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Theories of "narrative logic" and "narratology" have been applied to bibkraieneutics, but
have depended on fictional writings in their formati@®tudies of fiction, however, cannot
uncover or explain the unique formal perfections of true stories, i.e., of trueverrati
representations (TNRS). It has been shown that the logical peculiaritidédRasfdre not shared
by fictions (nor even by true general representatidAd3o, while the meanings of fictions and
generals can be shown in TNRs, the reverse is impossible. The reason iditttetredland
generals depend on TNRs to obtain relatively determinate meanings. Té\fRe anly
representations that are (1) relatively determinate with respecirteitmgodied meanings, (2)
well-connected to the matter-space-time continuum, and (3) fully genétalipaall possible
contexts (real or imagined) with respect to their relatively wellrdeteed content. It follows
that if the Bible is a TNR in its original autographs, genuine facts of his&myot contradict it,
nor it them.

l. INTRODUCTION

This paper has a three-fold purpose: first, to show the distinctive formal chafaicte
narrative representations (TNRs)—the kind of assertive representationsih true stories that
report nothing false of the facts they are about; second, to show why TNRscaétor

! This fact is noted by Gérard Genette, "Fictionatrstive, Factual NarrativePoetics Todayl1 (1990) 755-774. He cites the
well-known theories of Paul Ricoeur and Roland Best both of which are grounded in fictional exaespl

2 Proofs of the unique logical properties of TNRséhappeared in a series of publications beginmintpo3: see the first
author's, "Reasons Why Some Methods Wawethods That Work: Ideas for Literacy and Langu@gacherqed. J. W. Oller,
Jr.; Boston: Heinle and Heinle, 1993) 374-385; "ingdAbstract to Content and Formal Schemata: ResfdilRecent Work in
Peircean SemioticsApplied Linguisticsl9/3 (1995) 273-306; "How Grammatical Relationg Bretermined, The 22nd Annual
LACUS Forum (ed. B. Hoffer; Chapel Hill, North Carolina: Umissity of North Carolina Press, 1996) 37-88; "Sdinitheory
Applied to Free Will, Relativity, and Determinacyr Why the Unified Field Theory Sought by Einst€auld Not Be Found,"
Semiotical08 3/4 (1996) 199-244; "Word and Icon: The Indisgable Connection as Seen from a General The@ign$,"
Word and Icon: Saying and Seeifgl. Lewis Pyenson) (Lafayette, Louisiana: Thet@efor Louisiana Studies, University of
Louisiana at Lafayette, 1996) 50-62.



hermeneutic studies of history and science and of all representations that aitruedi¢he
material world (as in biblical archaeology); third, to show that instead ofsTi¢ithg dependent
on fictions (or theories thereof), exactly the reverse is true. All reptasons (including
fictions, errors, lies, and all general representations) depend forsw&lgen of their meaning
on the existence of and shared common knowledge of TNRs.

Our paper begins at an introductory level, but carries TNR-theory beyond prior pabsca
In particular the pragmatic perfections of TNRs—known as determinacy, cedness, and
generalizabiliti—are introduced and explained, but, in addition, certain syntactic perfections are
also demonstratetiand a still more abstract set of semantic perfections is also shown te accru
only to TNRs. These findings follow from a perfectly general application ah#éteod of exact
logic as laid out by Charles S. Peirce in 1865 and theréafebegin with, an exposition of
"exact logic" is presented so that the underlying logico-mathematigi@lod can be understood.
Then, the pragmatic, syntactic, and semantic perfections of TNRs are detednsind certain
logical consequences for the sciences, hermeneutic studies in ganéraiblical studies in
particular, are considered.

II. AN EXPOSITION OF "EXACT LOGIC"

The entire method can be summed up in a single stateN@argument or distinction is
admitted until its necessity has been demonstréiteaust be shown for each and every part of
the theory that without that part, a logical inconsistency (or often an infinitatregpeeries of
them) must arise. In the final analysis, everything in the theory to benpgddeere (and that has
been published elsewhere) rests on the "mere consistency" of signs and nethikipekver,

to make the discussion comprehensible to persons unfamiliar with the method of exadtibogi
necessary to provide certain elaborations and explanations in addition to theretfiethat

form the backbone of the entire structure. The ancient logicians called eack@ackaon a
"scolium” (i.e., a tutorial) and aimed to label them separately from treofgprHere, the scolia
(tutorials) are incorporated seamlessly as the discussion proceedsoll@are not separately
indicated, but in order to call attention to the critical results of the theory, @afsinctuated
with the traditional Latin abbreviatioQ.E.D.(Quod Erat Demonstradurmwhich was to be
demonstrated). However, in view of the didactic purpose of this paper in order to achieve
comprehensible exposition, though formal necessity is never set aside, it isrssnet
backgrounded for the sake of comprehensibility.

By applying the method of exact logic, it is not necessary to beg the readegib @atg
doubtful definition or proposition whose necessity has not first been demonstrated. This does not
guarantee that every reader will naturally agree with the argumenéniaesbut that from a

% As shown in Oller, "Reasons Why Some Methods Warld in "How Grammatical Relations Are Determint cited in
footnote 2).

4 By our reading—per the first author's "On the RetaBetween Syntax, Semantics, and Pragmatideguistics: An
International RevievB3 (1972) 43-54—syntax pertains to the sequentiddaa, spatio-temporal relations between material
things and event sequences as seen in represanfa@mantics pertains to the abstracted meanasgsiated with the material
content of things and event sequences; and pragg@itains to the concrete meanings as founckihahnd objects, social
relations, and events referred to by representtion

5 A succinct statement of the method can be four@. i8. Peirce, "The Logic Notebook¥ritings of Charles S. Peirce: A
Chronological Edition, Volume (eds. M. Fisch, C. J. W. Kloesel, E. C. MooreRoberts, L. A. Ziegler, and N. P. Atkinson)
(Indianapolis, Indiana: Indiana University Pres3324) 337-350.



strict logical point of view each element of the theory is shown to be neceskagyibes put

forward. Such a method escapes dependence on the sort of "common notions" (definitions) and
undemonstrated propositions to which Euclid and his contemporaries had to appealt,In effec
dependence on such unproved propositions amounts to special pleading (begging the acceptance
of unproved assumptions). In Euclid's geometry, for instance, special pleadimglied upon

from the beginning. Consider two examples. First, the proposition that parakehérer

diverge nor meet involves question begging, as does the claim that the part musthae [tdss
whole. Neither of these propositions could be properly proved, and yet both weredasept
necessary to Euclid's system by special pleading. The reader wddaakeept such as due to
"common notions" or definitions. However, such special pleading involves mistaking the
rhetorical device of begging the question for mathematical reasoning. Suel fleasoning is

highly likely to lead to other errors.

In fact, Euclid's assumption about parallel lines, though not strictly falsesd out not to be
necessary either, and his assumption about the part always being smaltee tvhole, was
later shown to be false. The part, in fact, may be equal to the whole. For instancejne any |
segment AB, with end points at A and B, if a third point C is defined between thevéirgot
give segment AC, it will be true that the part is less than the whole, i.e., AC < ABist
allowed to coincide with B, a possibility that cannot logically be excluded, thenpgrbe
exactly equal to the whole, AC = AB, showing one of Euclid's long hidden blunders.riidrat e
along with others, was concealed in assumptions that were not subjected to/thgdrdus
requirement of consistency.

In the method of exact logic, by contrast, nothing is hypothesized except byausigo
derivation that deductively points to one or usually an infinitude of necessary inenosstif
that proposition were not to be accepted. For this reason, Peirce referred tdhbis asetexact”
logic by which he intended perfectly necessarystoctly mathematical, reasoning. Thus, "exact
logic" is nothing other than mathematicized logic. It is profoundly more rigoroushhban t
"axiomatic" method (ultimately rhetorical question-begging) applieBuosfid.

The Peircean approach begins from the premisetimsistency is necessaBeducing this
premise, i.e., showing that it is necessary and essential to all conceivaideofaational
argument, provides (1) a useful launching pad (a starting premise) for thednoéiexact logic,
(2) an illustration of how it works, and (3) a demonstration (logical proof) of it hs we

1. Consistency Is Necessarefore deducing the premise tlimrepresentations consistency is
necessaryconsider the nature and power of the simple proposition to be proved. Jesus of
Nazareth said, "But let your communication be Yea, yea; Nay, nay; forwenaganore than
these cometh of evil" (Matthew 5:37)n other words, "yes" should mean "yes" and "no," "no."
Further, he pointed out the ultimate consequence of violating this rule of conduct "Eve
kingdom divided against itself is brought to desolation and every city or house dividest agai
itself shall not stand" (Matthew 12:25; also Mark 3:24-25 and Luke 11:17). Thereeigdittbt
that Jesus' words of condemnation were not merely uttered against the gdidaaders of the
day, but against Satan (formerly, Lucifer) and all his followers (inofydevidently, about a

third part of the angels of heaven who rebelled with Lucifer; Revelation 12igl)nteresting

that the very requirement of consistency in the use of signs, spelled out so cletyubyishe
foundational premise on which the whole citadel of mathematics rests, and with it, all genuine

® All Biblical quotations are from the King Jamesrsien.



science’ But, sad to say, no perfect example of consistency can be found in mathematics (as
yet), because no completely comprehensive mathematical system is knathar e perfect
consistency be found in the empirical sciences where all measures are &rmninttinsically
imperfect. The only logical or literary source for the absolute requireai@ainsistency is the
Judeo-Christian God who never lies (Numbers 23:19; Titus1:2; Hebrews 6:18), and who is the
same "yesterday, today, and forever" (Hebrews 13:8).

