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PROLOGUE

 One
June night in 1987, I couldn’t fall asleep, and one word, animals,
kept repeating in my mind. I kept turning in bed, but the
repetition persisted without any thoughts attached to it, without
development, without pictures — until I got up and wrote it down.
Then another word appeared in my mind, and then another. When the
avalanche finished, I crumpled the paper I had written and threw it
into the wastebasket. I stretched and was on my way back to bed
wondering what that was all about — what did I scribble? I couldn’t
remember anything that had flowed from my hand to the page. Going
up to my bedroom, tired but curious, I turned on my heels and went
back to fish out the crumpled piece of paper from the
wastebasket.

It was Session 1, which is provided
for your edification in Chapter 7. What’s that? I wondered.
Moreover, I asked, Who wrote that? For it certainly could not have
been me. I didn’t even think what this paper contained. What’s
happening to me, for God’s sake? I said aloud, for I thought I was
going bananas. I was flooded with ambiguous feelings. On the one
hand, I was excited, recognizing the possibility for more
information. I thought I might have discovered a bottomless well of
knowledge that I had longed for all my life. On the other hand,
however, I was quite scared that my sanity had taken leave.
Spiritual weirdoes with their glassy eyes and frozen smiles
preaching universal love and light never appealed to me, especially
when I saw with what violence they react when you scratch the
saccharine surface of their message. I wondered what it was that
gave me the information on this piece of paper. Something outside
my self? My own subconscious? And more importantly, why?

The next day, I sat down with pen and
paper and waited. Maybe it was a one-time fluke, I reasoned, but
perhaps not. I waited, and the experience came again. That second
session was about science, about “unseen matter,” which seemed
total nonsense to me at the time. Later, however, I learned that
there is something called “dark matter,” which is responsible for
90-95% of the mass of the universe. It is called “dark” because it
is unseen, and scientists search for its form, something that they
can measure, because they cannot see it and only know about it
because of its gravitational effect.

I continued getting more texts, and I
discovered that I could direct questions and receive answers in the
half trance-state wherein my sensory perceptions were increased but
at the same time I felt as if I had died in this dimension and
expanded in another. After some more of this strange writing filled
with words or images, I decided I had to get to the bottom of this.
I had the choice between visiting a shrink or seeing a
medium.

Seeing a shrink seemed
quite terminal to me, so I decided to see a medium first. She
thought I was channeling an entity. However, I do not channel
— I call the activity of extracting information “heralding”,
not “channeling”, and second, I do not herald an entity. Humans
need names, labels to refer to a source, so responding to my need,
my source called itself SHET. In Hebrew that’s just two
letters, since you only spell the consonants in most words. SHET is
SHIN — ש
and TAV — ת (or SH and T). These are the
first letters of SHE’ELOT (שאלות) and TSHUVOT
(תשובות) — questions and answers. Once SHET even referred to itself
in humor as a question and answer machine. SHIN —
ש and TAV
— ת
are also the last two letters of the Hebrew
alphabet, the supports of the alphabet, if you wish. SHET —
שת in
Hebrew translates as seat, base or infrastructure. Its gender is
neither masculine nor feminine, although it is more convenient for
me to relate to it as a “he.”

However, although I will refer to it
using the masculine impersonal pronoun, I am not heralding an
entity at all, for SHET is not an entity, not a being in our
commonly held definition of the term. I would rather call SHET a
field, since it is something indefinite — I could even say
amorphous — that changes when I change, a kind of interactive
mechanism. I am communicating with the indefinite, which gains
partial definition by interacting with me, and from his side, SHET
manifests by focusing. The material of this work was
retrieved from SHET. What SHET is can only be comprehended when the
logical structure conveyed herein is understood, since he teaches
himself by interacting with my thinking process. SHET is the
logical infrastructure of existence.

In later sessions, SHET
claimed to be PRIMORDIAL MAN ADAM KADMON (אדם קדמון), which according
to the Cabala (Jewish Mysticism) is the infrastructure of all
Creation. ADAM KADMON — this primal potential — is a point of
beginning of the universe, the first being to emerge activated by
the light of EYIN-SOF (אין
סוף — infinity in Hebrew). Sometimes ADAM
KADMON is referred to as EYIN-SOF — a realm beyond the
Cabala. It represents the primal potential that can be shaped into
any form given the “right” way, that is, if it is affected in the
“right” way by a consciousness. Turning this potential into
existence is synonymous with creation. Affected the “right” way,
this potential will continuously generate existence (creatures),
whereas if the process of creation comes to a standstill, this
potential has been affected in the “wrong” way. (Stories like
Frankenstein by Mary Shelly and the Legend of the
Golem from Prague, and also alchemy, are derivatives of this
kind of belief.) However, the “right” way of activating this
potential is not stated in the Cabala, for the processes that take
place within the ADAM KADMON are considered to be mysteries beyond
human knowledge that will only be revealed at the “end of days.” It
is stated in the Jewish mystical teachings (the Zohar) that, when
the “right” way is conceived, the Messianic era will begin with a
new kind of wisdom that will merge matter and spirit into a unified
body of knowledge, and that this divine and scientific wisdom will
flow from divine inspiration through people uneducated in either
science or religion.

