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Alice and Andy,  the first ape and the first lackey, when they lived in the Forest of Arden, were ‘philosphers’, by which is meant that they concerned themselves with everything.  Their philosophy led them to the goblin.   The Goblin does not am but ises.  All that ises ises and there is no alternative.  The Goblin therefore offered truth and certainty and Andy chose to serve the Goblin and become Goblinised.   Alice and Andy’s descendent, many weeks later, Platon, now in a goblinised universe, also was a philosopher and also concerned himself with everything.  Today, still more weeks later, the goblinised cosmos has evolved beyond Platon.  All are specialists and knowledge and skills are a great inverted pyramid or dandelion flower in each floret of which hides a specialist or expert.   The term ‘philosopher’ is given to the specialist who concerns himself with what Platon concerned himself - though the term ‘natural philosopher’ is sometimes applied also to the person who supposedly works at the top of the inverted pyramid building it further towards the sky.  With this Platon also concerned himself.   So what was investigated by Platon has now been divided into investigation of basic premisses or fundamental methodology and the extension of  knowledge and between these is a great mass with greater truth and certainty.  Progress depends on the beavering on the top.  However, since it is not always abundantly clear on what an inverted pyramid rests or what stops it from falling over,  the philosopher who investigates the basics may not be entirely redundant.

Platon also found himself  unable to define ‘love’ in terms of anything else or to give a plausible explanation of what it was.   Platon however had a device for dealing with questions which were not that easy to answer, to which there was no answer, which could be discussed without coming to any conclusion or fixed conclusion, which were a matter of personal opinion, which depended on what premisses (what is originally assumed or taken as fact rather than proved or deduced) were chosen - or where Platon wished the question to be left open for the reader to make up her own mind.  The device invented by Platon was Socrates.

Platon’s Socrates should not be confused with:

“the celebrated Athenian orator and statesman, many busts of whom rest on many shelves, Soakcrartiyez, pronounced by the Delphic pythoness the wisest man in the cosmos (‘No man is wiser than Soakrartiyez’), pedagogue of  Alkibiades (q.v), Socrates (q.v) and the flower of Attic nobility, who crowned a blameless life by succumbing to acute involuntary non-accidental atropine hyperembole in consequence of, like the great Sir Isaac Newton (S.I.N.,q.v) who was for this proposed basis of  philosophy also persecuted, his being an Unitarian, averring that the cosmos was a single unity not subdivided, as was averred by the political commissars and the Chamber of Commerce,  into discrete compartments each owned by its own superhuman expert, thereby through Euthanasia (Attic for ‘well and truly dead’) averting the vicissitudes of an interminable long sentence, his name being pronounced by Alkibiades, who was afflicted with dyserolalia, dysarthria of the consonant rho, the seventeenth letter of  the Attic alphabet, as would appear in in onamatopoeitic orthography as ‘Sokatis’ which is, as the pythoness first revealed, an anagram of ‘a kiss to’,  a coincidence discussed by Moriarty in his famous treatise.”

Platon’s Socrates was Perikles’ Thessalonian hemlock-snorting stablehand, whose name was actually Eudis (Thessalonian for ‘Captain Falstaff) though he was invariably known as Oudis (Attic for ‘Noddy’).   Noddy would go carousing and proffering favours to fair virgins in the Running Bear  pub, near the city square, with Perikles’ ward Alkibiades (known as ‘Alky’).  Noddy became famous.  Whenever the constabulary rounded up the local yobbos and asked: ‘Who kicked a football through the the great transparent plate crystal in the aperture in the wall of the Palladium?”, “Who volunteers for single combat with the Minotaur?”, “Who is wiser than the goddess Pallas?’. ‘Who nicked the apples off  the tree in the Akropolis orchard?’, ‘Who was snogging with the novice priestess from the temple of Hera?’, the assembled hooligans would yell in one voice: ‘Oudis!’. 

Noddy was the Athenian forerunner of Alf Garnet and would sit in the pub with his mates, high on hemlock, downing pint after pint of strong cider, ponitificating loudly on this and that - or, maybe he just sat there silently contemplating the hemlock-induced visitations from the great expert Dionysios.   The landlord didn’t dare throw them out, since the pub was owned by Perikles, and, in any case,  the profits on the drink well covered the cost of  regular replacements of  the furniture.  Some say that Oudis was a great hulking ugly Thessalonian brute feared throughout Athens,   Others say he was a harmless, insignificant insignifant creature who went round dishing out hemlock sweeties to schoolgirls.  Maybe it depended on the input of cider and hemlock.  Whatever the case, the smart young aristocrats at the local Apollon Gymnasium Health Club did not regard Noddy as the epitome of  beauty and wisdom.  “Verily, of wise one,”, they would mock, “thou art as erudite as Cassandra”.  “Who is Kissander?”,  Noddy would reply.  “Thou speakst great truth, oh king!”, they would mock.   “What is truth?”, he would answer.  “Which one of us do you fancy?”, they asked. “The best!”, he answered, thinking they were offering to buy him a drink.  The schoolchildren would call Noddy ‘Sophokles’, or ‘wise one’.  Platon, a first year pupil who had recently joined the Gymnasium, reprimanded his elder colleagues: “None of you has any more sense than Sophokles!”.  Noddy’s comment was ‘Who is Sokultes?’.

Platon eventually made a living out of writing school textbooks of philosophy.  When he produced a book on some controversial topic such as ‘Why did the chicken drink hemlock?’ he would set up a discussion between Noddy and one or more of  his drinking companions, who were all given names of  famous Athenians.   However, since the name Sophocles had already been allocated by Equity to somebody else, he called Noddy ‘Sokrates’.   The drinking companions would then produce the less plausible answers to the question under discussion:  “Because the TV set had packed in”.   Socrates would then interject with ‘Verily, you speak great truth, oh wise one, but what was the chicken’s favourite TV programme?’ and by asking questions would guide the drinkers stage by stage to other more plausible explanations such as ‘Because it didn’t know an abattoir’ (any better). ‘Because it wanted to fly high’, ‘Because it saw the cock robin’ and ‘Because the health insurance had run out’.   Then eventually ‘Sokrates’, who had meanwhile been tanked up with cider bought by his friends delivered his own speech which produced the supposedly most plausible explanation: “Because it had broken the Law”.  Platon didn’t want his readers to absorb what he had written uncritically but it turns out that they may sometimes have taken Sokrates too seriously.