2. Mathematics and the Sciences Depend on ConsisteAoyunanswered question for all the
world, therefore, is how it comes to be that all of the sciences depend—and esfiexiglleen
of sciences, mathematics itself absolutely depends—on a conception of absoaaiopettiat
the world has never yet been able to produce. The one thing that mathematics aieti¢cbs s
show with perfect clarity is that if the demand for consistency should ever heosiesl,
mathematical reasoning would vanish and with it the entire province of the scieares H
why. The result is shown in the sort of proof required by exact logic. The purpose is both t
illustrate the method in what may be the simplest of exact proofs, while aintiectisne
launching the larger argument and exposition: The goal of mere consistencylmangetted in
theory-building or else the theoretician comes immediately to a neg@ssamsistency—a
dead-end on the first move of the logico-mathematical gR@jecting the premise of
consistency results instantly in an inconsistency. But this undesirable outcome cahesasily
avoided by accepting the premise that consistency is necessary. Thereforegmongst
necessary. Q.E.DJnless this first move is admitted, the process of reasoning cannot prosper. It
cannot even take a single step. Therefore, the necessity of consistency is pdotred a
simplicity and power of the Peircean method of exact logic is also illedtrat

In all that follows, the purpose is both to demonstrate the logico-mathemattbalchod
relying on nothing but "mere consistency" and to show certain of its consequences fo
hermeneutics in general, and for biblical studies and archaeology in artittd proceed with
an introductory discussion of what true narratives are and how they provide thelroateeat
of all possible meaningful representations. This portion of the paper aims to becdrddsti
development but without compromising the method of exact logic which it both adheres to and
demonstrates. As Peirce argued, every application of the method of exattdtigillustrates
and proves the method. Peirce contrasted his own method with that of Hegel:

Hegel makes a great boast of the fact that his Logic develogese[Pspelling] its own
method. Mine pursues a rational method of which the logic itself is but thetmedaicd
proof. Moreover | am not forced to make my book unintelligible in order to follovem
but on the contrary it is the very procedure which perspicuity demands. Attttitg
Hegel never deduces the necessity of considering what he consideesdoefsidering it;
but | never introduce a distinction without having deduced the necessity for it.

lll. WHAT ARE TRUE NARRATIVE REPRESENTATIONS (TNRs)?

" The inescapable requirement of consistency in emasttical reasoning has commonly been appealedriodncient times as
noted by L. S. Bahr and R. Johnston (ed30)lier's Encyclopedid5 (New York: Collier's, 1994) 543. It was expligiset out
as foundational by the discoverer of the calcuBusW. Leibniz,Discourse on Metaphysi¢seissued in English, Manchester,
England: Manchester University Press, 1953 fronotiiginal German ca. 1700) 2-63; and also by R éice in many places
but see especially in volume IV of tmllected Writings of Charles Sanders Peifeds. C. Hartshorne and P. Weiss)
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Pe331-1935).

81n "The Logic Notebook,Writings of Charles S. Peirce: A Chronological Hafit, Volume Xeds. M. Fisch, C. J. W. Kloesel,
E. C. Moore, D. D. Roberts, L. A. Ziegler, and N Atkinson) (Indianapolis: Indiana University Pre$882) 340.



In what follows, it is proved that TNRs have certain logical properties not found otlaery
representations. Those properties are first proved to be unique to TNRs and thus aresshown al
to be crucial to the power to reason and to the very possibility of mathematical traonegtd,all

of the theoretical reasoning undergirding scientific observation and expetmentn what

follows, no element necessary to the definition of TNRs is introduced until itssitgasdgirst
proved.

1. The Necessity of Meaningful Representatio$e fact that meaningful representations (RS)
exist cannot logically be denied, for to do so would require the use of meaningful Re.thatse

this argument is perfectly general and that it must be true, it is only agcésshow that the

formal structure of any comprehensible statement of doubt about the exist&s;eroéll

possible cases, must use meaningful Rs in order for the argument to be framed. The doubter
might say, "I show by these Rs that the existence of Rs is doubtful, et@utéot every such
statement, no matter what additional reasons might be given, the comprehgafithk

argument depends on the use of the Rs that express the doubt. No such argument can prosper
because it denies the existence of the very Rs upon which it rests. Every smerangithout

any possible exception violates the consistency requirement. ThereforesR® &D?

2. The Necessity of Bodily Objects in Space-TirBamilarly, it is possible to show that bodily
objects must be admitted to exist. For anyone to express doubt concerning tineexikte
material objects in space and time requires the use of Rs which are not onlydiséddgrom
each other, but which are also associated with the bodily person (or persons) mxpinessi
doubt. Regardless whether that bodily person be one or many, his or her doubt about the
existence of objects in space and time cannot be intelligibly put into Rs excapghebe
associated with those Rs. But, if the Rs are attached to just one bodily peratadsit space
and time, as they must be, every such argument must be false by virtue of its ieconsigth
the bodily object(s) it necessarily involves in its structure. Therefore, boddgtslgxist in
space and time&Q.E.D.

3. The Necessity of Meaningful Relations Between Rs and Objdntaddition, it can be shown
that genuine spatio-temporal relations between Rs and objects in space arahtiote
reasonably be doubted. Any expression of doubt concerning such relations can only be
manifested by Rs that are intelligibly related both to the person (or pergpns3sng the doubt
and to the doubt itself (be it real or merely feigned). To express such a doubt, theqrerson (
persons) will be obliged to say something like, "Here, in these Rs, | show thaistie®&x of
meaningful relations between Rs and objects in space and time is doubtful for thenfpllowi
reasons: Etc., etc." And, again, regardless how the "etc.'s" might be filled tgde is always
lost in favor of the existence of meaningful relations between Rs and objects irasgdiree,
because the very form of every such argument against meaningful relatiwasrb&s and
bodily objects invariably embodies such relations. Therefore, meaningfibnsladaetween Rs
and bodily objects in space and time are demonstr@t&dD.

4. Defining and Proving the Existence of TNR# turns out that with the foregoing elements in
hand—(1) Rs, (2) bodily objects in space and time, and (3) meaningful spatiotemporal

9 While this argument resembles the one given bycamss in which he saidCogito ergo suth(= "I think, therefore, | am") his
argument introduces entities other than representaper se. It could have been made more nearlgqiéf he had said, "These
are representations; therefore, representatioss eldowever, to perfect the argument completely gssential to show that it
effectively rules out all possible counter-argunsemthich is done in the exact logic proof of TNRdhy just given above.



connections between Rs and bodily objects in space and time—all the formal elenaents of
relatively perfect R, i.e., a true narrative representation (TNR) aredtowexist. Thus, the
structure of true narrative representations (TNRs) as shown in Figure thaljoestablished.

An example of a TNR can be foundany true statement competently produced about genuine
material facts competently understood by a suitably positioned obsButesuppose someone
doubts that any valid TNRs exist. To express such a doubt will require a statemgrthal

lines, "I doubt that any TNRs exist because etc., etc." However, every suebstap of doubt
actually must be a TNR to the extent that it genuinely connects the doubt expritssad w
person who refers to himself or herself as "I". Therefore, since no such argamenécail
against the very fact that it embodies, TNRs must be admitted to@xsD.

5. Degenerate Rs: Fictions, Errors, and LieBrom the structure shown in Figure 1, it is
possible to define and, at the same time, prove the existence of three addrichalest that are
progressively more "degenerate” (i.e., less "perfect” or complete)ltdRs. These are fictions,
errors, and lies (respectively, in the order of their increasing deggnand imperfection). But
before considering those degenerate structures in more detail, we shouldeetkencommon
properties of every TNR a little more closely.

Spatio-temporal
connections with the
material world.

Rs (i.e., abstract
representations such
as the words of a text
or discourse)

Objects materially
sitnated in space and
time.

S

Figure 1. The three part formal structureefery TNR.

