Symbolic Code DA: Fiat is illusory as scenario-planning attempts to impose meaning onto the unknown by programming our environment to feel predictable: a violent process that voraciously consumes information to objectify our lived experiences into endless data.
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Human energy is coated in a symbolic residue. It is the nature of these symbols that allows populations to program their environments for the maximal level of anticipatory efficiency. The foremost concern of this article is to prove the basic premise that, in general, the behavior of populations and individuals is inclined toward the enhancement of perceived predictability in human landscapes. This behavior is ultimately a product of the unique human capacity for symbolic reasoning. Symbols, either mental or tactile, are shared cultural constructs that demand conventionalization and consolidation of meaning to be most effective. In this sense symbols are programmed with meaning by the populations that employ them. As this paper hopes to illustrate, the conventionalization of semantic reactions engendered by symbol programming detaches the individual from the sovereignty of their subjectivity, and leads to the objectification of the human landscape. This investigation posits a fundamental appreciation for how humans navigate our environments. It is the hypothesis of this paper that humans engage in an objectification of the environments we inhabit, consciously or unconsciously, in order to render the future more predictable. In a more dramatic conception, human landscape usage decisions are driven by a biologically embedded imperative to annihilate the unknown. This imperative may be parsed down to gems of folk wisdom regarding the human abhorrence of vacuums, but more essentially asserts the preeminence of anticipatory prowess in human decision-making. The survival benefit of accurately anticipating the future properties of one’s environment should be evident, but a few of the advantages of high predictability and low uncertainty are listed below: • It increases the amount and reliability of subsistence that can be extracted from an environment (knowing where a fruit tree will be or when to harvest) • It decreases the risk of predation or natural catastrophe • It minimizes the amount of energy-calories necessary for the brain to confront and process novel situations. This paper will assume that the benefit of the motivations listed above is inherent. Each is of varying importance, and varying relevance today, but it is clear to see where each motivator could be construed as advantageous, if not essential, to survival. Assuming that these terms are agreeable, the task is now to prove that the attainment of these goals is accomplished through a process of objectification of the human environment. As an opening caveat, it is crucial to assert that the behaviors to be addressed within are designed to enhance the perceived predictability of the environment. There are indisputably numerous, countless failures in this effort, but what is important is that the behaving agent feels as though they can accurately anticipate future scenarios. It is this confidence that allows the agent to conserve energy on the anxiety of the unknown -- even if they are dead wrong. It is the supposition of this paper that human populations have been capable of thriving in environments ill-suited to our original physical adaptations -- the African savannah -- precisely because we have programmed the environments we inhabit to conform to cultural algorithms, which may be relatively accurately forecasted and projected into the future, thus deriving the above list of beneficial effects. If we allow that the primary goal of social behavior is to render our environments more conducive to predictability, which I hope to prove in the following sections, we can trace this imperative to the pursuit of environmental objectification, which in turn, leads to the introduction of symbolic thought, and eventually to the deferment of subjective experience, which is ultimately what makes us exceptionally gifted hypothetical modelers, which includes projections the future. More cogently, this sequence may be visualized with the help of the following diagram (fig. 1): 52 [Fig 1 Omitted] Objectivity, Objectification & Objects The words objectivity, objectification and object overflow with meaning for many English-speakers. There are several competing definitions and concepts for each. In the parlance of this paper, it is hoped that these numerous connotations can be bridged and inclusive of all. The primary understanding of objectivity is often as an opposition to subjectivity. Whereas subjectiveness is the first-hand experience of an individual, objectiveness is an alleged unbiased interpretation of the environment that is detached from personal experience, and based solely upon exteriorly verifiable data. Subjectiveness is a personal impression based on information accrued through the five individual senses, objectiveness is supported by information from trusted sources, e.g., the theoretical objectivity of the newspaper. There has been much debate on whether total objectivity can ever be attained (Halbwachs 1925). It does appear that human agents, with our contingent life histories, are incapable of complete objectivity, however, the ideal of perfect objectivity is a standard against which newspapers, jurors, judges and politicians are often held. This debate is largely inconsequential to the present paper. The term objectification has come to represent the dehumanization of people, places or things, often towards ill-intentioned ends. When we speak of objectifying women, we are stripping them of their individuality, their personality, and basically disconnecting them from their subjective experiences of life -- transforming them into predictable and programmable objects. It is the contention of this paper that this process is fundamentally undertaken in order to reduce the anxieties of the unknown, and imbue the objectifier with the (false) confidence inherent in control. This process can be applied to individuals, groups and even environments. While it may seem quizzical to speak of dehumanizing something that is not human (i.e. can we really dehumanize a landscape?), what is truly meant by this, is to desubjectify, that is, to attribute desired programmable properties. And it is certainly possible to attribute desired properties to a landscape, or in other words to objectify the landscape. The term object(s), on its own, is also considered in a very precise sense herein. Of primary concern is that objects exhibit properties which may be mapped, described, projected and fully understood. The woman as an object has properties which can be controlled and projected, whereas the woman (or any gender) as an individual is unpredictable, thus a source of anxiety -- negatively taxing on our energy allocation. Another operative distinction for the term object is that, while objects may not intrinsically be man-made, “objectified things” are intrinsically products of human endeavor. For example a tree -- not a man-made creation -- may still be considered an object. In classifying a tree as an object we, again, are ascribing properties and behaviors to the tree which may be predicted and projected. Whether or not our predictions and projections are accurate is ultimately rather irrelevant. What is significant is that we have confidence in our predictions and projections, and may thus limit our anxieties. In short, what defines an object for purposes of this paper is something that can be programmed to behave according to human laws and conceptions of the future. In this case, “objective” is not meant to convey any claims to absoluteness or correctness, only the common reality that a majority of a population indulges. For example, we willingly defer our own subjective experiences of the flatness of the Earth to peers who have cultivated much more in-depth knowledge of this subject, such as Pythagorus, Eratosthenes, or Magellan -- we can objectively say that the Earth is spherical. Similarly millions of Germans deferred their subjective experiences of reality to the objective reality of Hitler during World War II. Just because reality has been consolidated does not mean it is any more or less accurate.
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