A new generation of  youth at the Apollon Gymnasium came to oppose the policies of  the warmongering  Alkibiades.   Alkibiades had stirred up trouble with Sparta, which he claimed to be the haven of  the hemlock industry, had then gone on an expedition with the aim of  buggerating the Lacadaemonians (as the Sparttans were then called) and stealing their gold and hemlock  and returned to face great mass demonstrations.   “Hey! Hey! Alkibiade!”, they chanted, “How many kids have you killed today?”.   Everyone was walking around decorated with hyacinths and narcissi greeting each other with the word ‘Peace!’.    Sappho , a woggess from somewhere in the vicinity of  Rhodes and her sidekick  Gigamelanilyce Batrachophage, known as Xena  (which means  ‘woggess’) set up the World Peace Movement.  At that time ancient mariners would occasionally arrive in port from the unexplored  Western Indies or  Spice Islands which lay beyond the straits of  Scilla and Charybdis.  The ancient mariners, because they brought news from the unexplored Ice Islands, were known as messengers or Angles (‘aggeloi’) or, at any rate, the men were Anguses (aggoi) and the women were Angies (‘aggai’).  It had originally been hoped that to set up a tourist industry in the Ice Islands to accomodate Greeks who wanted to escape from the heat of  the winter sun.  But it turned out that the Ice Islands were so cold that only  the fittest could survive.   It was Sappho’s scheme to arrange world peace by  exiling all the men, who were ‘good for only one thing’ to the Ice Islands.  Only the fittest would survive and  if  and when the women needed them they could borrow them for a few minutes and then send them back.

 The demonstrations came to the notice of  Alkibiades (known as ‘Alky’).  “What the hell is peace?”,  Alkibiades would ask them.   They replied that it was the same thing as ‘love’ (for which the Athenians turn out to have had some word).  So Alkibiades took all the hemlock and gold, sailed back to Sparta and waged war on their behalf against Athens.  Alibiades was a man of  one fixed principle: ‘Aklibiades rules!’.  Before he went however he called on Platon, whom he remembered at as junior member of the Health Club who whom he had paid to do his homework on his behalf, and asked him “What is love?”.  Platon said he didn’t really know.  It was just the difference between buggerating Spartans and not buggerating Spartans and not such a bad idea since if you didn’t buggerate them they didn’t buggerate you.

Alky later abandoned the Spartans and joined the Persians, came back to Athens and then switched over to Thrace and then to Phrygia.  Platon meanwhile mulled over Alky’s question ‘What is love?’.  To solve this mystery he decided to invite all the most famous Athenians to a coffee evening.   They were all to give their views, which were to be published by Platon under the name ‘Symposion’ (Attic for ‘Booze-up’).  It was necessary however for the party to take place at the Nectary Coffe House on Mount Olympus which was owned by  Zeus who banned from the premises libel lawyers and all forms of aggression.   This was because, to make sure than no-one would refuse the inviatation,  Alkibiades had promised also to attend.   Alkibiades was the biggest hemlock baron in the cosmos and no Athenian who did not have behind him the backing of  Alkibiades could hope for material success.   Alkibiades, however, was to hold no speech and was only there to be admired and to pay the bill to Hermes, the Butler, whose assistant Ganymedes, who was not needed on this occasion and had an establishment of his own at the bottom of  the mountain where he was entertaining the libel lawyers.   Ganymedes had a part-time day job modelling for statues in gardens at the back of  English stately homes.

Platon was waiting at the door of  the Nectary to welcome the guests.  Socrates rolled up clutching a bottle in his hand.   “What’s this all about?”, he asked.  Platon reminded him that this was a reunion of  their club, the Alkies, named so after Alkibiades.  They were to investigate the nature of  love.

“Oh, love!”, slurped Socrates and downed another swig, “On Friday nights love is the statue of  Ganymedes.   On Saturdays the nobs get a hangover and then on Saturday night they go to confession.   On Sunday love is going round with collection boxes for the starving  Macedonians.”

“Maybe so”, said Platon, “But you can keep quiet about that!.

“I am a scientist”, replied Socrates, “Argument must be based on the objective facts”.

“Maybe so!”, replied Platon, “But today you’ve got to be at your worst behaviour.  I’ve got a book to sell!”

Socrates however seemed to be tanked up to take this admonition about worst behaviour seriously.  So Platon decided to remind him of  the halcyon days of  the Alakies.   All of  them now were approaching the end of  their prime of  youth.  But in the old days, Platon reminded him, had been secretary of  the club.   In fact, before that, the first secretary had been  Gigamelanilyce Batrachophage, known as Xena.  Xena had been the only girl ever to have been admitted to the Gymnasium under Pericles’ Sexual Equality Scheme.   Xena was a woggess from Rhodes.   Woggesses were not brought up sitting around.   They worked on the farm and chased after tigers.   Woggesses had massive breasts and pubic mounds and sturdy thighs that were the envy of  any discus thrower.   Xena’s statue appeared regularly on the back page of  the Athens Daily.

When working on her mother’s farm Xena had experimented with a ploughshare and produced  a device resembling a modern gas fire which came to be called a brazier and which she wore over her breasts when rummaging through thick undergrowth in the jungle.   Rhodes was known in Athens only for its celebrated  tourist attraction, the Big Man of  Rhodes and for the young ladies who gathered at its feet to welcome the visitors.   So Xena came to Athens with a reputation.   Duly, when competing in the wrestling tournament at the Initiation Orgy at the Gymnasium she wore her brazier and nobody suspected anything.   They thought it was just a symbol of status, just as kings and queens wore big hats to make it appear that they had big heads and were very clever.   Thus,  in bout after bout,  in the course of  a standard wrestling manoevre, Xena came down onto the opponent with her brazier and the opponent conceded victory.  Still nobody suspected anything.  It was all a fluke, they supposed.   Or maybe the opponents were being generous.  But then Xena won the final against the Olympic champion and became victrix ludorum.   Sure enough, Xena had been imported to win the womens’ section of  the Olympic Games but she was not supposed to win the entire tournament.   The Head Gymnosophist of  the Gymnasium therefore realised she was not suitable and immediately expelled her.   That was the last that was ever heard of  Perikles’ equality scheme.