Every R that is consistent in its entirety with whatever facts it purports todug, ae., in the
sense that it says nothing false of them and that they do not fail to deliver whiattiens of
them, is a TNR. Contrary to the popular claims of certain celebrated skemic®@rid Hume,
Bertrand Russell, Jacques Derrida, and the like) ordinary experience is chotkNRs. For
instance, if someone reports any event, e.g., having had coffee with brgaiddaisied only that
the facts at hand do not conflict in any way with the claims made, the assertifiegjaala
TNR.

IV. CONSEQUENCES OF TNR-THEORY FOR BIBLICAL STUDIES

The Bible purports to be grounded in TNRs from the opening account of the creation of the
universe in Genesis to the eschatological climax in Revelation. The Bantesahroughout,



from beginning to end, to be grounded in TNRs. An example of a TNR, provided only that it is
true of material facts of history, is the representation in Micah 5:2 thsgisdewould be born in
Bethlehem. According to all accounts in the New Testament this is exdwtyoccurred. Now,
here we stumble upon a logical consequence of the formal structure of TNRs itisanadyf

seem unremarkable, and yet shows the transcendental, eternal chaatey ofdinary,
commonplace, garden variety TNR along with all true reports of historicatsegeeat or small.

Suppose we ask concerning any TNR when it might cease to be true. Take the prophecy of
Micah 5:2. When in the distant future will it ever be the case that Jesus was not born in
Bethlehem exactly as foretold by Micah? Or, looking toward the distant pagtagpoint does
the TNR concerning the birth of Christ ever cease to be true? Can it ever beatksisfvom its
material fulfillment? The answer in all such cases, no matter how maoyn®iand billions of
years (hats off to the late Carl Sagan) might be inserted between then@NIR purported
material facts, is, Never. There is never a point in time and space wigegewem TNR can be
dissociated from the facts of which it is true. Can there be any other exmtaiwaitine New
Testament statement of Jesus about the fulfilment of every jot and tittie Bieforew
Scriptures (Matthew 5:18)?

The argument which follows in this paper shows that truth in every meaningful sense of the
term must be grounded in the sort of formal structures manifested as TNRg ®B&g/is getting
ahead of our story, but it is useful to do so to encourage readers to persevere in fatlewing t
argument all the way through.

Many other biblical texts, provided they are true historical reports, ralledlthe unique
properties of TNRs. Consider the prophecy of Isaiah that Messiah would be unjussigdacc
tried, and executed, and yet would "divide the spoil with the strong" (Isaiah 53:12). This
prophecy was so perfectly fulfilled in the death, burial, and resurrectiosws$ hrist that naive
hearers of the 53chapter of Isaiah routinely mistake it for a New Testament text. Tateyatly
associate it with the events of the life of Jesus, in which the prophecy is yeititked.
Similarly, the manner of Jesus' death was prophesied by Zechariahdkgpechapters 12 and
13) in such detail that crucifixion is clearly indicated about 100 years befofiestrexecution
of that kind was ever recordédThe description in Zechariah 13:7 was explicitly quoted by
Jesus as a forecast of his death on the cross, showing that he took it to be a TNRa¢hatsee
specific historical events. In the same way, the description of the seeesmnis leading up to
and including the death of Christ were given in sufficient detail by David in {é>8aIm that
secular critics of the Bible have ever after puzzled over the accounttgeren Jesus quoted the
opening line of that Psalm in Hebrew as one of the seven recorded utterancé® fcooss. The
terrible things described were never done to David himself according tonamy historical
record. Yet the descriptions are so vivid and accurate that it seems that Dawealise
events firsthand, or was told of them by someone else who did.

The fact that all these details were written down about a century beforixavacivas first
used as a method of execution has led worldly critics of the Bible into an evengtbigket of
convoluted interpretations and absurdities in trying to make the Bible out to bema dicd the
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob a liar. But, as noted in the Proverbs, no plan can succeed

10'M. W. Shoenberg, "Crucifixion,Catholic Encyclopedi@ (1967) 485-486, writes on p. 485: "The earliestorical record of
crucifixion as such dates back, on the authoritilefodotus ilist9.20), to the beginning of the Persian peridfidéntury
B.C.)."



against the Lord, for all the reasons that it is impossible to find a consistetd e@jytradict the
truth. As Plato explained to Agathon: "But, my dearest Agathon, it is truth whictaymot
contradict; you can without any difficulty contradict Socrates."

V. ACCOUNTING FOR THE FULL RANGE OF DEGENERATE REPRESENTATI ONS

Having said what TNRs are, and how they are illustrated in a few biblicakegpagions, let us
move on to consider the additional degenerate structures that must be admitted on tfiehzasis
formal structure defined and proved for TNRs.

1. Fictions. First, suppose the particular objects referred to by the Rs in any givearease
merely imagined rather than materially present to a competent observeraraggaane, the
result is a fiction as shown in Figure 2. An example of a fiction can be found in ahgre the
arguments referred to (e.g., the purported persons, things, and events refeacdth® |
material substance needed to make them perceivable to a competent bodily obhspaes and
time. That is, the fiction must be imagined because it is not really situatedmateeal space
and time of any actual observer. Every fiction is merely imagined on thedbagisitever Rs its
creator chooses to produce. It is clear from the structure of such an R ticéibak {(i.e., all

those Rs conforming to the degenerate structure in question) provide information about the
purported facts only through the Rs that are employed. When Mark Twain wrote about Tom
Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn if he did not choose to specify the number of logs usddingbui
their raft, that number can never be, nor ever have been, discovered by any method®f scie

Spatio-temporal
connections shown
only in Rs.

Rs provide theonly
source of information
about the imagined
facts.

Facts must be
imagined.

N

Figure 2. The formal structure of any fiction.

The Bible makes mention of fictional Rs at many points as "imaginationsharnitte
(Genesis 6:5; Deuteronomy 31:21; etc., Romans 1:21). For instance, the prophet J@eskigh s
of the rebellious nation of Israel, "They say unto everyone that walketh afieragmation of
his own heart, No evil shall come upon you" (23:17), and Paul wrote to the Romans, "Because
that when they knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful; but became va
in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was darkened" (1:21).

1 In Plato'sSymposiun201.



2. Errors. A still more degenerate structure will be found in what is termed an erstroavn in
Figure 3. Such a structure results from taking a mere fiction to be a TNRhla sase, both the
Rs and the purported facts are degenerate. That is to say, in any error the factsasa they are
represented to be. Figure 3 shows that an error involves a degeneracy beyohd thate
fiction (as compared against the relatively perfect structure of a Tt\#Rjows that in an error,
the factual element is not what it is imagined to be, nor is the R consistent wltthat hand.
An error, therefore, is degenerate in two of the necessary parts of thetrlistiars.

The connection is
not deliberately
corrupted.

Linguistic
embodiment is not
consistent with the
actual facts.

The material facts at
hand are not the ones
represented.

St

Figure 3. The formal structure of any error.

An error is a fiction that is mistaken for a TNR as shown in Figure 3. In eveny the
factual element is understood incorrectly (being replaced by a fictiorstfas$ely believed to
be genuine) and the representation of the facts actually on hand is corrupted byf viveuR
being made to conform to the imagined facts rather than the actual ones. &arengtsomeone
sees what appears to be a ground squirrel on a dirt road but it turns out to be a pieltmafdtar
turned up by a road grader, in taking it to be a ground squirrel the observer beethjdct is
not a squirrel as it was imagined to be, nor is the representation of the objed¢enbmsib
what it is, namely, a piece of cardboard. The imagined squirrel is a fiction, an@rthsergation
of such a fiction as true is the source of the error.

3. Lies. A still further degeneracy is possible because the connection between objpatsein s
and time with Rs can be deliberately corrupted with the intention of deceivinmnstamce,
suppose the fiction is known to be false and yet is nonetheless deliberately and knowingl|
represented to be true. In the latter case, what we have is a lie. Figues thg formal structure
of a lie where all three of the necessary parts of the TNR structure arptedr In the case of

any lie, the factual element is covered over by a known fictional one, and the R ivomade
correspond to the known fiction, which the producer of the lie pretends to believe even though he
or she knows it to be not merely a fiction, but an actual falsehood (an error). As a result, the
linking between the purported facts and the representation is deliberately ahramutehe
innocent aspect of an ordinary error is replaced by a willful prefereneefélse R rather than a
TNR. For instance, when President Clinton denied having been sexually involved wittaMonic
Lewinski, he lied. Setting aside all the fancy language, deliberatelysespineg facts to be other
than they are is what is meant by the term lying. Between the ages of@lcand twelve,



most normal children become able to make the distinction between innocent errorstandtdel
liest?

Specific acts of
reporting are
intended to deceive.

) Linguistic
. I\ﬁatenal fat;ts at embodiment is not
and are not the ones consistent with the

represented. actual facts.

Nt

Figure 4. The formal structure of any lie.