When I received this information from
SHET that he was ADAM KADMON, I had no knowledge whatsoever about
any Cabalistic interpretation of this PRIMORDIAL MAN. In
retrospect, this information is almost eerie: as will be presented
in the following, the material received through heralding is
probably the sought after “right way” by prominent Cabalists. ADAM
KADMON, or SHET (I will refer to it as SHET in the following) said,
when asked, that the material he provides cannot be found in the
Cabala, and indeed that both himself and the material he brings
forth through me are from beyond the Cabala. This was very strange
news at the time, especially the fact that I was given the
privilege to be his herald. Religious people would see sacrilege in
imparting this kind of knowledge to a secular person, and even
worse for some, a female. But given the nature of the texts that I
received, even religious people have accepted it to have come from
a source important to them, especially when SHET revealed secrets
from the Cabala in Aramaic, a language with which I am totally
unfamiliar. However, this book in its many aspects is not about
Cabala (although spiced with it), but rather, herein is a Western
rendition of a new philosophy and logic, a novel approach to
science and technology as well as to our psychic and psychological
makeup.

How did I start heralding science? I
went to a lecture delivered by two prominent professors, Professor
Harry Friedmann (a physical chemist) who would lecture about
Cabala, and the famous philosopher, doctor,
organic/physiologic/biologic chemist, biochemist and neurologist,
Professor Yeshayahu Leibowitz (1903-1994). The latter was an
extremely popular lecturer, mainly known for his antagonistic
attitude and his superb ability to chop anyone to pieces who dared
to question his tenets. The hall was full, and it seemed to me that
everyone had come to hear Professor Leibowitz. First Professor
Friedmann had his say, and then Professor Leibowitz elaborated on
the difference between moral values and individual needs. The gist
of his argument was that every action we take is motivated by
either our needs or our moral values, and that we can only live a
virtuous life with unfulfilled needs if we replace the latter by
moral values. After every second sentence, however, he inserted
that Professor Friedmann was an idiot, a nincompoop, a moron, etc.
With each derogatory remark, I saw Professor Friedmann shrinking,
fading, and just before he became the size of little Tom Thumb, I
felt I could no longer take it, especially since I thought that
what he said was beautiful. I stood up and asked the esteemed
attacker, “Professor Leibowitz! Is abusing Professor Friedman a
moral value or an individual need?” Dead silence filled the hall. I
felt hostility from everywhere, the thoughts of the audience
reverberating in my head in unison: how dare you. That is,
except from Professor Friedmann, whose ears grew red. And then
Professor Leibowitz burst out laughing and said, “That is my need,
dear.” There was much laughter, as if everyone in the audience was
relieved, and the remainder of his speech was devoid of reference
to Professor Friedmann.

After the lecture, Professor Friedmann
came to me and invited his “savior” to coffee. We became friends,
and he became very interested in the material I received from SHET.
Being a religious man, he did not deny the possibility of
information from the beyond. At that time, I already had some
interesting scientific material, however, my academic background is
in philosophy and I wasn’t aware of its importance. When Professor
Friedmann saw it, he grew excited and wanted a dialogue with SHET.
He asked questions about both Cabala and science and was very
impressed. For years thereafter, he tutored me in quantum theory,
cosmology and chemistry.

Although I learned science through
SHET and those scientists who came to consult with SHET, I only had
their word that the material received was “amazing.” They visited
me, asked questions of SHET, received answers, seemed pleased, and
went on about their business. I wanted proof, hard proof, however,
that my scientific inspirations were indeed valuable. Indeed, I
received several proofs. For instance, when I was approached by a
high tech company director (lasers) with a problem no one could
solve, I received an exact answer from SHET as to the nature of the
problem together with its solution. (Needless to say, lasers were
not included in my philosophical curriculum.) The company engineers
were baffled because the lifespan of their small state-of-the-art
lasers were not uniform: some lasted, whereas others suffered an
early death. Analysis revealed nothing out of the ordinary — the
lasers all looked standardized and had equal outputs. SHET
explained that, because the laser tube was so short and because of
the relation between the length of the tube and the wavelength of
the beam, the system performed on the verge of chaos. This implied
that the smallest unaccountable influence could destabilize the
laser’s activity, which might shorten its life. To verify the
correctness of this suggestion, he proposed that the engineers
analyze the output with more advanced instruments capable of
measuring on smaller timescales than their equipment at the time
could have shown. (Such instruments are not standard equipment used
in the laser industry.) The solution SHET advocated was to pump the
laser with certain pulses at random intervals, which, he claimed,
should stabilize the laser’s performance and thereby prolong its
life. The company engineers did not believe this to be the case
— partly because they believed their state-of-the-art lasers
could not be chaotic (their measurements were not indicative in
this direction), and partly because they were laser engineers and
had no inkling about chaos. I sent a physicist I collaborate with
to pull rank with credentials on the engineers saying, this
strategy was his idea and to convince them to purchase the
necessary equipment. We couldn’t tell them that their problem was
analyzed and solved by a non-corporeal whatever that transmits its
messages through a redhead with no laser background, now, could we?
Briefly, they purchased the necessary lab equipment, and lo and
behold, it proved that the indicated problem was the cause of the
trouble, and furthermore, the suggested innovative approach solved
it.