Alkibiades then suggested to Socrates that they should invite Xena to be secretary of  the Alkies.  He meant it as a joke, but since he was Alkibiades, and you didn’t contradict Alkibiades, they took him at face value.   The choice turned out to be a disaster.   There were continuous punch ups amongst the members, each accusing the other of  tanking up Xena with coffee and hemlock in order to get at her shorthand tablets.   Each would sidle up to her and purr: “I’m not like the others.  I’m a gentleman.   What you need is a cup of coffee and a snort of hemlock!”.

Xena eventually got fed up with it and ran off with Sappho to Rhodes where they set up the Rhodesian Liberation Army and, later, the World Peace Movement.  Members of  the movement would walk around the streets with Xena’s braziers covering their breasts.   It became a symbol.   But before she went she suggested that Platon be her successor as secretary.  Nobody took her seriously at the time.   They knew Platon by sight.   They supposed him to be Alkibiades’ little brother    He travelled on the bus to the gymnasium every morning and they gave him toffees.  But they little or nothing about him.   When everything had collapsed into confusion, however, they realised they needed a secretary and nobody had any other suggestions.

Platon was much more of a success.  Nobody took any notice of  him.  He would just sit at a table, with a stylus and a great mountain of shorthand tablets, a young lad with long blonde hair, alluring brown eyes,  a brief mini-tunic, elegant nylons stockings and  fashionable high heeled shoes hanging  at the end of  his shapely legs.    He would just interrupt occasionally with ‘Could you say that again’ or ‘How do you spell ‘Angus from the Western Indies’?].   However his transcripts were full of  mistakes and inventions.  His friend Aphrodite was a cheerleader at the games and, when there was a big match on, he would be forever  phoning up for the score.  One day  Aphrodite turned up with her chemistry practical homework and just as Socrates was reaching a crescendo there was a great explosion.   But nobody noticed and, in any case,  anything was better than Xena.

Socrates was President.   Socrates had been leading the life of  Riley.   But all good things come to an end.   As Heraclitos put it ‘panta plei, ouden manei’.   Everything, Heraclitos used to say, was in continuous change or evolution.   It is question of  opinion.  Time is measured by the ticks, the changes.  There might be a million years or a tenth of a second in between, but the numher of ticks measures the duration of  time.   While nothing changes the clock, time and the ape is asleep.   But Socrates was basking in one of  the internodes,  during a phase of  perfection between internodes.   It all ended with Xanthippe!

Xanthippe was a  Red Indian.  Her name means ‘Yellow Horse’.  Socrates’ experience with Xanthippe created such a phobia of  horses that he had to abandon his job as a stable-boy.   Xasnthippe was barmaid at the Tight Satyr.   She admired Socrates’ wisdom.   So she laced his coffee with hemlock.   Socrates was already the worse for wear for hemlock and did not subsequently recall what befel that night.   However, a couple of  months later he was confronted by  Xanthippe on the street.  She demanded that he do the ‘right thing’.   It turned out that Xanthippe had three brothers who were in Perikles’ bodyguard.   It is wise to check up whether a Greek barmaid has brothers but maybe Socrates just assumed that because she was a barmaid she had no brothers.   However, he was wrong.   So he went into hiding.   But Xanthippe employed private detectives.   The three brothers arrived and convinced Socrates of  the power of  reason.

Socrates now had to lead a life of misery.  Xanthippe made him tidy up all the bottles and hemlock stubs every Sunday afternoon and insisted that before he go out to throw them onto the tip he put on clothes so as to avoid catching hot.    Of course,  he took them off again as soon as he got out, but it was embarrassing.  He might be seen in them.   One day he accidentally left his tunic on the way back at the off-licence.   That led to a mighty row!   Then Socrates was forced to eat cornflakes every morning and Xanthippe even insisted he go to detox.  Whenever Socrates misbehaved, Xena came round to sort him out.  Then Xanthippe decided that Socrates would  work on a building site.   Socrates, because he and Xanthippe knew Perikles and Alkibiades and because the brothers wanted Xanthippe to live in the manner to which she was accustomed, was appointed foreman.

   But all was not lost.  He and his friends on the building site set up a coffee club, the Free Masons, as the Alkies were officially known.   There were, after all, stonemasons and when they were at the club they were free of  their wives.   “Sorry, dear!”, they would say. “Got to work late at the building site!”.   The wives, of course, knew very well that whenever they phoned the building site their husbands would be ‘in conference’, but they kept quiet about that and stored it up as ammunition to use when it  might prove useful.   They had a club too: the World Peace Movement.   When they went out they locked the door and, if  their husband arrived home first, then they would  nip in through  the back and make a great scene about having to wait up for them all night and then finding them unconscious outside the front door.

Even Xanthippe’s three brothers joined the Free Masons.   They were a a good type.   They had nothing against Socrates, they explained, but their mother, who knew Mrs Pericles,  had insisted.  Xanthippe was a good type.  Socrates could have done worse.  He didn’t know the three their mother had gotten for them.   Quite apart from being, for a woman, mild tempered,  Xanthippe hardly qualified for being kicked out of  bed.  Women just had to know who was boss.

Socrates listened to Platon’s reminiscences.  Yes, he promised, for old times’ sake he would be at his worst behaviour.   “Thanks be to Zeus”, remarked Socrates, “that Xanthippe doesn’t know where I am!”.  Platon didn’t disillusion him.   Xanthippe was off in Rhodes with Sappho and Xena picketing one of  Alcibiade’s  war-chariot research stations.   Alcibiades himself was that evening to be guest speaker at the village hall.   The one on Olympus was a fake - one of  Aristophanes’ chorus boys.   He was later to star in Aristophanes’ film ‘I was Alky’s double’.

