

I

The universe appears to be a mindless phenomenon. Nothing indicates the existence of a cosmic mind.

If we have some humility in us, we will acknowledge that there are probably things beyond our understanding. It is unlikely that we have understood everything about the universe.

There must be a deep solution to the universe, but I don’t think it’s an obvious one. This is probably one of the things we wouldn’t understand if somebody told us.

Whether the spirit dissolves in the brain is unclear, and there are problems with this assumption. Brain is matter, spirit is not, and how can matter produce something immaterial?

The spirit is not tangible, it cannot be localized, measured, or perceived in any sense. Either you reduce the spiritual reality to the brain, but with that, you cancel the spirit, or you allow for a spiritual reality in the brain, in which case you have to explain how a material brain can create an immaterial spirit.

Spirit is not explained by matter. It differs not quantitatively, but qualitatively. While the brain is complex, it’s material in all its complexity. There is nothing immaterial about the brain.

No matter how you twist and turn it, there is a leap from the material brain to an immaterial spirit.

Is there an ultimate truth that would explain why the universe exists? There should be some type of explanation. I assume that our greatest errors lie in our concepts, which limit our understanding of the universe. I think we have developed great scientific theories, in a not-so-great conceptual framework.

Our science develops our metaphysics. But our metaphysics can develop our science too. The latter part is largely neglected at the present time. Schrödinger says: Metaphysics does not belong to the structure of knowledge, but it is the scaffolding that simply cannot be dispensed with in order to continue the construction.

If a higher intelligence told us the truth, we would probably be puzzled by it. I refuse to believe that we are so God-like that we could understand the ultimate level of reality. There are probably aspects of reality which are not intelligible to us, simply because they are not well reflected in human thought.

Does the universe need God to exist? Not necessarily. It’s the human in us that says yes. It’s a spiritual answer to a mechanical problem, and it has polluted our metaphysics for centuries.

It is possible that intelligence exists elsewhere, but it appears to be tied to organic life. There is no indication of a cosmic intelligence, let alone a higher consciousness, and we assume this without evidence. But if we abandon the evidence, we have no certainty that our concepts represent reality.

Intelligence can be immanent, it does not have to be the transcending intelligence of abstract thought. There is a possibility that the universe operates on a different kind of intelligence, not the conscious one we know from ourselves.

We believe in God because we cannot fathom how the universe could exist without him. But I don’t believe the absence of God would mean that there is nothing else. There is a world of layers between the two extremes. It’s very human to go for the extremes, when the solution usually ends up in the middle.

To me the universe looks like a mechanical system.

The universe is not either with or without God. There is a good chance that the higher truth would reveal a mix of Godliness and Ungodliness of the universe.

The higher truth is not an intelligence.

Nothing indicates the existence of a cosmic intelligence. By all appearances, the universe is without spirit. You can always assume that the universe is a living entity with an embedded consciousness, but there is no evidence for it.

We could follow the path of vitalism, and speak of wills, and élans, and cosmic energy, and life pervading the universe. There is nothing inherently wrong with this hypothesis, but there is no evidence that supports it. We could assume a cosmic mind, or the universe as a mental phenomenon. But once again, nothing points toward the universe being such a phenomenon.

When we reduce it to the observed facts, then we don’t recognize a cosmic will, or mind. There is no world soul, and no indication of a divine creator. We don’t see these things, we don’t measure them, we don’t perceive them, and we don’t experience them. Chances are they don’t exist.

I believe that the higher truth would appear strange and perhaps unintelligible to us. If somebody told us, we would be puzzled, or we may not even understand what we’re hearing.

I think the deep solution of the universe is either inconceivable to us, which would make it accessible within the right concepts, or, what I fear, unintelligible, which means that we wouldn’t even understand that we don’t understand it. I don’t believe that the solution is straightforward, and I find our current explanation for the universe suspiciously straightforward.

I don’t think that the universe has a "why", and yet, I think the why is somehow embedded in reality. The why should hide within the how of the universe.




II

Human time is limited: it begins, it passes and it ends. We cannot say the same about the universe. Even with a Big Bang, the question stands if there was a time before the Big Bang.

A star "is born", "lives" and "dies" in time. But while the star is in time, does time proceed with the star? If you think about it, there is no necessary connection between the two statements.

The universe could evolve in time without time itself evolving. It’s possible that the universe evolves in a manner, which we understand through time, but which isn’t actually temporal.

When we reduce the universe to itself, we have to admit that nothing indicates the existence of a greater power.

The universe did not create itself out of nothingness. That’s the one axiom I apply rigorously. If the universe created itself out of thin air, then all bets are off and we may as well give up on trying to understand it.

There are no traces of a creator, and we should not assume the existence of something, which lacks concrete evidence.

Organic life is not the rule, but the exception in the universe. The universe is either alive in a very different sense, for example mechanically, or what seems more likely, not alive at all.

If we trust our observations, then life and spirit are not universal properties. They are tied to life on Earth, and potentially other biospheres, but they are not universal.

If God exists, then he is not recognizable in the universe. However, it is possible that the universe does not reveal its creator, which is why God remains a possibility.

There are two options regarding God’s involvement in the universe. Either God is implicitly present in it, in which case we can identify him through the universe. Or he is fully absent from it, in which case we cannot identify him at all.