Such incidents were the proof I needed
to embark on a long collaboration with Dr. Yeshayahu Eisenberg. But
first, let me tell you how we met. After a huge article about my
special psychic abilities in the Israeli newspaper, I was quite
busy, lecturing and doing SHET sessions for people. I got thousands
of phone calls, literally. Among the callers was a particle
physicist. He spoke very fast as he told me about his thesis. We
were discussing the state of affairs regarding modern physics,
particularly the deficiencies in theory, hardly comic relief, but I
became lively and giggly when we hit common ground, gossiping about
a certain eminent physicist. I suddenly understood what he was
saying. We decided to meet Friday night at 8 pm to continue the
discussion. Being psychic, I thought I knew what he was like:
Sixtyish, tiny, portly and bald, with round glasses. At exactly 8
pm he rang the doorbell while I was still in the bathtub. I didn’t
expect him to be punctual — punctuality is an unheard of character
trait in Israel. I wrapped myself up in towels and opened the door.
Oh my, I thought. He was young, handsome and skinny — I was
totally wrong in my expectations, except the spectacles. I ran
upstairs to smear makeup on my face.

By this point in my association with
SHET, I had inventions and scientific notions explaining a
different science with which — not being a scientist — I could do
nothing. SHET had presented a new philosophy and a new scientific
concept, and I needed a physicist, someone who could crystallize
the scientific concepts into a mathematical formulation. I thought
that, if I found one, I would continue to collaborate with him,
that he could turn to SHET with any problem, while I would continue
developing the new philosophy. As it turned out, while I was
dreaming of a physicist who would turn the revolutionary scientific
concepts produced by SHET into firm formalism, Dr. Eisenberg’s
dream was to conceive a new physics, preferably with the aid of
divine guidance. As expected in one-penny romances, the scene
having been set, we fell in love (notwithstanding the setting, I
think we would have fallen in love anyway, with a pastoral
background of sheep, shepherds and Virgilian odes) and started
collaborating. The constant mutual triggering engendered the final
format of SHET’s logic — and the new philosophy as well as the new
science became derivatives thereof. In Appendix II, Dr. Eisenberg
describes what he is doing.

More about the SHET mechanism, how I
am heralding and why SHET gave me this knowledge can be
found in Appendix I.







INTRODUCTION

 When I read about the scientific discoveries of the 1920s
that led to quantum theory and a massive paradigm shift, I was
filled with awe and envy. I imagined how exciting it must have
been, how privileged these scientists were to have gotten closer to
God’s cauldron. As I read that science was almost completed, only
needing some minor technical adjustments, I was saddened to realize
that I was born too late — I was left out. Yet when I looked at the
world around me so many years after the paradigm shift, I saw a
different picture: science did not have all the answers. Any claim
of a theory of everything was at best a hope to connect some
features of physics, and there was not even a hint of connecting
science to consciousness. In spite of all the advances in medicine,
more and more people got sick, and in spite of progress in
psychology, more and more people felt miserable. In spite of the
development of humanitarian values and the more idealistic versions
of globalization that aimed at unity, more and more nations
demanded self-definition and separate identities; and in spite of
the growing awareness of impending ecological disaster, more and
more species go extinct. Religious extremism escalated in spite of
an increasing exigency of religious tolerance, and the incidents of
genocide have only grown in number in spite of declarations of
greater racial and ethnic equality. Where were we heading? I asked
myself. Wasn’t knowledge supposed to be the solution to all our
problems? This assumption was either incorrect or we did not
possess the knowledge that could set us free.

The belief that knowledge provided
power to control our circumstances was based on the reasoning that,
if some kind of order existed, then that order must have laws that
govern its course. Knowledge of these laws would then be the
instrument of control. Since Creation seemed to be the consequence
of some kind of organizing principle, perhaps what we lacked was
the discovery of the secrets of Creation, and yet, the growing
storehouse of contemporary lore, all that science could add plus
all that came before, was no nearer to solving this mystery — and
in fact humans were perhaps even farther away than the Neolithic
cultures who seemed to understand their position in the universe
quite well. In spite of millennia of human effort, a deluge of
information, the Laws of Creation stayed frustratingly hidden.
There must be something wrong with our perception, I thought as I
yearned to understand the secrets of Creation. Was this desire
aimed at finding the truth?

The quest for the truth, or more
accurately, THE TRUTH, is probably as old as human awareness; but
why would knowing the truth have any importance? What advantage
does knowing the truth provide? Does such knowledge help in
navigating the rough seas of right and wrong? Or do humans hope
that such knowledge will light the path for mortals in the form of
an unwavering beacon that leads to freedom? To immortality?
Omnipotence? The fact that each proclaimed truth turned out to be a
Will-o’-the-Wisp rather than a beacon seldom restrained seekers of
truth from worshipping the next fashionable conception of truth,
which seems to indicate that the belief that there must exist a
TRUTH that will liberate us is so deeply ingrained in our way of
thinking that not finding it won’t deter us from stumbling onward
in our search.

What is this evasive and nevertheless
much sought after scintillation so often envisioned as
enlightenment? Mastering the tools that harness Nature through
knowing its true essence as well as its mechanisms? Or is THE TRUTH
the will of God as interpreted from the scriptures or revealed in
dreams? Or is it surreptitious slogans thought to penetrate the
insipid walls of superficiality and mediocrity when repeated ad
nauseum (you get what you deserve, Ye shall know the truth, and
the truth shall make you free…, etc.)? Or is truth our sense of
justice and moral intuition? Even if the true nature of truth would
have been charted and decreed through universal consensus, even
then, could we assume that indeed, it was THE TRUTH? How would we
know it from all the previous proclamations that turned out to be
false leads?