The stories told by the guests at the symposium have been the basis of all subsequent what-is-love books written by  all subsequent philosophers.   They choose the story that most suits their political cause and write a great tome about it.  It was however Aristophanes, the satirical dramatist, who produced the scientifically most plausible explanation. 

  Vertebrate people, Aristophanes explained, when they originally lived in heaven, were Siamese twins.  They might be SaimeseTriplets, or Saimese Quadruplets or even Saimese Duodecuplets, but usually they were twins.  This was because  the atmosphere was polluted with radiation and viruses and  therefore after the first mitotic division of  the egg there might in one or other half  be a mutation.   This meant that one person might be attached to onother person of  differing species.  A man, for instance, might be attached to a goat, a lion, an eagle, a horse or even, as sometimes happened, though it was unusual, a  woman.  However the twins were alway attached back to back, which created considerable problems when they pulled in different directions.   If a man was attached to a woman, for instance, the man might see a textbook of philosophy to the East while the woman might see a bag of cream cakes to the West.   To resolve the constant bickering Zeus eventually agreed to the twins being split apart.  However, the cut was not always in the line of genetic demarcation.   Thus there arose the satyrs, the sphinges, the centaurs, the harpies, the griffons and gynecomastia.   Later, these people were exiled to earth.   Having arrived there they spent their time looking for their missing partner with the objective of reuniting but doing so in a manner more consistent with quadripedal locomotion.   This however did not lead to universal peace and tranquillity since some found the wrong partner or  reunited in a manner again inconsistent with ready quadrupedal progression.   The facts quoted by Aristoohanes are undoubtedly correct.  Some aspect of  these operations is ‘love’.

The Token Woman had also been invited to the party.  Token woman produced the story that love was the creation of  babies or the sewing of  the seeds in the fields where the babies were subsequently going to sprout.   There were abortive and inferior versions of  this creativity espoused by male humans without agricultural skills or unable to aspire to the service of Woman, such as writing books on philosophy or winning the Olympic Games.   

 Socrates was sitting in the place of  honour next to Alcibiades.   When it was his turn to speak he was well and truly tanked up. 

“Women are only after one thing!”,  began Socrates and collaped into Alcibiades’  lap.  Socrates groped himself free and, swaying too and fro,  unable to direct his coffee accurately towards his mouth, began afresh.

“Woman are only after one thing!”, he repeated,  “All women are after is your money.   You are not after the money, are you, darling?”, he went on, collapsing onto and slobbring all over  Alkibiades.  If  this had been the real Alkibiades and not the actor then Socrates would shortly have found himself  in the trenches in Sparta.  It was not politic to suggest that the great Alkibiades might be short of money!   The actor could take it in his stride.  He had been briefed by Aristophanes, he was getting danger money and it was all in day’s work.  But  Aristophanes feared nevertheless that matters were getting out of hand.  Socrates could of course make a donation to the Alkibiades Spartan Refugee Fund.  He could make it anonymously.

But Socrates was now weeping all over Alcibiades.  Alkibiades was a fine figure of a lad, Socrates mouthed.  “I’m an old man now.  I don’t get it any more nowadays.   But I could teach you a thing a too.   Let’s nip out behind the bikesheds.  Oh yes!  I’ve been around a long time.  I could teach you a thing or two!”

Fortunately, Socrates, when he had been propped up again, was not too far gone to continue his speech, though it was necessary to tap him on the ear occasionally to wake him up.  It has been Platon’s job in the earlier days of  the Free Masons to make sense of  Socrates’ speeches.  He was used to it.

Women,  Socrates continued,  were afflicted with  Eros,  which was one Greek word for love.   Eros was the craving to be stuffed with cream buns, men and money.   “Present company excepted, Honey!”, conceded Socrates, “But I wouldn’t mind taking you  down to the wine cellar for a spot of Agape”.  For Agape was another Greek word for love, the fellowship of  the coffee house.

Socrates’ thesis was that there were Two Loves.   The Symposium may have gathered in untoward circumstances but nevertheless this legacy has been left to posterity.  There are Two Loves.     If there are two, the reader might suppose, there might also be three loves or perhaps seven loves.  But there are Two Loves.   Perhaps through confusion created by the number two or to the confusing style of delivery adopted by Socrates, many philosophers since have supposed that the two loves are the same and differ only in direction.   But these are two entirely different loves.   Eros belongs to women.   It Eros is a compulsion to be impregnated with  cream buns,  money and men.  It is dictated entirely by chemistry.   The god Eros fires darts dipped into various alkaloids, also so-called after Alkibiades.   The other love is  Agape.   This belongs to men and to the occasional women who frequent coffee houses and are honorary men.   Agape is not a yearning for the physical - well, it is, but it aspires to perfection, of beauty, of wisdom, of goodness, of  justice - to the perfection of  everything.  And all these perfections are the same thing, the perfection of  everything.    This would appear to mean that  the fair maiden rejects the knight in shining armour because she is perfect and he isn’t.  They surely can’t both be perfect?   Fortunately  Alcibiades and  Socrates were both perfect and were free therefore to love each other.   Or at any rate, they culd love perfection.   Well, maybe Socrates was not perfect in prettiness and Alcibiades was short on wisdom.   But they could both aspire to complete perfection  through enough thinking - or maybe it was drinking.

The argument  produced by Token Woman, that love is the ‘creation’ of  babies has been repeated by token women ever since.   This  they have done  mostly to exploit an inherent  danger in the thesis.   It appears to be a Brain’s Blunder.  An attempt to define the porthole or emotional or subjectively ammed in material or  periscope terms.  Eros is defined in terms of  its physical concomitants.   It can then be demonstrated that the concept of  Eros adds nothing to periscope reality and that therefore (as viewed in goblinoid periscope reality)  Eros does not exist.   Token Woman is portrayed by  Platon as the numbskull living in a reality dictated by chemical darts who has no conception of  Agape.   Or maybe Platon regards her as an amming full member of  the club - in which case, since all that is ammed ises,  she has to be taken seriously.   The usual approach towards modern versions of  Token Woman’s thesis is ‘linguistic’.   The modern Token Woman lists all the contexts in which  the world ‘love’ is used - love of cream buns,  love of football, love of  the mother country, love of copulation, love of foxhunting or hanging and so forth.   She then asks: “What are the physical operations that accompany ‘love’ in each situation where the word is used (the eating of cream buns, the chasing of foxes and so forth) and  then asking ‘what is common to all of  them?”.   “Creativity” is not a scientific or  periscope term that refers to any reality.  But if ‘creation’ is the end result of an operation - such as a baby, a dead fox, a hanging or  a stamp album, then all activities are ‘creativity’.   A further  excuse has to be produced to  explain why one particular end product such as a  dead fox, an eaten cream bun or a baby is  what Socrates would cll the perfect creativity of which all others versions.   Is it just a matter of personal choice, a porthole matter or not  science at all?  It may be that a baby is the choice of  the great god evolution or  purpose of woman.  But who says so?  What would happen if  token woman had a faith in the god of  philately?