In comparing the formal structures of TNRs with all the other strudiomals that are
possible, we discover that there are two major kinds of Rs, those that purport to be about
particulars (Ps), which logically must include TNRs, fictions, errors, andainesthose that
purport to be general (Gs), i.e., about all or none of the possible things of a given kind. What
distinguishes Ps from Gs is the fact that Ps purport to be about individual particitilisnatély
manifested in particular material entities interacting in space aml tumle Gs purport to be
about all instances conforming to a general description or abstract regtiesefe.g., to all
cases of a given kind). It turns out that it is possible to prove that all Gs dependrRenalfet
any determinate particular content, and that all degenerate fictionsdé&eepend on Gs, and
thus indirectly on TNRs which are the ultimate source of all well-debteanparticular
meanings. This follows from the demonstration that only TNRs are determinatesspect to
what they mean, connected to particular things situated in space and time, ande¢halizgble
to all possible cases of a given kind.

The results of such an analysis are shown in Figure 5 where the arrows shaggabt t
degenerate particulars and all generals must be derived from the pamnieal@ngs determined
by TNRs. Summing up the proofs that the relations shown in Figure 5 actually hold, it is onl
necessary to show that fictions are not well-determined with respect tontitenial content,
while TNRs are well-determined with respect to material content. tntfas contrast follows
directly from the formal structures under comparison and relies on nothing elsyavha
Moreover, since Gs cannot get determinate particular meanings from degeyagticulars such
as fictions (nor from errors, nor from lies), it follows that they can onlylgetrminate particular

12 For a detailed analysis of how normal childrengpess through the hierarchy of signs leading taunegiuman capacity (and
thus to moral responsibility) see J. W. Oller andRascon, "Applying Sign Theory to Autisn€linical Linguistics and
Phonetics13/2 (1999) 77-112. There is it shown in detadittthe TNR-theory and its corollaries, especidily theory of
abstraction which concerns how children acquirengnatical structures through TNRs, lead to a vastlye detailed analysis
than heretofore of the medical mystery of autisrmy{aterious disorder that leaves its victims isdagocially and strangely out
of touch with the material world).
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meanings from TNRL.E.D.Thus, all of the pragmatic perfections of TNRs are proved. TNRs
alone are well-determined with respect to particular material contéatpdeately connected to
the space time continuum; and thus, generalizable. In the final analysinsfiatid all generals
must get all their particular content from TNRs and nowhere else.

Particulars
TNRs
Fictions Generals

Figure 5. TNRs as the foundational source of
meaning for generals and for fictions.

The proof hinges so completely on the distinction between Ps and Gs that it mafub®use
examine that distinction more closely. At its basis, this distinction boils do#hetsort of
difference between a person (P) and his/her name (G), or betweenraageat (P) and its
description or representation (G), or between what grammarians calgamént” (P) as
distinct from a "predicate” (G). In each case, the thing that could be pointea Boaad the
abstract description of it, apart from its particularity, is always oBinstance, in the Genesis
narrative of the life of Jacob (later called Israel) we meet his soach&inseph” who is taken to
Egypt by certain Ishmaelites where he ends up in the household of Potiphar. Corssithes fir
name "Joseph.” Since this R purports to be about a particular person named "JosephHeven if t
R should turn out to be a fiction, it would still purport to be about a particular fact—the
particular Joseph (son of Jacob) who was taken to Egypt; therefore, the entirB R tsearule
is thatif an R has one or more particular arguments (in the logico-grammatical sense of the term
"argument"), then it is an argument and therefore is a P. If, on the other hand, a given R does
not have any particular argument, it is a &1 example of the latter would be a statement such
as, "It is appointed unto man, once to die." The latter statement, if understoody;apgdies
indifferently to all possible human beings—male, female, black, white, rddywyd&uropeans,
Americans, Africans, literate people, illiterate ones, persons living b€faist, after Christ,
children, adults, etc. Since such a representation does not require any partjcuteamd, it is a
G.

All that differentiates Ps from Gs is that Ps purport to refer to one or maieufza material
arguments (bodily objects or persons) that do, or can, or conceivably might, enteaiiosel
in space and time relative to each other and to other bodily objects. It is intgrast
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important to note that Rs purporting to be about actual pluralities—e.g., Abralaag,Jacob,
and their descendants—must be Ps because they are defined by whateven®ssackin the
plurality. This holds just the same even if all of the individual particulars have entsbeyled
out for attention. Putting the case another way, it is impossible that any aataéitypshould be
made up of anything other than its particular individuals (whether these am@txgingled out
or not). Therefore, all actual pluralities are Ps, and there is no overlapping middhd
between Ps and Gs (this finding is crucial as it shows that the examinatbedtabove is
exhaustive and covers all possible Rs in the entire universe of possible Rs). Gikare unl
pluralities in this way: while pluralities consist of Ps, Gs infinitelieed immeasurably far
beyond any Ps with which they may be associated and also immeasurably far lmgyond a
discrete plurality. No matter how large any actual plurality might becerge the number of
stars in the heavens or the number of grains of sand at the beach, it will stifidéatly short
of the generality attained by any G. Moreover, since particular objecésgrarticular as can be,
and general descriptions are as general as can be, if there is no middle ground thetwdas
we already proved there cannot be), it follows that Ps and Gs together exhaustetse wofi
possible Rs. To clinch the argument for the exhaustiveness of the examinatiomglustted, it
is only necessary to note that whatever falls outside the universe of Réies Rertor G and
canlgot represent anything at all. Thus, all meaningful Rs without exceptiomeneisher Ps or
Gs:

Another result of such an analysis is that all Ps turn out to be narrative ntgtiess (NRs).
That is, every P is the sort of R that purports, at least, to represent an elenfentihaiart of a
sequence of events involving its argument(s) in space and time (whetherineadjimary). An
NR may refer to a brief event, e.g., "Billy fell off his bicycle," or &iyrbe longer, e.g., the Bible
purports to cover all time from the creation to the end of time itself. An NR thatrisafpbe
true, or a true narrative representation (TNR), is merely one that agteekeaparticular
material facts that purports to be about and, because of its agreement with its facts, actually is
about Thus, if the Bible is a TNR, the whole continuum of facts in space and time must accord
with it because it (the Bible) covers the whole scope of history before tloé falin, until the
end of time.

Also, it is important to note that the Bible claims to be a TNR depicting the etsripstory
of God's dealing with mankind from beginning to end. If the Bible is true, theréfeireg an
NR, it must also be a TNR (or a degenerate fiction on a par with a colossetian|te
deliberate lies). Thus, provided the text is true, there must be actual persass, qot@cevents
that agree in all their details with whatever claims the Bible makeexaonple, take the
biblical story of Joseph, the son of Jacob, who was sold into slavery in Egypt. If thas $toey
there must be historical places corresponding to the ones named in the story,candithérave
been, at the time depicted in the story, real persons corresponding to the persons named ther

13 There is an interesting physical consequenceeopthof that there is no middle ground betweeripders and generals.
Peirce showed this consequence mathematicallyisasssed ifrReasoning and the Logic of Things: The Cambridge
Conferences Lectures of 1898: Charles Sanders @&t Kenneth L. Ketner; Cambridge, Massachusdtisvard University
Press, 1992). Einstein and Bose independently gtestia physical consequence of the missing midalergl which was
empirically demonstrated for the first time by M. Ahderson, J. R. Ensher, M. R. Matthews, C. E.riéie, and E. A. Cornell,
"Observation of Bose-Einstein condensation in atdiktomic vapor,Science269/5221 (1995) 198-201. They showed that
supercooled rubidium atoms congeal into a superatbere the individual component atoms become meioigether so closely
as to form a perfected continuum. Thus, as Pelrowed independently by strict mathematical reagprima perfected
generalization (or a continuum which Peirce shoteeole the same thing), the individuals become asety associated with
each other that they are no longer particulargdistiinguishable at all.
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real events corresponding to the ones iterated, and so forth. None of this, of courdeast the
bit surprising, nor should it be. All that TNR-theory does is to make more expédibtmal
constraints on Rs that happen to be true. It merely elaborates on, by rendering #lic
common understanding of what it meangell the truth.

Summing up, if a given fiction is merely considered as a hypothetical pogsibiktonly
degenerate in one element of a TNR. For instance, imagine yourself dnmt &oflMars. In such a
fiction, only one element in the formal structure of a TNR is missing—namelydberial
element (see Figure 2 above). In an error, two elements are degenerate §Fbgove), and in a
lie, all three are degenerate (Figure 4 above). It is useful to note that eeeinwlves a
fiction that is innocently mistaken for a TNR, and every lie involves an errbisttaliberately
misrepresented as a TNR. Anything more degenerate than a lie tends teavardt tof
uninterpretable nonsense and must, to that extent, fall outside the universe of fueRsing
fact, the very existence of errors is solid empirical evidence of thieegesof TNRs, because
without any TNRs it is impossible to discover even one single error of any kindaiy, the
existence of lies entails the existence of TNRs or it would be impossibleyloneever to
produce a lie. The creation of any lie whatsoever presupposes the knowledge oRttieiin
supplants with an error. The more subtle case is that of a fiction, but it too givesvoliesmce
of the existence of TNRs. For instance, to imagine any particular fictionp@ssible in the
complete absence of relevant real experiences of the TNR kind. To conjure up the moder
storybook version of a unicorn, it is necessary first to know what a horse is like anal gd=it
horn is like. The fiction consists in bringing them together so that the horseggetsteorn in its
forehead. Even a general cannot be vested with any particular meaninigeapats basis in one
or more TNRs. To know what all dogs are like, it is first necessary to have spareeage with
one or more dogs, or with other four-legged creatures like dogs (e.g., coyotess,\aold the
like).

