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| have indicated in previous posts that digits and symbols, as numbers, are not necessarily odd or even, fini
or infinite, discrete or non—discrete, ordered or not ordered. Whether such descriptions are of properties whi
arise as a consequence of digits being expressed in particular applications (such as a sequence or calculus
whether these are not properties but instead refer to stand—alone ontological elements | have not entirely

determined. But logically it looks like the latter. For, regarding the former, we note that there is no substantiv
description of an element that is distinguishable from its properties; which would seem to rule this option out

But | also reject the standard view that odd/even, finite/infinite, etc., refer to the ontologies of unique
stand—alone numbers that are independent of the application in which they find themselves. What
distinguishes this position from my own idea of a unique ontology of numbers is that in my view there is no
universal framework in which all number ontologies and their applications must manifest. A consequence of
my view is that numbers and digits are not transferable between applications. For example, the properties o
numbers found in a sequence are not also of those found in a calculus; and, the digits of the discrete are no
identical and freely interchangeable with the digits of the non—discreet (pi). Further, in my model digits or
numbers are not transferable between applications. For example, the number 2 arises in a particular
application — such as an application of an addition, and it is not interchangeable with 2 in another applicatior
of an addition.

Sets can be included in the list (first paragraph, top). That is, digits, as numbers, are not necessarily
proportioned as a set, odd/even, etc. In the creation of a set, a plurality of elements yield a new element tha
also is neither necessarily odd or even, finite or infinite, etc. For example, a plurality of flowers is not itself a
set as no new element is introduced as a set; but, a bouquet IS a set. It arises independently from a plurality
flowers as a new element. So created, and like the numbers, the set is also not necessarily odd or even, fini
or infinite, etc. Also like the numbers, a set is not transferable between applications. For example, as a uniq
ontology, a set cannot be recast as an element in another set without also losing its unique ontological statu
as a set.
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