Socrates dismisses Token Woman’s Eros and propagandises his own Agape.   Presumably he made an unsuccesful pass at her earlier during the meeting and is feeling ratty.   But is he doing any better.   Socrates wants to avoid a Brain’s Blunder and therefore carefully avoids definitions in terms of  objective periscope events.   But, at the same time, he wants to remain a scientist and therefore introduces the objective reality in a different disguise.   Being nagged by Xanthippe he sees as a porthole love disctated to the porthole by chemicals with base motives of  there own.   He seeks remedy apparantly not in an alternative porthole love but a rational periscope love.  There is a perfect justice, a perfect beauty,  a  perfect coffee decanter, a perfect spliff of hemlock.   These exist apart and the philosopher strives after them.   If it was the philosopher himself who decided what was perfect and what not that  would spoil matters, since he could  then opt for cream buns.   If it is the love that determines what is perfect, then the perfection is not an independent property of  the allegedly objective entity.  Or is  ‘love’ a sensory process, like hearing or touch, but with a superior periscople-like quality which identifies what is perfect?  At any rate, Platon’s readers are left to work out the details for themselves.   

It would certainly be a let-down were it to turn out that Socrates’ being nagged by Xanthippe rather than his discussions with friends in the coffee house were ‘love’.   It would be even worse if  it turned out that love was the night with Xanthippe that led to all the trouble and which he can’t even remember.  Although we may have no intention of  handing over victory to Xanthippe love - and if  Token Woman wins the argument we just won’t accept it -  it is necessary to be sceptical and not to ignore the inconvenient occurrence.  Why exactly is it  always turns out to be the girl next door who ends up being perfect?  It can be very convenient for the girl next door to be perfect - since she knows where the local Sainsbury’s is whereas the girl from the next village doesn’t.  There is a standard fairy story in which the naive amming ape, new to the world, is predestined by gods or genes to ‘love’ the first allegedly amming being she encounters.   This turns out to be a frog, which is somewhat inconvenient.  Frogs don’t know the way to Sainsbury’s  and eat flies.  But the frog then turns into a prince with lots of money, lots of  beauty, lots of wisdom and lots of  perfection.   This appears even to be a phenomenon easily defined in periscope terms,  rendering the goblinoids an easy victory.   Tinburger, the Neandertal biologist and purveyor of canned sausages,  observed that amongst pterodactyls and also amongst birds,  the frog legend was not inconsistent with fact.   The superbitch, the object of affection or to be protected, the bogeyman to be feared or destroyed,  were all built in to the pterodactyl as inborn or pre-exising mechanisms.   There was no Prince Charming other than the one already programmed into the pterodactyl’s  machinery and the image of  the first frog enountered was just printed onto the pre-existing andy and given the pre-existing label.  The first  superbitch encountered by a pussycat kitten might, for instance,  be an ape and the kitten or, when she grew up, cat, thereafter behaved regularly towards apes rather than cattesses as if  they were superbitches and, indeed, the kitten might suppose it was itself an ape rather than a pussy cat.

The Symposium, in later centuries, came into the hands of  Professors.  Professors are very serious people who disdain frivolity, particularly if  they are German, which most Professors are.  So Plato, or Socrates, were taken seriously - until  the question was re-examined by Sir Oscar Wilde Bt., who had spent seven years at university - three at Dublin and four at Oxford - studying ancient Greek literature.   He decided to disprove Socrates’ hypothesis by reductio ad absurdum.   In his novel ‘Picture of  Dorian Gray’  Alkibiades is exposed to two rival influences.   One of  these influences is Sir  Oscar Wilde Bt., the artist, who appears not to have any principles other than perhaps that an action is to be assessed in terms of  its consequences for other apes.   There is some mysterious emotional andy behind his rare utterances.   Sir Oscar Wilde Bt earned a living as an art critic (for The Lady).  So the other influence on Alkibiades is the art critic. He is a great hero within the community, a person of great status and success.   Sir Oscar Wilde Bt has in front of  himself a great pile of articles, books, catalogues and publicity blurbs written by his rivals in the art critic business.   He puts them verbatim into the mouth of  the much mouthing art critic.   The art critic worships perfection.   So Alkibiades worships the perfect opera singer.   Then  he abandons her because she decides she does not want to be a  perfect opera singer  but  wash dishes and  nappies.   Her unreasonable behaviour is then compounded by her committing suicide.  As is usual on these occasions the artist puts the blame on  Alkibiades.   Apparantly he has done something wrong.  According to the artist, who is no intellectual,  love, or the version of love which he prefers  -  is or should be directed not to a  perfection at all nor to an attribute or  to some objective andy but to ‘the person’.  Then it turns out that perfection includes the perfect crime and perfect evil and Alkibiades becomes proficient at both.   However, he is a great social success.   It might appear that it is just a matter of opinion whether or not the objective of morality is to be the perfect bastard, but Wilde decides that the picture painted by the artist of  Alkibiades’  perfection in youth deteriortates and is the true portrait while that seen by Society, of  persisting  youthful perfection, is a sham.   Wilde takes the view that some of  these consequences of  worshipping perfection is undesirable and is not this ‘love’ which is supposed to be the foundation of ethics.      