VI. THE SYNTACTIC PERFECTIONS OF TNRs

The temporal (i.e., syntactic) relations of the elements of every TNR nm&tyolan in a
generalized form as seen in Figure 6. The syntax logically involves fleraergs: the "Object”,
the "Sign-user”, and the "R" (representation). The factual part of theivatze it simple or
complex) can be construed as some arrangement of particular mateiied elytiemically
related to each other over space and time. Let that material elementyof Bebe referred to
as its "Object" (as shown at the left side of Figure 6). The position occuptbd bne or many
competent observers who may witness and subsequently report the facts,athedstsgn-
user" or agent of the TNR, is shown by the icon of a human observer (in the middle of Figure 6)
Finally, let the term "R" stand for the manifest utterance, or written &rtime discourse that
determines the nature of the "Object" of the TNR. In response to the question "Wgto Kkill
Goliath?" the referring term "David" is the R (or predicate) and th@peramed "David" is the
Object (or argument) of that tern. Generalizing across all possible, TétRise term "Sign-user"
represent any person or persons who may produce or understand any given TNR.

In any well-formed TNR, the basis for a distinction between particalasyenerals is
immediately apparent. It is clear that the "Object” of any TNR mwssist ultimately of one or
more particular objects situated in space and time and that the "R" mudiatselfeneral sign
that might be used to refer to any particular like the one at hand. The act ofgir@$8i", by
contrast can be shown to be intermediate between the "Object" on the one handRhdrthe
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the other; partly particular and partly general. The surface-form & tag@roduced by the
observer to point to the object, but the material content of the R depends on the independent
existence of the "Object". However, since any G that has a P connected watlrititsollows

that every TNR is a P in spite of the fact that it contains a generalizable R.

Figure 6. Another view of the formal structure of the TNR.

Three remarkable syntactic perfections of TNRs follow from the syotggace-time)
relations shown between the material forms of Figure 6. The only source for drgtisesontent
of the R is its generalized "Object"; the only source for the surface forme & {in any TNR) is
the generalized "Sign-user"; and the only source for the determination of tleelpattObject”
in question is the generalized "R" itself. Each of the latter propositions catichg ptoved and
leads to the surprising discovery of what may be called the syntactic jmer$eat every TNR.
These peculiar syntactic relations may be called alph#é¢ta (), and omega () and are well-
formed only in TNRs. This is demonstrated immediately by the dual fact that NRg pertain
to particular material facts by virtue of their pragmatic perfectiam tlaat particular facts are
crucial to all three of the syntactic perfections. That is, some partmljlect is required for, a
Sign-user for , and an R for . Thus,fictions and generals must lack the syntactic perfections
because none of them possesses the articulate connection between the materiarpaotiaul
TNR Q.E.D.

Next, consider the nature of the syntactic perfections one by one. Take firgetagon
pictured in the top arrow of Figure 6. We can prove for every TNR (and thus for ellegtion
of TNRs) that every bit of valid semantic content of the sign (the top half of thevisn
Figure 6) must be contributed only by the Object to which the sign relatespalatgemeaning
can be contributed by the sign itself, not even by the Sign-user. The proof begirtgewith t
premise that at least whatever content is validly found in the object of a TNPenastalid
source for whatever valid semantic content may be found in its R. Next we lasteitan be
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any other source of valid semantic content for R. Clearly, if there wethex source, say in any
Object distinct from the particular one associated with the R, it would besaegés compare

the two distinct objects to see if the content of that other object was present in thama: &

so, the content would be valid in the R, otherwise not. However, since the second object must be
compared with the first to determine whether or not the second can validlypbatatontent to

the R, we can see thaly the particular material object of the R can determine any of its valid
semantic content. Q.E.D.

Next we come to the perfection. In a manner very similar to the immediately preceding
proof concerning the relation, we can show that only Sign-users can contribute to the surface-
form of any R. From the fact that the surface-form of every R is owed to theteeact of
the Sign-user it follows that whatever act such a Sign-user may perfornpingtize R must be
a valid contributor to that surface-form (the bottom half of R in Figure 6). But supgpose t
were some other influence(s) that might shape the form of the sign (deft;@akate, a loud
noise, a barking dog, the social isolation of autism, or what-have-you). Cleatlgtller
influence would either have to conform or not to the act of the generalized Sign-usée i.e., t
entire community of Sign-users who apply the R relative to such objects as are fawndNR
at issue. If the surface-form should conform to such uses, it would not change tladlygener
applied form of R, and if it did not conform, it could only distort the form of R. However, since
only the act of the Sign-user can determine whether or not some other act saofdasalf,only
the act of the Sign-user can determine the surface-form of the R and the remarkable uniqueness
of the perfection is demonstrate@.E.D.

Finally, we come to the perfection. It is called that because it is at a kind of ultimate limit
for any determinate meaning of any TNR. Thperfection also entails the fact that the content
of any material object (including any conceivable particular facts up wwhbke of the universe
throughout its history) can only be determined by Rs that are true of that Objsds proved
in the same manner as in the cases of thed perfections. First, it is certain that the content of
any material Object is validly determined to the extent that it igllyalepresented in a TNR.
Further, any R cannot determine the content of any material Object of wtschvalid.
Thereforepnly a valid R can determine, exactly to the extent of its validity and no farther, any
content whatever of any material Object. Q.E.D.

VII. THE SEMANTIC PERFECTIONS OF TNRs

There are also three semantic perfections uniquely associated withahldRe other Rs
whatsoever. These are designated by the first, second, and last lettersiebtew alphabet.
The aleph (), or first semantic perfection consists of the regular or conventional detéamina
of some particulamaterial contenthrough correct abductive association of the particular
content with general Rs. The be}, (or second semantic perfection, consists of the inductive
association of particular material content of the past experience of oneegpamiogular sign
userswith subsequent experience of either the same or other Sign-users through theeinducti
generalization of the Rs in question. And, finally, the tgydr last semantic perfection, consists
of the regular oconventional association of particular R¥ distinct form) with particular
material content through deductive generalization of the meaning of thasessigs to apply
them appropriately to their particular material content in the TNR. Thesesemerfections

can be seen as distinct phases of any TNR as generalized historicaltyueadly aver particular
material space-time contexts by particular sign communities. phase entails both theand
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phases, which is unique to TNRs on account of the fact that each of them incorpothtes all

of the pragmatic perfections, together with all three of the syntacticperfe previously

proved to be unique to TNRs. These entailments are assured by virtue of the demonstrations
previously supplied showing that no fiction, error, lie, or mere general containsrénylpa
material content not supplied by a TNR. But, each of the syntactic perfectiony, and b
implication each of the semantic perfections, requires determinate ahaterient. As a result,

the three semantic perfections are unique to TRS.D.

VIIl. GENERAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE LOGICAL PERFECTIONS OF TNR s

Among the general consequences—that apply to general hermeneutics (thkigtarpretation
of all possible Rs)—of the discovery of the unique logical perfections of TNRs dialthveng:

(1) TNRs are potentially infinite in number (there must be as many TNRer@sare vantage

points of competent observers). This result was fully anticipated at the gonaf@igohn's

Gospel where he wrote: "And there are many other things which Jesus did, the whah, if t
should be written every one, | suppose that even the world itself could not contain the books that
should be written" (John 21:25). It also follows that all TNRs must ultimatglye with each

other. At any rate, they cannot, in the final analysis, disagree with each otlsefiollbws from

the fact that TNRs are connected to the same material space-time continduheyacannot

conflict with it or else they would be untrue. Upon this principle, the law of evidemcss fy

the slender thread of truthful discouré@nd yet, because all the strands of TNRs are joined
together, the fabric of truth is unbreakable, infinitely rich, and perfectlyragmis. Even if the
material space-time continuum should turn out to be quite unpredictable in manyséapect
suggested by quantum mechanics, Heisenberg's celebrated "uncertaintyeptianigblas

implied by the Apostle Paul in Romans 8:22 where he speaks of the whole creatiombeing u

the curse of sin), TNRs must still remain consistent with each other, and God carilkhew a
details pertaining to the whole continuum by simply looking ahead at material @stCofmere

is no inconsistency in the supposition that God knows all of the details of events in a world gone
wrong, where God's laws are commonly disregarded in the exercise of mamdlfrand,

evidently, even in the capricious behavior of subatomic partitles.