On the contrary, it would seem that
the firm belief that a person or group knows THE TRUTH or God’s
will leads to human sacrifice, the Inquisition, the Holocaust,
Stalinism, genocide, the destruction of the Twin Towers and all the
other innumerable murders and wars during human history in the name
of this or that ideology. More atrocities have been and are being
committed in the name of truth and for the glory of God, King and
Country, in the name of supreme and just values, than can be
recounted in so short a space as a single book. Oh, but these were
all perpetrated by madmen, they were all perverse abominations,
evil, the work of the Devil, you could say, and the perpetrators
did not know or act in the name of truth or God in all reality.
However, precisely such certitude in the rightness of one’s knowing
that the other is infallibly wrong is the motivation for
perpetrating destruction. We could imagine a Bin Laden doing what
he did with full integrity, firmly believing himself to be Allah’s
messenger fortified by the prophetic dreams of his associates. What
then is the difference between truth and delusion? Consider the
compassionate, pious, and righteous who declare that they are
saving millions and millions of suffering children and sanctify
life above all else with a ban on abortion, those who believe that
it is the invariable right of every family to have as many children
as they please whether they are capable of caring for them or not.
Do these decent souls encourage overpopulation and destruction of
the global ecology? Do they encourage the proliferation of the
uneducated and the desperate, thereby sentencing them to brief
lives filled with suffering? Are they the right candidates to
represent truth and justice?

It would seem that we have certain
expectations of TRUTH, but those expectations are only partially
met by any discovery, any declaration, and then we either embrace
this partial truth as the TRUTH or we go on to the next assertion
of what the TRUTH is. In short, the closer we come to it, the
further it gets away from us. Seeking solace, we assume we have
been looking for it in the wrong places. But perhaps, what was
wrong were our assumptions about truth? We assume

It exists somewhere

It has a definite form

A specific content

It is unique

Universal

If only found, it would solve all our
problems

Everyone will recognize it

To be THE TRUTH

What if our basic assumptions are
wrong? If we assume that there is an absolute truth out there
independent of our assumptions, then there can be no such creature,
since we assumed that there was one. Put differently, our
assumptions are subjective and cannot be regarded as proof of the
objective existence of anything. Only by negating truth, only by
saying, “there is no truth,” can we prove the existence of truth.
But how could such a negation prove the existence of truth? If it
is true that there is no truth, then and only then is there truth,
the truth being its own negation (if indeed it is true that there
is no truth, then stating that “there is no truth” is the truth).
If we assume that the sentence, “there is no truth” is not true,
then of course, there is truth (if the statement, “there is no
truth” is a lie, then there is truth). In either case, whether the
statement “there is no truth” is true or a lie, the result is
truth. Or rather, the proof of the existence of truth is a paradox,
which says nothing about the nature of truth, nothing about what
that truth might be.

Looking for a truth that establishes
the nature of things is trying to derive lawfulness from
phenomenological observations. Such phenomenological laws are
generalizations that predict the behavior of specific occurrences,
and as such, they are limited in their creative aspects. These laws
and worldviews are beliefs about how things are, should, or
could be. We think with events occurring in space and time around
us, and indeed with us within space and time as well, and we think
through the language of phenomenology, which allows us to imagine a
totally different universe than our own. For instance, we can
imagine anaerobic creatures made of non-carbon elements or a
universe wherein Hydrogen is not the most abundant element. Yet
such worlds would be but slight variations on what we believe to be
our world using the same language to imagine with as that used to
perceive phenomena. In a word, we are limited to imagine by means
of our language of phenomenology.

What would it be like to have a
totally new language, a language that would open the doors to
hitherto unfathomed realms, a language that would answer the enigma
posed by traditional science — a language that would provide not
only a new science and technology, but generate intelligent moral
behavior not directed by religious, cultish or cultural dictums but
by equipping us with tools to understand the structure of things?
For what if we could understand not only the structure of
phenomenological objects, but also the structure of our perception
and experience? What would it be like to have a language that could
truly build new worlds, not merely vaguely altered replicas of what
we already know? That is what you are about to encounter in these
pages: a new way of speaking/thinking about phenomena, about TRUTH,
where the structure of paradoxes could be regarded as that
truth that

Has a definite form

Can be expressed through a specific
content

Has a structure that is unique

Universal

It was found and it can solve most of our
problems

Hopefully it will be recognized

To be THE LOOP OF CREATION

The invention of a new paradigm that
did not define the nature of things — how they really are or how
they should be — was amazing. The breakthrough was, instead of
focusing on how and what things were, focusing on the dynamic
structure of things, which is, how they are perceived. Or in other
words, instead of trying to understand phenomena by discovering the
underlying lawfulness, my efforts were directed towards
understanding the dynamic infrastructure of any lawfulness, belief
or perception, which of course is also a kind of lawfulness, but a
very different one. Its parameters are not phenomenological
entities, but abstract logical creatures. The lawfulness of the act
of perception became the loop logic, a big step toward discovering
the secrets of Creation. A new non-causal language evolved that
linked consciousness with the rest of existence through the endemic
paradoxes that gained a paramount status when truth turned out to
be a dynamic structure rather than a reified goal.

As a reckless youth, I laughed at
Flaubert, who took five years to write his Madame Bovary. It
took me over seven years to write my book. Poetic justice I
suppose… The project was and remains tremendously exciting, but it
was also hard work. I spent sleepless nights trying to solve
inconsistencies, writing and rewriting paragraphs, nay, whole
chapters countless times as I tried to put forth difficult new
ideas in a palatable fashion, all the while vacillating between
elation and despair. The final format was achieved when I imagined
myself being the lion and the reader, my prey: in the first two
Parts I lick my food vigorously “softening” it, and then, in Part 3
I sink my fangs into it.

