some procedure is used to ‘correct’ the error.    When the ape produces her new model of  the universe she also finds the reason for the previous inaccuracy or mistake and for all the previous mistakes before that.   There is a perceivable process of  increased accuracy or convergence in the process.   It was formerly believed that the noses of all apes were of  the same length.   The contraceptives manufactured to protect the ape against erotogenic odours were therefore made all in one size.   However, very occasionally the contraceptives dropped off and they were also liable to drop off on Saturday nights in olive groves.   It is now known that noses are not so much not of  the same size but almost the same size, within narrow limits, with exceptions at the far ends of  the ‘normal’ distribution being very usual.   It is also known now that noses grow longer in warm weather and that olive groves are warm on Saturday nights.  The problem has now been solved through manufacturing  contraceptives with a minimal elasticity and fitting slightly larger contraceptives to workers in olive groves.   The old theory was thus not wrong but it turned out eventually to be insufficiently accurate.   Similarly, it is now known that the great desert is not, as was formerly supposed, composed of  sand of only one colour - yellow.   We now know there are three regions within the great desert, each with different coloured sands, though in fact, they are all yellows.   The discovery of more yellows, using the sodium spectroscope, is an improvement of  the previous model, not a proof  that the model was incorrect and that therefore new models might also be incorrect.   The goblinised zombie, however, radically changes the model and, indeed, wipes out all the previous models, now blatantly ‘incorrect’,  from its ‘mind’.

The reader, Alice Ape, when viewing the alleged real world through her television set obtains what can be called a ‘clear picture’    The picture of  the world itself may be hazy at boundaries but at any rate what is inbetween seems complete, without holes, and continuous in any direction the ammer wishes to travel, in space or time or into increasing detail.   Also within the clear picture are processes and concepts he uses when pondering the world he sees.  Some, such as distance, volume or temperature have a continuity within their possible manifestations and some of  the logic used at least has a clearness in the sense of  being consistent and complete - without holes or boundaries.

It is tempting for Alice to investigate the andies that she ams by study of  the language she has learnt from the goblinoids.   There is a problem here that the language may not accurately model the andies, including the model or models Alice ams of  the alleged outside word (though words themselves are andies).   However within the alleged outside word there are not only andies which are objects, depicted as nouns, and andies that are identities or changes or differences (verbs) and andies that are ammed as attributes.   Alice may have to ponder on this further if some relevent problem arises.  An andy such as ‘red’ may also be ammed as an ising object, a photon, or a concentration of such objects (the number of andies of some designation expressed as a ratio to area).  A ‘distance’ such as ‘broad’ or ‘ten miles’ is a difference whereas a shape is a collection of distances.  An acidic or bitter or an akaline or sour can be ammed as a concentration of  hydrogen ions in a fluid.   The entire model or even all that is ammed besides amming itself  might even be regarded as a theoretical andy which is a representation of  nerve impulses that are themselves ammed as more objective or nearer the exterior or to the alleged reality represented than the model ammed.   Alice however, unless goblinised, is more likely however to regard the image of  the exterior that she ams as what she ams and the alleged representation by nerve impulses or the collection of  nerve impulses and the associated code where by the model is constructed from the nerve impulses as ammed as an (as yet incomplete)  ‘theory’.

If  the picture is produced by nerve impulses then it is ammed by Alice as probable that the model produced can only be an ‘accurate representation’ in dots.   The picture which Alice ams in a television set which she has bought at a factory is such a collection of dots yet ammed as a continuum.    Alice may  even am a conception that all that she ams on her own television set as she sits as the ape within an ape amming herself and the alleged outside world, that when she ams a continuous picture, is actually a collection of dots.  She may am that every continuous andy she ams as a continuum is a representation of some other andy composed of dots which is ‘more objective’ or nearer to the alleged outside world within a sequence that progresses from the outside world inwards.   In that case it is difficult to am otherwise than that the gaps around the dots are filled in ‘on the assumption’ that there exists a continuum,  though it might also then be ammed that the continuity thus ammed is not a property of the alleged outside world, since, if such a continuity ises, then the continuity is lost on the way and then again manufactured.   It might thus be ammed as a property entirely of amming or of the ape herself,  not a property in the objective or what to a goblin would be ‘reality’.   The gaps might also be filled in on the basis of some theory  or it might be ammed that the gaps can be filled in by continuous scanning to and fro though  it is ammed that it is difficult to am a theory which  by which scanning still leads to other than a picture which is composed of dots.   The camera would have to move away from andy A to focus on andy B which previously was represented by a dot.
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