(2) Another logical result of TNR-theory is that because material objectanected by
material forces in space and time, perception is possible just in case traqayysf the
perceiver is actually tuned to the nature of events in the material ¥orld.

14 For a valuable exposition showing, in effect, et entire "Law of Evidence" hangs on the spamiaperties of TNRs, see S.
GreenleafA Treatise on the Law of Eviden@¢olmes, Florida: Gaunt, Inc., reissued in 1997).

15 In fact, a series of proofs derived from TNR-thebave been presented by Oller showing that thg-&tanding supposed
paradox between determinacy and free will was adwiiysory. In particular, determinacy has beeratiyeoverrated. See
"Semiotic Theory Applied to Free Will, Relativitgnd Determinacy: Or Why the Unified Field Theorygbt by Einstein
Could Not Be Found,Semiotical08 3/4 (1996) 199-244. More importantly, Godiekmowledge does not conflict with free
will unless God chooses to intervene in the lif@aofindividual and even then, God's foreknowledgevd done by others never
results in God doing the evil anymore than a pésskmowing the outcome of a story makes that petisercause of that
outcome.

18 |n fact, it has been demonstrated that withoukthd of indeterminacy observed in subatomic plesicfree will could not
exist. Oller, lbid.

1 This fact was used by C. S. Peirce in an arguthenithe referred to as a "Neglected Proof of thistEnce of GodCollected
Papers of Charles Sanders Peifgels. Charles Hartshorne and Paul Weiss) (CambrMgssachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1935), 311-339. In a somewhat differentecanthe same article by Peirce is referencedamtiges of this journal by T.

16



(3) Scientific inference is possible owed to real connections between thagalse duture
through the present experience of competent observers.

And, finally, (4) mathematical reasoning (strict deduction) is possible on acuiolaat that
TNRs enable general signs (including numbers and logical relations such ka® egeater
than, etc.) to be vested with particular meanings.

IX. GENERAL IMPLICATIONS APPLIED TO BIBLICAL STUDIES AND
ARCHAEOLOGY

Through TNR-theory it is proved beyond any reasonable possibility of doubt (and ‘aekeSon

is the operative term), that perception itself, experimentation, and any kind ohmastia
reasoning would vanish if there were no TNRs. Of crucial importance to hermahstutdies is

that all of the unique properties of TNRs are perfectly general andystoichal—that is, they

are intrinsic to the necessary structure of TNRs and they apply to all WkiRait exception. It

is because of such formal properties that TNRs enable certain kinds of vakhagfeAlthough

the development of TNR-theory doest depend in any way on the identification of any

particular TNR whatsoever, the fact that TNRs must exist cannot be reasonably deniesl, as wa
demonstrated above in a perfectly general way. Therefore, it is not possibtethaiverse

could be devoid of TNRs. As a result, it can be inferred that valid inferences mussitdepos

Owing to their determinacy relative to particular facts, along with toginectedness to the
matter-space-time continuuimjs not possible that genuine TNRs should disagree in any of their
parts or with each otheMoreover, thisiecessary consistenayhich is found only in TNRs, is
the only basis, ultimately, upon which valid inferences can ever be drawn anywhEkiR$ the
purport cannot disagree with the facts, nor can facts disagree with the purporty any cdher
inconsistency arise. Further, to the extent that the material spaceetntr@uum may be
connected and consistent in its parts, TNRs must also be connected and consistauhwit
other. As a result, the valid kinds of inference that are possible are themselves grounded i
TNRs. However, the same principles of inference apply loosely to fictionsladMore
explicitly, they apply to all fictions just exactly to the extent that thadmfis resemble TNRs.
But all fictions must resemble TNRs or become utter nonsense, so the principleserfde
must be loosely applicable to all comprehensible fictions. In fact, we finthirat are three
main kinds of inference dependent on TNRs.

First,deduction is possibléeductive inferences can be drawn from the general Rs about the
objects, events, and relations that TNRs are about. For instance, if Joseph was dalkiyto s
and carried off to Egypt, it follows that he did not go down to Egypt of his own free will.
Similarly, if Joseph did not rape Potiphar's wife, she lied when she said that he did. Arit.so for
Such deductions follow directly from abstract meanings, i.e., from definitions, prmal
associated with certain words and concepts in TNRs. From TNRs themselves,raagrg
secure deductions can be inferred, but, oddly, owing to the nature of the mattspdicee-
continuum, no secure deductions can be drawn directly from it. This is strictly proved in t
logical perfections of TNRs. Unless material objects become associgtetiNiRs (by being
represented), in and of themselves, they can determine no general meaningsreatsoe

To illustrate the fact at hand, we may recall the old comedy routine whérar&Rrior was

C. Muck, "Is There a Common Ground Among Religidd&§TS40/1 (1997) 99-112. Peirce's and Muck's point, éx@x, are
essentially the same as our own in the final amalyise very existence of perceptual processedpasto God.
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supposedly caught in a compromising act by his wife. He said, "Who ya gonna bele¥&» M

your lyin' eyes?" His joke could have been made a little more extrensgafid of "lyin' eyes”

he had said "these lyin' facts." It is just barely possible that our eybs aeiceive us, as in

illusions, hallucinations, and the like. But it is not possible for material factsvingabbjects,

events, and relations in space-time to be anything other than they are. Theyncgnashiag to

the forces exerted upon them by God, men, or other objects, but they cannot deceive or lie. Nor
can they be the least inconsistent with themselves or with other facts pateetsne

continuum. In fact, until they come to be represented in TNRs, particular factadave
distinguishable particularity. They are unbounded and indistinct parts of theahspacge-time
continuum.

Of course, some facts change more quickly than others. Though flowers come andogs, pers
live and die, and streams rush quickly to the sea, such material objects as mountasysarstone
potsherds seem to endure and hold their positions for longer durations of time relative to each
other and mortal observers. As a result, deductive inferences can be drawn foibfidhktexts
that once held true of certain objects, events, and topographies. However, no deductionmr whateve
is possible in the reverse direction owing to the powerlessness of brutedbnecatier and
energy to come stamped with dates, times, and any other abstract descEmamnartifacts
such as clay pots and buildings made of bricks and mortar do not always have inscriions i
particular language. Without an intelligent perceiver/representerde parthe facts of
experience through the powers conveyed in TNRs, raw facts form an unmarked continuum of
matter/energy-space-time. No part of that material continuum can disjoinfeardrdiate itself,
of its own accord, from any other part. For instance, if a TNR says or nélgasgalies that a
certain gate is on the north side of a fortified city in Canaan within a briehnof Jericho; that
it is situated at the top of a hill; that it overlooks a shallow valley; that behindhetwest is a
valley deep enough to hide a large band of troops; that to the east lies a certaiyotter,c
then valid archaeology will either find a site conforming to these requireprant will have to
keep its peac¥ Valid science is utterly dependent on the existence of TNRs, but the reverse
does not hold. There is no conceivable method of archaeology that could turn up the site of Ai
without reference to any TNRs, nor could any conceivable method be trumped uptte test t
biblical text of Joshua 7:1-8:29 without prior reference to that text in order to dedimeduired
nature of the tests to be applied.

The generalizability perfection, together with thand perfections, is such that it
guarantees that there can be no determinacy whatsoever anywhere in ttz waaddrapart
from TNRs. The upshot of this finding for biblical archaeology (provided only thatitie i8
true) is that biblical archaeology is, on the whole, and in its details, uttgrydent on the
Bible.*? If the Bible is a TNR, rather than the veracity of the Bible being dependent on
archaeology as some have ignorantly claimed or impfi&iblical archaeology is utterly

18 see P. Briggs, "Testing the factuality of theaquest of Ai narrative in the book of Joshua" (pamesented to the Near East
Archaeological Society 1997); Also, Briggs is prabewriting a dissertation applying TNR-theoryttee archaeological
controversies surrounding the Ai narrative in J@sit8.

9 bid.

2 For instance, see W. Kelléfhe Bible as HistoryNew York: Hodder and Stoughton, second revisétioed1980) and his
references. In effect, Keller takes the standamagrh of assuming that the Biblical texts are etitijo archaeology rather than
the reverse. He is not wrong in supposing thdteftext is true the archaeology must conform touit,he is demonstrably wrong
in supposing that archaeology is needed to corifiihit is true. The only way Keller's approach kea sense is if the Biblical
texts may actually turn up false. But even in ttete, archaeology would be an inadequate basseifoving the text to be false
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dependent on the Biblical texts. Even if some particular version of the Bible shoulth comie
error, it would not be possible to show up this error as such merely by reference talphysic
evidences or archaeological artifacts. On the contrary, the Rs of thenBible have to be
brought into play and applied as intended by the original author(s). Moreover, owindactthe
that the Bible claims to cover the whole of history, no error can be consistenti@wilintle of it
because no error is consistent with the whole of space-time continuum. ThatyisTtNRa
theory requires that TNRs be internally consistent within themselves ardadkt consistent
with the material space-time continuum and thus with other TNRs.