The first two Parts could be
characterized by a kind of cross-hatching where Part 1 delineates
the logical lines while Part 2 features the phenomenological point
of view. This fabric then constitutes the space within which the
logical structure can unfold, starting with Part 3.

The first few chapters might seem
challenging because they cover ground quite alien to most readers,
laying out the parameters of the theory of the Loop of Creation.
However, the text is itself a loop, and these issues will be
revisited throughout the remainder of the book, becoming
increasingly clear with each successive chapter. Rereading the book
after finishing the last chapter could be especially rewarding, as
with each new reading further perspectives will be revealed.
Because the text itself is a loop, Holophany, The Loop of
Creation is the first incarnation of a new genre: an
interactive book that changes the reader, which in turn, changes
what he/she perceives upon subsequent readings. The effort invested
in understanding this theory is remunerated by the discovery of
tools that will free the reader from the traps of dogma, unwanted
realities and Catch-22 situations. These tools will allow the
reader to transcend such traps by means of the loop itself, and
where the going gets particularly tough, imaginary Claras hasten to
the rescue. The dialogue between these Thomas Mannian characters,
Clara from the left and Clara from the right, lightens and sheds
light upon the arguments. I suspect the reader will often applaud
the insidious Clara from the left, who asks the questions I
anticipate the reader would have asked. Indeed, at times these
questions pushed me into an intellectual corner, and I had to think
for several months to come up with a satisfactory answer, and
consequently, the abusiveness that Clara from the left heaps upon
your humble author could also serve as cathartic relief for the
reader when frustrated at having to confront unconventional
concepts. The different Claras are in fact my inner voices and
represent different viewpoints with which I had to struggle while
writing this book, but they will serve to help you untangle the
questions in far shorter time. You’ll meet them in Chapter
2.

At the end of every Part (except Part
7), a set of evocative questions are provided that arise from, but
are not explicitly answered within, the chapters of that
Part.

Beginning in Part 2, the highlighted
material (in gray boxes) emphasizes the essence of the discussion
on every page. Since this work is abounding with new ideas,
eliciting the main points seemed a necessary addition. Another
tactic to elevate understanding are the summaries of the more
unorthodox or intricate notions that appear in various
chapters.

Parts IV, V, and VI introduce the
three Qualitative Dimensions of the seven Dimensions of Creation.
The remaining four quantitative dimensions will be dealt with in
the next book. The qualitative dimensions are correlated with
Hebrew letters as a means to symbolically explain these seemingly
alien concepts, because the Hebrew language, with its peculiar
structure, could be deemed the language of Creation. That is,
Hebrew is not unlike the logical structure itself — the Loop of
Creation. Some examples showing how permutations of letters in a
Hebrew word create related words are but a taste of the real
profundity of the philosophy that is the foundation of this
language. An in-depth account of how the Loop of Creation relates
to the Hebrew language will be expounded in the next
book.

As described in the Prologue, SHET was
the source of the Loop of Creation, whereas the loop logic is the
embodiment of what SHET is. Quotations of SHET appear in bold
script throughout this work.

In Part 4, the delineation of the
plausible scientific model of Creation (of mass) was the
contribution of my collaborator, high energy physicist Dr.
Yeshayahu Eisenberg, who also wrote Appendix II — which enhances
the application of the loop logic (mainly paradoxes) as the basis
of the realization of a new science.

The material contained herein had its
own force, intensity and momentum, and where I came to a dead end,
I was helped out by the material itself. I did not create it, but
rather, I had the privilege of witnessing its emergence.
Accomplishing an explanation of the Loop of Creation is far beyond
what I wagered for in my wildest dreams. Perhaps awe is the best
word to express what I feel toward the Loop of Creation, but the
ideas are offered here for your inspection. I trust that the
journey you are about to enter upon will be as astonishing for you
as it was for me.

Clara Szalai

Israel,2005







PART 1: HOLOPHANY







Creation of events is very much
part of Creation... I am teaching you to be creator, not a random
statistical datum... I want you people to be creators, not passive
things kicked around, but the movers... I am opening the gates to
the basic laws that enable you to create the mechanism that can
create you to be creators, which laws actually triggered this
entire universe into being.

SHET


 Chapter 1: I experience, Therefore I
Exist

The ascent of science to its current
position as the premiere means by which humans define the world
around them could be said to have started with the French
philosopher and mathematician, Rene Descartes (1596-1650). He
wanted to discover what is indubitably true, which according to
him, meant knowing something with absolute certainty. He was
actually questioning the nature of knowledge, and he began by
questioning what can be known in the extreme sense of the word, for
he recognized that he could not build a method of knowledge without
defining this parameter. Such a method of knowledge could then
serve as the basis of philosophy, science and other fields of human
endeavor. But how could one know anything with absolute certainty?
How could one identify an indubitable truth? He recognized, for
example, that he could not point to some of his beliefs as true and
others as false, because if he held those beliefs, then they were
true for him. So the primary question then became: How can one
suspend all beliefs? Descartes’ answer was simple: By doubting the
truth of those beliefs. Perhaps, he reasoned, our sense perceptions
are only the figments of our imagination or a dream. Perhaps, the
entire physical universe is a dream. If our sense perceptions can
be overshadowed by doubt, if we can doubt their existence and true
nature, then perhaps our very existence slides into the abyss of
uncertainty. How do I know that I exist? he asked.
Because I can see my reflection? Because others can see me?
And so Descartes went on doubting everything. But there was one
thing he could not doubt; he could not doubt that he was doubting,
so he could not doubt his own existence. From this reasoning
emerged his famous assertion: Cogito ergo sum (I think,
therefore I exist).