Amming apes regard  ethics and motivation as differing concepts.   Goblinoids regard it them as the same.  Whatever the case,  motivation theorists have also been in the habit of  supposing there are two alternatives.   Thus, a rat can be trained to turn left, when not recently fed, if  pellets of  flour have been regularly left in the left hand passage (but not on the right).  This is known as ‘positive’ motivation or positive reinforcement.   If  the rat is trained to push a lever in return for being paid money and the money is then fed into a fruit machine and, if the rat wins, the food comes out - that is secondary reinforcement, but still positive.  The presumption is that the rat’s behaviour is originally random but certain behaviour or  mechanical circuits, when randomly activated,  become reinforced by the rewards and are then more likely to be repeated.  The mathematics of  this is much as expected.  If  the rat is stuffed full of food or has already got a great bag full of  money, it doesn’t bother.  If  consistently no money or no food is presented as a reward the rat becomes afflicted with a reduced ‘habit strength’ (compared with alternative courses of  behaviour).   If the fruit machine dishes out food every time the rat pulls the handle, then were it only once or twice in succession to fail to to cough up when the handle is pulled the rat stops pulling and joins the communist party instead.  If however it is the regular procedure that fruit machine only coughs up one in a hundred pulls, then it will take on a much longer time, maybe a thousand pulls, before Some workers have observed that if  habituation to money has been established,  it becomes necessary to provide more and more money to maintain the same effect on habit strength (and therefore it becomes necessary for more and more money to be paid for the pellets, for other demands to be made on the money or for the money to removed in some way - since the behaviour depends not only on  the ‘habit strength’ but on the degree of drive or need.   A rich rat, an Alkibiades rat, is said to have reduced  level of drive.    Although this creates complications, all obeys mathematical rules and is predictable.

Now suppose that when the rat was exploring the maze provided by the employer for the first time or, perhaps, when he has already been trained to find money at the end of a particular passage, but finds at the end of one passage a female rat carrying a whip or, maybe, encounters a sharp electric shock when trotting down passage A,  then the behaviour unlikely to be repeated or, so at any rate, it is with what are described as ‘naive’ rather than ‘educated’ rats.   This is called negative reinforcement and it does markedly differ from the aforementioned postive reinforcement.   The rat ‘positively reinforced’ is trained gradually and becomes fixed in its behaviour through repeated rewards for the same behaviour.   Ergonomists reckon that seven pay packets are necessary before a rat can be regarded as reliable.   If  the behaviour is then dehabituated or becomes ‘extinguished’ or  subject to ‘extinction’  (these being the correct ergonomic terms) the rat again will perform as before on several occasions before it gives up.  When it ‘gives up’ also that merely mans that the behaviour takes place no more than randomly, that other behaviour has equal or greater habit strength in the presence of the same stimuli.  It is not guaranteed that the rat will never again perform the same behaviour nor that it will not perform it at the next opportunity.   However, where the rat is confonted with a female rat with a whip or an electric shock,  the behaviour ceases immediately.   There are no repeated or further test performances or random performances.   The rat may possibly at some later stage again perform the former behaviour, but not for a very long time or  not in its lifetime.   If a rat is conditioned to walk to the supermarket by being given a reward of  cream cake if  it does so,  the reinforced behaviour is enacted only in the presence of cream cake deprivation or with a probability that varies with the degree of  cream cake deprivation.  If  however  there is a cat standing at the door to the supermarket, the rat does not avoid the supermarket just on some occasions, those on which there is is a high degree of  rat phobia, but on all occasions and, indeed, there may be a high degree of generalisation - to all supermarkets or to the entire farm on which the supermarket is situated.   In more complicated situations, however, there may be some inconsistency and also negative reinforcement may may vary according to which perfumes are injected into the body of  the rat.   Furthermore the ‘need’ created by the presence of the cat is one induced by an environmental stimulus which has appeared on some random occasion and not to an internal stimulus triggered by some internal perfume deficiency such as a low level of saccharine in the blood which signals a need for cream cake.   The ergonomist finds also that where there is a need to extinguish negative conditioning or to replace it with another, whereas, of course, this can be done with a bigger electric shock or producing a cat, there nevertheless is some resistance to this retraining, a reluctance to be pushed along the passage in the maze which is now being encouraged and all manner of whimpering and other irrelevent activity on the part of  the rat.   If the presence of  cats is not regulated carefully within the environments of  the non-degenerate rats whom the ergonomist wishes to employ all manner of troublesome and persistent phobias may ensue.   If a rat is conditioned to go to a supermarket or gambling machine in order to obtain cream buns,  there is no particular urge to escape from the gambling machine or supermarket if no cream buns are provided.   But the rat who has seen a cat sitting outside a supermarket or on a gambling machine will immediately enact rapid escape behaviour or else do absolutely nothing behaviour when merely encountering a supermarket or gambling machine even in the absence of  the cat - even though the ergonomist has made no direct attempt to reinforce this escape or doggo behaviour.   Indeed the reinforcement resembles Pavlovian conditioning discussed below.   This association with cats may create in a rat for instance a phobia of mice or of  green sweaters or of  doorknobs and such phobias can be a considerable nuisance in the workplace.

Although the principles are clear and the fundamental rules apply to all behaviour, ergonomists can encounter some complications.   Investigators have discovered, for instance, that the habit strength maintained by secondarily conditioning rats to money  undergoes spontaneous dehabituation or extinction unless the amount of money supplied is forever  made greater.   The performance of  the required behaviour depends not merely on ‘habit strength’ conditioned by reward or deterant,  but the ‘drive strength’, the degree of need or deprivation.   The conditioning of  habit strength is specific to a particular drive, such as the need for coconuts or the need for honey,  and on any occasion the probability of  that behaviour being performed depends on the product of  the habit strength and of  the current strength of the drive.   This means that rich rats, Alkibiades rats, lack drive (this being caused by money deprivation).  For such rats to remain useful, therefore,  the ever increasing amounts of money must be removed again, through increase of  the money: pellet ratio or decrease of  the known drive reduction factors within the pellets, such as in the new low calorie fat free, carbohydrate free pellets used to reduce rats’ anxiety that they might become fat, with consequent failure to reduce other drives.   Or the rats may be simply persuaded to prefer expensive pellets, conditioned to enter the passage which provides the more expensive pellet.   New drives can be created or new needs and other means can be found to reduce money-satiation such as random taxation or wage deduction.  Although it may be useful to train the occasional Alkibiades rat for some purpose in the factory,  it is nevertheless necessary to maintain money-deprivation irrespective of  what the amounts circulated through a particular rat might be.   A particular need can be created specifically for one rat by conditioning its non-satisfaction to an electric shock.  From the point of  view of another rat what is conditioned to electric shock is not a necessity but a luxury or privilege.