A second kind of inference justified by TNRgnsgluction Inferences of this kind can be
drawn about events prior to or subsequent to the one or ones called to mind as an intelligent
consumer progresses through a TNR. These inferences do not enjoy the neatlgg@eaiaty
associated with deductive inferences, but just as it is strictly proved Vétiemee to the
perfection of TNRs, inductive inference is dependent on the connectedness perfection. F
instance, if we suppose that Joseph must have wept on the way to Egypt, we draw a probable
inductive inference owing to the fact that unjust treatment, separation frochdoes, and
enslavement usually leads to misery and the latter often leads to weepim@nSoference is
not absolutely guaranteed to be correct, but can be judged as more or less likely. Metedye
of the Genesis record does reveal an episode of such weeping at another timeseplen J
reveals his identity to his brothers after he has become the "Ruler of All'E@grtesis 45:2).

A third kind of inference is what Peirce eventually came toatadluction Inferences of this
kind depend on valid perceptions (a special kind of TNR) and are less reliable than either
deduction or induction. However, TNR-theory shows conclusively in the determinaegtpmarf
the perfection, and the perfection, that the only possible source of valid material content for
any induction or deduction is the sort of abductive inference grounded in perceptusreeper
of the material world of space and time. While believers in God must grant thet perceive
material events, aside from revelation by God or communication with othés gpitthe know,
there is ultimately no other source for information about the material woildelsgserception
(as far as is known and as is strictly demonstrated by TNR-theory).

X. TESTING DEDUCTIONS FROM TNR-THEORY AGAINST THE BIBLE

Based on the foregoing kinds of inference, many deductions from TNR-theory estduk t
against biblical teaching. Three are considered. First, there is thediéondodily form in any
conceivable representation that follows from the determing@nd perfections of TNRs.
TNR-theory shows that no meaning can be fully determined until and unless baslieth

Strictly applied, therefore, TNR-theory suggests that God himself requaadilg form. This

bold inference contradicts the Judaic insistence that God has no body. However, theeinferen
from TNR-theory is consistent with a conservative understanding of Judeo-@hthstidogy?*

To reveal himself to us, the Bible teaches that God prepared himself a body irstireqde

Jesus Christ (Hebrews 10:5)—who is "the brightness of his glory and the exprgsoirhis

even if it were indeed false. Archaeology mustnugtiely accord with a coherent interpretation of telar written records
happen to be true, or else the association of amndit of archaeological evidence with any gitext is no different from mere
imagination—pure fiction.

21 For an example of the application of TNR-theorythe biblical conception of the trinitarian natafgoersons, see D. Swihart,
The Monistic v. Dichotomic v. Trichotomic Discussan the Constitution of the Human Being in thentigf Biblical Semiotics
(Albuquerque: Ph.D. dissertation, Trinity Theolagdieminary, 1995).
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person, and upholding all things by the word of his power" (Hebrews 1:3). Moreover, in John
1:18 we read, "No man hath seen God at any time: the only begotten Son which is in the bosom
of the Father, he hath declared him." As God's glory is manifested in thenke&od's grace is
revealed on earth in the death, burial, and bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ. Thedgilvksr
embodiment of the word of God, without which the universe itself would be nothing. Though
David wrote that "the heavens declare the glory of God" (Psalm 19), evendbeeskiire the
heavenly bodies with which to manifest God's glory—the work of the Creatorfiderts Jesus
Christ, the Son of God (John 1:1-3).

A second inference that can be drawn directly from the connectednass, perfections of
TNRs, is that TNRs can only become known to observer/interpreters by beusjygutesented
to them. Without such active presentation, there can be no comprehension. Does the Bible
support this inference? In fact, it does in what Paul referred to as "thénfmsgsof preaching
[proclamation]"(1 Corinthians 1:21, 25). Why does God himself mandate this method of
presenting his message (Romans 10:17)? TNR-theory shows that no embodiment eary have
genuinely knowable substance or meaning to bodily observers except it alsobedtist
revealed, i.e., materially manifested and connected to space and time. In Johnuis@ykes
"No man cometh unto the Father except by me." Hebrews 1:3 refers to Jémipersdct image
of God: "...being the brightness of his glory, and the express image of his person, adéhgphol
all things by the word of his power." The whole of the biblical text agredstiatdoctrine that
God himself actively came into the world in a bodily form to be known by human beings in the
form of a man. Moreover, the knowledge of this truth is manifested through the active
presentation of the word of God. Paul quoted Isaiah 53:1, "Lord, who hath believed our report?”
and went on to explain that "faith cometh by hearing and hearing by the word of Godir{&
10:16-17).

The Bible clearly teaches that God is known only through the bodily appearancegsof Je
Christ, and the proclamation of the word relative to those bodily appearances. PaulRerote,
other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus Christ" and neitthet cae
be laid except by the declaration of the word. Without the revelations containechbatbne
the prophecies of the Hebrew Scriptures, the birth of Jesus, his life, and death would have bee
unremarkable, and his resurrection totally unexpected and unaccounted for. Thus, thle biblic
text, provided it is true, really is linked to space-time forever through theib&tappearance of
the Messiah. Moreover, if the Bible is a TNR, it must be true right down to the |lasidjaittle
in its agreement with historical facts. Though the whole of the continuum is to bescene
(Revelation 21:1), yet not the tiniest part of the Bible (assuming it to be a dawRver become
the least bit untrue.

A third test comes from the clear requirement of TNR-theory that embodiedngeaain
only be interpreted relative to abstract conventional Rs, i.e., to words, phrasesquartes
thereof intelligibly set in correspondence with facts. This deduction follawas the
generalizability, , and perfections of TNRs. From them it follows that no object can have any
meaning apart from its historical association with symbols that intetae an embodied
meaning. This fact necessarily involves interpreters always in a séghan act of faith. But
that risk is necessary and exactly sufficient to provide for the requirehiae will 2% In fact,

22 This result is logically derived from TNR-theory ©ller, "Semiotic Theory Applied to Free Will, Révity, and Determinacy:
Or Why the Unified Field Theory Sought by Einst€lauld Not Be Found" (as cited above in note 15).
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no determination of any meaning can be achieved without the chance of errontbatwith
applying Rs to embodied facts. This holds because any embodiment that is not regrésent
itself, determines nothing. Does the tree really fall (or stand) in the fehes no one perceives
it? Perhaps, but without TNRs such questions are as indeterminate as whekbetr@am\will be
found in its expected orbital or somewhere else. Unrepresented facts, from the-yaihgf
any observer, are indistinguishable from mere possibilities. Until they tmbeerepresented in
TNRs, they are not distinguishable from non-existent fictions. Hence, the embodiitie®ut

its being represented comes to nothing determinate. It is merely partgoatitebut indistinct
continuum of matter in space and time. Is this finding consistent with the Bilapfdars to be
inasmuch as the Bible teaches that in the beginning (the Alpha) and end (the Gritega
Logos, not the cosmos. Hence, eternal determination of meaning is not accompilistig s
material things, but rather by the word of God. In fact, the Bible teachesbjmst the exact
opposite of material philosophies. Instead of matter determining Rs, it is thatRietermine
the matter, and without which the matter itself could not ultimately have amyrdeate being
whatsoever.

Many other biblical tests can be applied to TNR-theory, but, if the Bible MR i cannot
contradict itself nor will it contradict other TNRs. Consistent with this ofasien is the
teaching of Scripture that if we draw near to God, he will draw near to us (Zdchadi; James
4:8).

Xl. DECONSTRUCTIONISM REJECTED

On the other hand, TNR-theory provides no sanctuary for skeptical theories of
"deconstructionism™ in any of its varieties, including "postmodernism,"” "“pastaralism” and
the like, as applied by "the Jesus Seminar," etc. TNR-theory shows all theebs sif thought
to be false in the manner of self-contradictory absurdities. If theredsteal claim to be
identified among all of the popular brands of skepticism, it is the idea that truth @onl i on
a par. This idea is absurd. It is exactly like claiming that a dreanlllhs aame reality as an
actual sequence of material events. Structurally the differencedreaENR and a fiction can
be made perfectly clear in terms of form alone. The idea that truth can be addourity
theories grounded in fictions is therefore shown to be hopelessly false. What ismdat tlae
more devastating to the would-be haven of skepticism, is that no single TNR needs to be
identified in order to refute and show even the mildest variants of skepticism touioe. ditee
proofs of TNR-theory can be put forward without reference to anything more thamitted lo
form of Rs.