 Why did
this sentence, or more specifically, this type of reasoning, lead
to modern science? What did the conclusion, “I think, therefore I
exist,” change in the human conception of the world to the extent
that history took a major turn? Since Descartes could only
establish that he existed as a thinking being (a thinking essence —
from the Latin esse, which is “being”) with indubitable
certainty, this was no proof or indication of his body’s existence.
The doubtless fact that he existed as a thinking entity said
nothing about his body’s nature or existence. While he knew his
thinking substance with certainty, he knew nothing of his corporeal
substance. From this he concluded that his mind and body were two
distinct, non-identical substances.i
This dualism, separating the mind from the body, launched a new
epoch of pragmatical science.

 In spite
of the fact that every philosopher with a decent level of
self-esteem since Descartes has delighted in tearing his reasoning
to pieces (and many of them successfully), and in spite of the fact
that no lesser light than Newton invested lots of time in refuting
Descartes’ physics, it was Descartes’ investigations of knowledge
that set the framework for modern science and technology. The
dualism separating body and mind, attributing mechanical and solely
causal characteristics to body and matter, engendered empirical
questions — such as, how does a body fall? what are the parameters
of force? gravity? etc.? — instead of more philosophical questions
querying the purpose and meaning of existence. The empirical line
of questioning certainly led to well-formulated theories and
experiments proving or refuting these theories, but why couldn’t
these questions be posed while spirit (as good a word as any for
the non-material aspects of the human being) and matter constituted
an integrated whole? Now that’s an interesting question. Why,
indeed? Imagine that Descartes would have reached the conclusion
that I experience, therefore I exist, instead of I think,
therefore I exist. What’s the difference between these two
assertions?ii This correlation will
become clearer later in the text.

A thought is a kind of definition, a
kind of ordering and classifying of experience into known idioms,
whereas an experience itself is something very private that can
never be forwarded or shared. Only what one “thinks” of the
experience can be shared, or in other words, the interpretation of
the experience. Thoughts can be shared, but experience can only be
shared through the combined mediums of thought and language, via a
second-hand expression (more about this in Chapter 71.) So,
thoughts can be expressed and shared through language (either
spoken language or mathematics or other formal expressions).
However, one’s experience remains in the realm of the unknown, in
the realm of the spirit. The experience of bliss an individual
achieves by looking at a beautiful flower is not caused by
the flower, for if it were caused by the flower, then everyone
seeing that flower would experience the same effect. The flower
might be the trigger for a given individual’s experience of bliss,
yet we cannot speak of causality in its truest sense here, because
this cause does not always achieve the same effect. What brought
about the experience of bliss is something much more complex.
Therefore, we can conclude that experience is transparent to causal
laws, and yet modern science has managed its many achievements
precisely by positing causal laws. This objectification of
lawfulness does not permit personal experience (the spiritual
aspect) to interfere with scientific results. Consequently,
experiments substitute for experience, and thus, experiments — to
be pronounced scientific — need to be repeatable by different
people in different places and effect identical results. However,
by merely performing the same ritual you do not have the same
experience each time because the nature of experience, as shall be
shown later on, is essentially different from the deterministic
makeup of experiment.

During the last 350 years, science has
allowed for the development of very advanced technologies. In the
20th century, with the advent of relativity and quantum
theory we seem to have reached the twilight zone where we need to
re-question the precise conceptual fundaments that brought us this
far. Cosmology wrestles with questions of Creation, the latest
ideas suggesting that the basic objects of existence arise as a
necessity from the laws of physics, but science has no answer for
how the laws of physics could emerge from nothing. So cosmology, at
its present level of development, cannot describe the creation of
something from nothing.

To this day, quantum theory wrestles
with interpretations of its formulas. The formulas work, for they
are the fundament of modern computer technology and much more. Yet
in spite of some claims that these formulas mean this or that
truth, somehow, when boiled down to their essentials, a shroud of
indefinite mystery envelops the whole subject. For instance,
non-locality is a very embarrassing phenomenon for physicists
because they can’t claim to understand it to any depth. Einstein
referred to non-locality as a “spooky action at distance.” An
example of non-locality is when two particles exhibit correlated
behavior when they cannot communicate with each other to match
positions. How does one particle know what the other is going to
do? How does it adjust itself simultaneously with the other’s
behavior? Another conundrum connected to non-locality that has
physicists stumped, and which has given rise to many contending
interpretations, is how a particle, which is actually a wave spread
all over the universe (with different degrees of probabilities to
be found in different places), suddenly collapses into existence in
one place when measured? These puzzles gave rise to philosophical
ruminations that tend to re-instate the unseen spiritual realms,
which is also referred to as consciousness — although what
consciousness is seems to evade in-depth definition, no matter how
many dictionaries or tomes of philosophy you examine.