The rules affecting ergonomics are therefore definitely established and rat behaviour is predictable.   Although the fundamental rules are always obeyed,  the applications, as can be seen, may be complicated and it may be difficult to analyse them accurately into components to which the basic rules can be confidently applied.   Fortunately there is a way round this.   The rat is just as an amming ape that is guided by reason.   The rats’ behaviour is such as to give themselves the best chance.   An amming ape does not always act rationally but may act unpredictably.   It may do the wrong thing - such as failure to respond to bribery or threat.  If the amming ape were predictable, after all, it would be employed in place of  the rat.   Nevertheless, it is possible to bypass application of  the mathematical and irrefutable rules which have been established by ergonomists merely be imagining the rat to be rational amming ape, out for its own good, but predictable, an amming ape who never does the wrong thing or never makes a mistake.   It is necessary always to be more cunning than the rat, to outthink it, outwit it.   A rat after the event will not remember that it has been tricked.   Rats are not merely conditioned to money which is conditioned to pellets but there is a great hierachy of conditionings and subconditionings so that the employer can work on the more superficial levels without reference to any underlying ‘basic drives’ or ‘basic needs’ to which the behaviour has been inititially conditioned.

The value of  negative conditioning must not be overlooked.   It is not clearly known why the ‘educated’ or  ‘Public School’ rats can be conditioned so that behaviour which is negatively conditioned is reinforced rather than deterred.   The maintainance of what amming apes call ‘fear’ however is an essential part of ergonomics.   The docile rat is always conditioned such that behaviour regularly accompanied by electric shock or some other aversive stimulus is also that which is compulsory and conditioned by reward.   The rat is left no alternative but this behaviour with ambivalent reinforcement which we call ‘normal’ or ‘socialised’.

The conditioning which has been described is often called by ergonomists ‘operant conditioning’.   The origin of  this term is that such  behaviour as buggerating a degenerate,  eating a tomato, pulling the lever on a fruit machine or running up a passage in a maze or walking up the High Street may, in an untrained  rat, not always be exactly the same.   The rat may on some occasions walk on the left hand side of  the pavement or on other occasions on the right or it might headbut the degenerate rather than kick it.  The stimuli also may be different on different occasions.   The degenerate may, for instane be wearing a red jacket instead of white or  it may be evening rather than morning.   The efficient ergonomist, of course, eliminates such variation in stimulus and response.  Nevertheless, the theory still holds if  all manifestations of  the degenerate are regarded merely as degenerate and all stomping is regarded as merely stomping.   Such behaviour which is seen by the ergonomist as  having a single purpose or  of  achieving some single objective is  called an ‘operant’.  All behaviour which generates money, for instance, whether it be pulling a lever or mugging a degenerate,  is a single ‘operant’.   This is useful to know - since the ergonomist need only reinforce conditioning to the gambling machine to reinforce mugging behaviour and eliminate degeneracy.

When there is one story what the two loves might be there is always another.   The ergonomist may prefer to contrast this ‘operant’ conditioning with ‘simple’ conditioning (named sometimes after the Armenian Neandertal physiologist, Pavlovian).   Simple conditioning is the association of  ideas or association with one behaviour or sensory stimulus with another behaviour or sensory stimulus just because they regularly occur together.   It is a process of simplificsation or organisation of  stimuli.   ‘Naive’ jabberwocks, that is to say, jabberwocks previously confined to a desert island, when they see a can of corned beef  secrete dilute hydrochloric acid into the stomach and saliva pours into their buccal cavities.   These perfumes have not on these occasions been secreted while they are walking to the shop or when they are suffering from corned beef deprivation but there is not any immediately to hand.   The ergonomist then presents the jabberwock with a tin of corned beef, thereby promoting the secretion of perfumes.   At the same time he sounds a siren or rings a bell.   If he repeats this often enough he finds that on future occasions, then every time the siren rings, even though there is no corned beef, the perfumes are secreted.  Sure enough, if  this is then repeated enough times without the corned beef,  the siren fails to stimulate the secretion of perfume.   Also, the more times the corned beef is associated with the siren, the more siren without corned beef is necessary before the behaviour is extinguished.  Similarly, as with conditioning of operants to rewards, intermittent association of  the two stimuli produces more durable conditioning as consistent association.   Similarly were the jabberwock to be presented with a sabre-toothed tiger and a bell rung, there would subsequently be a secretion into the blood of  the perfume noradraline sulphate and this secretion would persist when bells were rung  despite numerous such ringings in the absence of sabre-toothed tigers.   The present author, in his childhood, thought it obvious that Pavlovian conditioning and operant conditioning were the same thing.   He was maybe then younger and brighter and the reader will have to recognise any such identity for herself.   Nevertheless, on face value, the two types of  conditioning differ.   In the case of  operant conditioning the behaviour being encouraged is rewarded.   In the case of  Pavlovian conditioning nothing is rewarded.   It is not that the jabberwock is rewarded on any occasion with the sound of a bell and a great burst of applause nor even is the jabberwock necessarily in the course of  corned beef seeking behaviour when the bell is being sounded, though there may be a failure of  perfume secretion if  the jabberwock is not corned beef deprived and neither secretes perfume nor eats the corned beef.   There is not an association being presented between reward and stimulus but between  stimulus and stimulus - between the sound of a siren and the perfume of  a tin of corned beef.   The behaviour which  is associated with this conditioning, the secretion of perfume is also what is described by ergonomists as ‘involuntary’ - the amming ape would claim that it was not under his control or even known by him to take place.   It is an internal process, not some behaviour such as capturing money which an amming rat would suppose to be under his own control or his own decision.   In both the Pavlovian and operant conditioning there is some accompanying survival need involved, such as the need for oats, tobacco,  lager, corned beef or money or the absence of cats, but, whether or not this is immediately relevent, an association or identity  between two events or two concepts can be established purely by contiguity or contemoraneous manifestation without any associated motivational aim being by current ergonomists identified.  