Literally thousands of statements could be cited from proponents of one school or another of
deconstructionism supporting the absurd falsehood that truth and fiction are di @hgar.
learned skeptics have many different ways of arguing their case an@@ee@inconsistencies
at every turn. This cannot surprise anyone who has found that "deconstructionistsafripleg
begin by denying that any two interpretations can ever be the samenyigglthat truth can

23 A citation search of the name "Derrida, J" onftiEWebofscience on April 4, 1999 turned up 16,82parate references.
Also see R. McQuilkin and B. Mullen, "The ImpactRdstmodern Thinking on Evangelical HermeneutidgTS40/1 (1997)
69-82. On the whole the results of TNR-theory adaary closely with the conclusions of McQuilkincaklullen. A fine point

of clarification is that God's word is (accordimg®NR-theory) not made true (if it is true) by'lt®rrespondence” to an external
"reality”, but rather, reality itself depends upBaod's word. Otherwise, TNR-theory also accords withreading of the Biblical
conception of "truth" as laid out by W. J. Lark@ulture and Biblical Hermeneutics: Interpreting aA@plying the Authoritative
Word in a Relativistic AgéGrand Rapids: Baker, 1988).
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ever be known, by denying that whatever they said was correctly understood evensshtbs,
by claiming that we can never really communicate, and so on and so forth. ltcislidi€fipin

down any patrticular claim of the deconstructionists because they praisesgaymlbfuscation,
and entanglements. They boast openly that they thrive on paradoxes and contradictions.

The essence of the absurdity of the postmodern outlook as a philosophy is shown in the
necessary conclusion that scholars really cannot understand each othemhatlathicdal
absurdity of this assertion can be shown equally well in either of the two passipteses that
the assertion invites: The respondent may say, "Ah! | can see exactlyouhaegn!" Or, the
respondent may say, "I'm not sure | see what you mean." Either way, thedrabssrdity of
the deconstructionists' position is shown. If the assertion that we cannot understaoitheais
understood, it must be false by being self-contradictory and is thereforelgldalge. If the
assertion is incomprehensible, however, then it is absurd to assert it, and¢hthefssertion,
if true, is nonetheless absurd. Either way, it is absurd. But suppose the statemerfit were
indeterminate meaning as it suggests all attempts at communication mitstdagd still be
absurd on account of its pretense to be true. This follows on account of the fact that true
assertions cannot be meaningless and still be judged to be true by any intelligemt Asra
result, deconstructionism is ultimately absurd any way you slice it.

The person most often credited with inventing "deconstructionism” (alias "postnsrd®
etc., is Jacques Derrida. In his "Des Tours de Babel" he quotes Volagtesnaire
Philosophiquewvhere the celebrated atheist wrote:

I do not know why it is said iGenesighat Babel signifies confusion, fBa signifies
father in the Oriental tongues, aBdl signifies God; Babel signifies the city of God, the
holy city *

Why should it trouble Derrida that "Bel" is unquestionably the demon god "Baal" als
referred to as "Beelzebub"” in the New Testament. If truth and fiction artystn a par, then,
Derrida is perfectly within his rights to conclude: "God, the God, would have markedtiwi
patronym a communal space, that city where understanding is no longergdqgsiy).

And, of course, if understanding itself has been abolished in the very city of Godl{agcor
to Derrida and Voltaire), who can contradict any absurdity? If all seatenare on a par, then
the difference between science and literary criticism is nonsenset,lthiavery possibility of
any distinction whatever between truth and falsehood has been abolished alomywith a
possibility of comprehension.

At the conclusion of his article, Derrida recommends that instead of reading thal béxt
itself (or any text for that matter), it is necessary to read "betvinedimes" and "in the margins
because, he contends, "the interlinear version of the sacred text is the niddal of all
translation.? But to say this is to imply that there are no historical facts to distinguishiNRy
(any true story, such as the Bible purports to be) from fictions, errors, ancelitzsg $ one
side the question of the historicity of the Bible, TNR-theory nonetheless showsentgnnot
reasonably deny that there are certain historical facts that distirtheimselves from mere
fictions. TNR-theory also shows why relatively perfect translation dR3 i attainable. If the

24The quotation is from page 4 of J. Derrida, "DesifE de Babel: Poststructuralism as ExegeSistheigtr. J. F. Graham, eds.
D. Jobling and S. D. Moore) (Atlanta: Society obBial Literature, Scholars Press, 1992) 3-34.

% |bid, p. 33.
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surface-forms are arbitrary (supplied by communities of Sign-yserd)if the material content
of meaningful signs comes exclusively from material facts in spaceraadttien TNRs are not
at all dependent on the mere surface-forms of signs nor upon the cultural additiomsytivet
contributed by sign-using communities (per thegerfection of TNRs). Therefore, perfect
comprehension of TNRs, communication, and translation, logically speakirsg,bepossible
regardless how difficult it may be to achieve in practfce.

XIl. CONCLUSIONS

As a result of the proofs discussed here and elsewhere—referred to\eleasi TNR-theory—
many consequences follow. Some of these are of central interest to tloesckeor example, in
applying the method of exact logic it has been demonstrated that all relai@uadirig dynamic
cause-effect relations as special cases, and all notions concerningitieeohabntinua (of
space-time, for instance) are utterly dependent, first, on the presumption xitteace of
TNRs, and second, on the generalizability of TNRSor instance, suppose the firing of a bullet
in a certain direction is observed to produce a bullet-shaped hole in a tin can lyingathtioé
the bullet. Or, suppose the striking of a cue ball with a cue stick on a pool table appeapelto
the cue ball along a certain line of motion, or that the impact of a particle (or clthehofis
observed to have a certain observable effect on a photographic plate. To inferfinsttabgect,
call it A, caused the observed effect, call it C, in the second object, call it B, oreeoil MRS
are required. But suppose some scientist wishes to go further to describesttertyrépllowed
by A to B. It comes out by a strict examination that the inference to theatammsebetween
causes and effects, or between the infinitude of theoretical points thaiigeaaly continuum of
any kind, requires one or more TNRs to define the continuum.

Conversely, if there is a Riemannian/Einsteinian continuum of matter/esgaggtime in
which we find our bodies on the earth, in its solar system, within the galaxy, and thin t
greater universe, it follows that, whatever TNRs there may be, they must betedroesach
other. As a result, any given TNR can, in an important sense, be tested againsssatinédrs
that either have been formed in the past or that are being or will be formecereatihatever
portion of the space-time continuum is implicated by any other TNR. For instanctue story
told of events that actually occurred in any given portion of matter/energg-tipge that
referred to prominent landmarks within that portion, can be tested against endusiogiphy
characteristics (e.g., historical and geological events as wgdlaagaphical, linguistic, and
archaeological features) of the temporal-topographical vicinitlf.iiBeerefore, TNR-theory has
important implications for the investigation of historical events. Likewise, antiédasame
reasons, TNR-theory has bearing on the interpretation of any text that ptogmetgrounded in
material events and relations, even though the facts in question may be in the distéeinoe,
the relevance of TNR-theory to biblical archaeology.

TNR-theory proves that no text or R of any kind is exempt from dependency on TNRs for its
meaning, and no TNR can fail to exhibit the perfections necessarily asdatittall TNRs and

% |n fact, ther is reason to suppose that nearlfepetranslation can be attained in practice asigcafly demonstrated in a
tightly counterbalanced experimental comparisocros-translated narratives in English and Mandahimese. See Suyi Xiao
and J. W. Oller, Jr., "Can Relatively Perfect Ttatisn between English and Chinese Be Achievég®iguage Testingl
(1994) 267-289.

27 In "Semiotic Theory Applied to Free Will . . ."{@&ited above in note 15) the first author hastifrproved that causality
cannot be illustrated or defined without appedl MiRs.
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with them alone. For the same reasons, no fictional story can possibly live up to the most
obvious requirements on TNRs. Thus, the door is opened to many strictly logical, digoidca
historical tests of the veracity of any discourse or text that claimsttade any of its
particulars. If TNR-theory is correct, it is possible, as a result, to seeheutics, and biblical
archaeology as well, on a strictly logical footing. Moreover, it is chdgr this could not have
been done prior to the development of TNR-theory, and, therefore, why it is ned¢essary
examine prior systems of hermeneutics. None of those, with the possible exception of
deconstructionism, have even attempted to achieve perfect generalitypsaviaknow, but
TNR-theory has been strictly proved to be applicable to all possible Rs. Tkeerkiois true, on
account of its comprehensive scope (applying to all possible Rs), TNR-theimatliomust be
superior to its potential competitors. The application to hermeneutics is mate ralbte
relevant in the present-day owing to the fact that many theoreticspesially the
"deconstructionists"” et al., have been arguingalaepresentations are on a par with fictions
All of the foregoing proofs show why the latter proposition is absurdly false.
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