Because of such riddles that our
present state of scientific understanding can’t explain adequately,
some scientists believe that we have reached the limits of the kind
of science we have today. Although no scientist would suggest that
the technological potential has been exhausted from our current
level of understanding, we do not know how the world was created
any better than the ancient Greeks or Phoenicians. We still don’t
know how to create something from nothing. Knowing about the Big
Bang (if there was one) does not mean we can create one. Although
it is true that if you know how to make pea soup then you can make
pea soup, but of course, you need a pea for that purpose. If we
speak of Creation using this metaphor, our pea soup is the
universe, and if we know how the uni-verse was created, then we can
create a pea, or the basic stuff from which the universe is made.
That’s what it means that you know how the world was created.
However, the embarrassing questions arising from non-locality and
the previously mentioned measurement problems point in the
direction of the probability of unknown and unseen lawfulness
(something is missing from our recipe). Since science arrived at
this twilight zone, where the unseen could gain meaning by
influencing the seen, and since the unseen has been derived from
the seen, perhaps it is time to re-instate and braid the unseen
into the seen in order to yield the seen so we can derive the
unseen from the seen, or in other words, to reinstate consciousness
into the cosmic recipe. Does this seem like a loop? It is. The Loop
of Creation might bring about another turn in the history of
evolution by restoring consciousness into the web of reality. This
hypothesis then assumes an imaginary Descartes, who would have
said, I experience, therefore I am.

What then is the theory of the Loop of
Creation? I mentioned that it includes the unseen, non-physical
dimensions of consciousness. How can there be a worldview that can
both underlie scientific thought and also braid consciousness and
the unseen into a theory that can give rise to something from
nothing? How can a theory that describes the universal lawfulness
be created without embedding it in causality? As I mentioned
earlier, causality demands an external objective dictum — external
to the observer or perceiver — which by definition denies the
possibility of individual experience or unrepeatable instances. So
how can there be a consistent theory of lawfulness that both
demands repeatability (by definition, a law is a statement of a
relation or sequence of phenomena invariable under the same
conditions) and also subjective changeability? Isn’t that a
paradox? It is. Nevertheless, the requirement of initial conditions
that incorporate consciousness and the physical dimensions dictate
that such a non-causal theory, to represent lawfulness, should be
rooted in a different way of thinking. A different kind of logic is
required to give rise to a rational and consistent framework within
which Creation of something from nothing can be palatable. Indeed,
that logic is Holophany, the Loop of Creation.


 Chapter 2: Nemesis

I would like to tell you now what the
Loop of Creation is, but first, you should know that it took over
twelve years to conceive and integrate this material and that I
have been writing and re-writing this book for the past seven
years. I think the best way to explain what the Loop of Creation is
could be by honestly showing you the history of its emergence. No,
I do not mean its chronological history, but the psychological
evolution of this new logic. It consists of arguments between my
various inner viewpoints, something like dialogues between
differently defined logical personalities. Since all of them are
me, I will call them Clara from the left, Clara from the right, and
rarely, Clara from above, etc.

Clara from the left: “Not very
imaginative.”

Clara from the right: “Who asked your
opinion?”

Since childhood I had these
commentators expressing opinions on my deeds, thoughts and
emotions. It was a kind of looking on my perception, as if another
me assessed my perceptions or emotional reactions to events. It
made me miserable because I thought I was counterfeit. For
instance, when I was eight, my aunt died, and as I shed a few tears
during the funeral ceremony, I became aware of me looking at
me.

Clara from the left: “If you would
tilt your head a little more to the side, then your sorrow would be
more conspicuous.”

I grew angry.

Clara from the right: “I don’t think
she should be all that conspicuous in her grief. She obviously
feels sorry for her dead aunt.”

Clara from the left: “You are a fake.
The fact that you are aware of the degree of your sorrow proves
that you play at it and are not truly experiencing it. You don’t
feel it all the way. You cannot feel all the way.”

I felt helpless while Clara from the
right tried to defend me: “It’s not true!”

And I really started weeping the tears
of frustration.

Clara from the left: “You see? Getting
frustrated proves my point. You are a fake.”

Clara from the right: “No, I am
not.”

Clara from the left: “Yes, you
are.”

Clara from the right: “No, I am
not.”

Finally, I grew weary of their
bickering and said, “Hey, both of you! Aren’t you overdoing it? I
am trying to concentrate on Aunt Piri’s eulogy.”

You see what I mean? Fortunately, I
recognized this multi-viewpoint crowd to be an ability to
simultaneously take different viewpoints, each with its own inner
logical structure. Arguments between these different structural
organizations helped in augmenting the logical structure, which
became the Loop of Creation.


 Chapter 3: To Think or Not to
Think?

That Descartes’ conclusion lead to the
pragmatic development of science is due to the fact that his
cogito ergo sum elucidates Western thought. The objective of
pragmatic science has been to investigate Nature in order to
establish existing relations and sequences of phenomena as laws.
These then become tools to predict future phenomena and also serve
to change or create phenomena. For example, if the phase change of
water to vapor means that vapor has a wider volume than water, then
this phenomenon can be utilized to make a steam engine. The steam
engine will work with water and heat, and without incantations or
prayer or voodoo. We don’t need spiritual or unseen, and hence,
unpredictable forces such as the favor granted by gods by virtue of
sacrifices in order for the steam engine to work. It is enough to
know some laws of mechanics.

This aspiration to discover how
objective Nature works, this single note to represent a very
complex composition, has been present in Western history since
ancient Greece, and hence Descartes’ cogito ergo sum
resonates. Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to mention that rational
thinking has gone hand-in-hand with superstition and mystical
tendencies throughout history. Pythagoras’ law is as valid today as
it ever was, but his mystical lifestyle or philosophy are hardly
known. And even after Descartes, Isaac Newton (1642-1727),
considered the father of classical physics, reverted to alchemy
after all his achievements in mechanics, calculus and optics.
Rational? Hardly. This mystical, irrational element in the equation
reverberates with the experience of unseen lawfulness, which became
apparent in our age when Werner Heisenberg (1901-1976) discovered
that our approach cannot establish how Nature is by measuring it,
but rather, we must concede that the measurement itself interferes
with what is being measured, with how Nature is. If the subatomic
levels of Nature do not exist in any specifically defined way, if
our interaction with them might influence them, then we have to
revise our view of the objective status of Nature. That means,
Nature or reality is not objectively external to our perception if
our perception of it can change it.