There is a school of ergonomists therefore who see the basic distinction in motivations not as being between positive and negative but in being voluntary or involuntary.   This does not of course mean that the rat should be considered to be amming in the manner of an Alice or amming in the sense of amming control over its behaviour or as even supposing it has such control.   The goblinoid does not acknowledge the existence of  such amming control and in scientific observation of  laboratory rats such a notion would, in any case, be ignored.   The term ‘voluntary’ is used by the ergonomist to indicate not that the rat controls itself  but that the ergonomist controls.   This is what is always meant by ‘voluntary’ - as in voluntary repatriation or voluntary sterilisation or treatment.    The distinction lies in the ‘primitive’ processes such as ergonomists presume to be the only processes represented in less docile animals such as earthworms or  amoebae, which are called ‘involuntary’ and concern themselves with internal porthole stimuli  being in the more ‘advanced’ machines such as the jabberwock and rat modified by more complex machinery which is called ‘voluntary’ and is responsive to external periscope stimuli such as the money or  electric shock presented by the ergonomist.   The motivation ‘good’ is therefore that which is ‘voluntary’ - determined by the ergonomist - whereas this modifies underlying behaviour which is ‘evil’ - spontaneous and not determined by the ergonomist.

The Canadian Neandertal Apes Penmussen and Ranfield conducted illegal vivisection experiments on jabberwocks (in camps for stray or delinquent jabberwocks) in which electrodes were implanted into the reticular formations of  the mesencephalon.   The jabberwock would be given the opportunity of grabbing a ten dollar note or a copy of  the works of  the late Sir Mao tse Tung.   If  so a mild electric current would be passed through the electrode implanted into the jabberwock or, if several were implanted, one of them.   As a matter of fact, not many jabberwocks were involved.   Stimulation of some electrodes resulted in subsequent grabbing behaviour being encouraged whereas stimulation of others resulted in it being inhibited.   The stimulation therefore was deterrent or reward just as in the case of  the ergonomists’ rats, a cat or a cream cake.   The stimulation was however always stimulating or rewarding, whereas an absence of cream cake is a necessity for cream cake conditioning and repeated cream cakes reduce the force of  the reward.   These two workers also took a leaf out of  the book of paediatric anaesthetists at Ormer Hay and Great Almond Street Hospitals in Alaska.   Here children in need of analgesics were provided with a morphine in a drip so that the children themselves could regulate the morphine intake in accordance with their ‘needs’.   The jabberwocks were given the opportunity to stimulate their own electrodes.  Some were stimulated with great enthusiasm whereas others were stimulated not at all, or no more than once.   This was duly reported in the scientific literature and to make it more intelligible to goblinoids was rewritten in popular magazines to the effect that brain centres for ‘pain’ and ‘pleasure’ had been discovered.

As a matter of fact we do not know whether these anaesthetised jabberwocks felt pleasure or pain when the electrodes were applied.   We have no means of  knowing whether pleasure or pain are felt by jabberwocks.   Even had they been awake and had they told us, our understanding of  jabberwock language is limited and if we did have a satisfactory translation, as scientists we could not have taken  much notice of  it.   ‘Pleasure’ and ‘pain’ are subjective porthole notions which cannot be expressed in the arena of  scientific or  periscope language.  But we to suppose that the jabberwocks were amming and ammed pleasure and pain,  this would not be remarkable since stimulation of  various parts of  the amming ape anatomy are well-known to elicit the amming of pain or pleasure - though it would be bizarre to say that ‘pain centres’ or ‘pleasure centres’ have been stimulated is bizarre.   It is not usual to describe an Alice’s big toe as a pain centre and her tongue as a pleasure centre.

Nevertheless, it has become customary among some goblinoids to speak of motivation in terms of ‘that which is sought’ and ‘that which is avoided’.   That can hardly be disputed.  Whatever is done is sought and whatever is not done is avoided.  However the goblinoids then also insist on using the word ‘pleasure’ for what is sought and the word ‘pain’ for what is avoided.   ‘Pleasure’ and ‘pain’ are amming words, subjective and porthole.   They have no place in science and their introduction by goblinoids is with the intention to mislead.   

An ape is apt to see another person as his own reflection.   Thus the goblinoid city ape is apt to interpret all the actions of  their pet jabberwocks as competition for territory, status and domination over other jabberwocks.  Indeed, when a jabberwock lives amongst goblinoids it takes on their characteristics.   However, there is no objective method in his observations.   He observes the various socialised motivations as facts in themselves and does not tabulate the actual movements or behaviour.   The  ergonomist ergonomist in his laboratory tabulates all accurately but sets his sights only on  that which is measurable and which is relevent to his theory of  ergonomics or  drives.  He concerns only with rituals concerned  with survival or reproduction.   It is therefore important to keep the degenerate out  of  the laboratory.   A degenerate will have on his desert island  in the company of  dragonflies and jabberwocks and will have noticed that they spend most of  their time gossiping, messing around or doign nothing at all.   But this behaviour cannot be  systematised or quantified.

The degenerate is interested in another form of  behaviour - what is called ‘exploratory behaviour’ which is what ergonomists talk about in their secret degenerate gossip when drinking coffee.   They are forever talking about this but never publish - since there is nothing to publish!   Exploratory behaviour is messing around, looking for new experiences or new understanding, the attempt to extend the jabberwock’s world.   It is time to realise now that the claim that the aforementioned conditioned behaviour was ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ was misleading.   The rat which is running up a passage to reach a bag of  peanuts is trying to reduce his peanut deprivation.   The internal peanut lack indicator is sounding off and the rat succeeds in silencing it.   The rat is maintaining an equilibrium or reducing its experiences to zero.  So this behaviour is negative, not positive.  It is the exploratory behaviour which is positive.
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