Clara from the left: “Do you mean to
say that if you look at a flower, then you change the flower? That
reminds me of the guy who would use his glasses only for special
occasions because he was afraid if he used them a lot they would
get worn down.”

Clara from the right: “Not exactly.
She spoke of the subatomic realm where the classical laws of
causality do not apply, where the measurement made from the macro
universe influences and, yes, forms the nature of the micro,
subatomic world.”

Clara from the left: “But the macro
consists of the micro! So if the elements of something responds to
a certain lawfulness, then it is only logical that the something
that consists of these elements would respond to the same
lawfulness. No?”

Clara from the right: “Well, yes and
no. Actually, NO. The classical laws of the macro world definitely
do not describe the subatomic realm, whereas the subatomic laws
cancel out and you get an average when you deal with big amounts of
atoms that describe the macro world. So actually this average is
the set of classical laws.”

Clara from the left: “Smartass! What
you are really stating is, that you influence the observed by
observing it, but you cannot really see it because you live in the
macro world and there it does not work. That sounds like an
eloquently worded bunch of mystical bric-a-brac with scientific
credentials.”

Clara from the right: “Thank you, I
suppose that’s a compliment. Anyway, on the quantum level,
measurements have been done that vindicate the theory, which means,
the measurement influences the outcome, and on that level, Nature
does not have a definite form, but is formed by the actual
interference of the measurement. On that level, these phenomena can
be seen, and consequently, this is a phenomenological fact. Before
quantum theory, phenomenology dealt with bigger chunks of the seen
governed by classical laws. The exciting element here is precisely
the occurrence of the lawfulness from the unseen realm within the
phenomenologically measurable.”

We could say that the quantum world is
the phenomenological link between the unseen and the seen, between
the qualitative and quantitative dimensions where both worlds gain
expression. The phenomenological laws can be deduced by observation
and experiments, but the qualitative laws, the laws prevailing in
the unseen realms, cannot be deduced from the seen. You cannot know
what generates what, which processes and lawfulness lead up to the
formation of matter when these processes are unseen. You can see
the bottomline, that there is something, that there are particles,
but from these you cannot deduce the complex processes taking place
in the unseen realms of quality that created the particles when you
cannot even see traces of those complex processes. Because these
processes take place in the unseen non-phenomenological world, you
cannot have a clue of what’s going on in the unseen using the
tenets and practices of present-day science. All you can observe is
the observable, and all you can know from observation is that there
is something beyond what you can see — the unseen world — although
you don’t know how and what that is. However, we will attempt to
unfold some of what this unseen world could be.

Clara from the left: “So far the claim
that there is an unseen world with its laws and processes is an
empty claim. You proved that much by saying that you don’t know
what’s in the unseen world because you don’t see it. So how do you
know that there is an unseen world? Just because some phenomena
point in the direction of some unknown lawfulness? That does not
necessarily mean that these laws crop up in some hypothetical
unseen realm. It does mean, however, that you deduce that there is
an unseen world out of your own beliefs: if I don’t see and don’t
know, it means there is something. As if not seeing and not knowing
would lead to the logical conclusion that there is something of
which you are ignorant. Two negative propositions do not lead to a
positive one. Moreover, you don’t even say it cannot be known. If
you did, of course, you would be talking theology. No, you
only think you are being rational when you say you can know
the lawfulness within this supposedly unseen realm. I can’t wait to
tear apart whatever you’re going to propose.”

Clara from the right: “Aren’t you
getting a little too personal? We are talking here about the
essence of existence, not trying to get at each other’s
throats.”

Clara from the left: “Speak for
yourself. All the fun is jumping down your throat and showing what
a pompous asshole you are. Who do you think you are? Smarter people
than you failed in their attempts to outguess God; so do you think
you are going to succeed?”

Clara from above: “The assumption that
there is only what one can see, touch or otherwise assess with
phenomenological tools (measurement of some kind) is not some brand
of universal truth, but only a presumption. Phenomenological tools
proved functional as far as they helped build theories that could
be applied to further deeper understanding of the physical world,
and thereby, attain technological advances. That there is an unseen
world with different laws than the observable physical realm is
also an assumption, just like the previous one. The question,
whether one assumption or the other is the real God-given truth, is
irrelevant. If the existence of such an unseen world with its laws
can be proven to be tools to further even deeper understanding,
which can in turn provide further tools and technologies, then this
unseen world is legitimate, justified by its results.”

Clara from the left (murmuring to
herself): “Great, now we have one more voice of God.” Then aloud:
“And pray, how was the pragmatical assumption that worked well in
the past, and which brought and continues to bring about all this
wonderful technology, acquired? If it is only an assumption, as you
say, then how come it works? Perhaps it is the truth and that’s why
it works.”

Clara from above: “That one theory
works does not exclude the possibility that other theories could
work as well. That something works is no indication of either the
truth or a lie. Sometimes lies work too. Although recent worldviews
are based more on assumptions (’let’s say that so and so are
initial conditions’, etc.), earlier in human history assumptions
were indeed equivalent with self-evident truths, which could not
and should not be proven, because, again, they were self-evident.
In a word, these assumptions carried the weight of axioms, and
axioms carry authority — whatever the authoritative truth might be
and
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