It’s possible that what we call God doesn’t exist, but that God exists in a different form. Our concept of God is very human after all, and we don’t know whether it’s correct. God should resemble the universe much more than us. Rather than the rule, human life seems to be the exception from the rule.

What we call God may be the universe itself. There could be a God-like quality to the universe, which we "outsource" into a divine entity. If God was to reveal himself, we would probably not call him God anymore. We would give him the right name, since in this hypothetical scenario, we would know what God is. We would not discover God, but it, whatever it is.

The "why" question may dissolve right before our eyes, and the pieces would fall into their natural place. It would answer some of our fundamental questions, but it would create new ones.

Saying we live in a simulation makes us seem like the central item of reality, while the universe only plays a secondary role. By all appearances, the roles are reversed. We are secondary to the primary reality of the universe.

It seems that we are precisely what we appear to be: Intelligent life forms on a small planet in the universe. Evolution created our minds and self-awareness, and this allows us to inquire about the universe. None of this is in any way related to the universe as a whole. It only took place on Earth, and it seems unconnected to the greater scheme of things.

Idealism has always been a strange proposition. Why would our subjective reality be more real than the objective reality, from which we derive our ideas? We must base our observations on the universe, not ourselves. If you believe the universe is a simulation, then I believe you take yourself a bit too seriously.

When we look at Earth, we see how little it represents the universe. The universe looks nothing like Earth, and just like that, we would expect God to look nothing like humans.

There is nothing in the universe indicating that there is a living force, an élan vital, pervading all of reality. The universe is only alive in one particular sense, and that is, in a figurative sense.

As much as we want to discover a deeper meaning behind it, we seem to be unconnected to the rest of the universe. We are tied to Earth and its particular conditions. But the conditions on Earth are not representative of the conditions in the universe. Special conditions created life, and ultimately the special reality of mind. None of this seems to represent anything universal.

Schopenhauer wrote a thousand-pager on a universal will, when simple observation would have revealed no such will in nature. Living beings have a will, which becomes conscious as life evolves, and in that sense, even simple life forms have a will, albeit a rather biological one. But this is connected to life, and it doesn’t go beyond that. Outside of organic life, no will can be identified in the universe. It is seeing a world that doesn’t exist, and squeezing the observed reality into a theoretical concept.

Metaphysics encourage subjective thinking about nature, and that’s one of its great advantages over science. The subjective part of metaphysics is precisely what makes it valuable, but it must be in line with our objective knowledge.

Hegel said: what is rational is real and what is real is rational. This is another example of metaphysics without substance. There is no evidence that nature is rational. It seems mechanical and physical, not rational or spiritual. By all appearances, reason is one of the last things to develop in the universe.

This is not a time that lacks in objective understanding of the universe, but rather a time where subjective thought can no longer cope with what we objectively know. We need to sort out our concepts and hidden assumptions, in order to arrive at a better understanding of reality. This is why metaphysics has never been more important than today.

We can advance our cosmology through new science, but also through a new conceptual understanding of our existing science. The latter is metaphysical, rather than scientific, but it can make great contributions, as it has in the past.

Science deals with nature, and metaphysics with thought. The two should never antagonize each other, but rather align, so that thought and nature represent each other well.

Conceptual thought often leads to new science. But conceptual thought is metaphysical rather than scientific. We have to scrutinize the conceptual thought that underlies our science.

To go with science is not brave today. Nothing is easier than saying "I believe in science". The real virtue lies in scrutinizing science from a conceptual point of view.

It’s a misconception of our age that science should always precede metaphysics. In practice, new science is often preceded by metaphysical thought. W. James said it right: The sciences are themselves branches of the tree of philosophy. As fast as questions got accurately answered, the answers were called ‚scientific‘, and what men call ‚philosophy‘ today is but the residuum of questions still unanswered.

While the universe may be the ultimate reality for us, it is far from settled whether there is a reality exceeding it. We don’t know if the universe is a manifestation of something greater, or deeper, or whether reality absolutely ends with it.

I assume that the higher truth would not answer our human questions about reality. Rather, it would answer questions, which we didn’t even know we had.

Human life is too niche a phenomenon to play any role in the universal scheme of things. The universe does not appear to have any human features, including spirituality and divinity. These are derived from abstract, human thought, and there is no evidence that the universe reflects human nature.

I don’t think, there is a "why" to the universe, nor do I think there is a "whence". I think there is a "how", which incorporates the "why". We should focus on the "how", in order to generate tangible (and measurable) insight.

A Big Bang fits neatly into our human understanding of the universe, and that in itself should make us suspicious.

By all appearances, the universe appears to exist without a creator. And yet, it appears suspiciously orderly. It looks like a sophisticated piece of machinery.

The problem with God is that it halts our efforts to understand the universe. The same could be said about the Big Bang.

I don’t think that the fundamental reality includes a God in the human sense of the word, but rather something God-like, which we wouldn’t call God if we knew what it was.

I assume that on the fundamental level, time ceases to be time, and it becomes something else, which is still related to time in the universe, and yet it’s fundamentally not time. We would advance our understanding of time, while paradoxically dissolving the concept into the higher truth.

The higher truth can only be approximated. By a rigorous process of elimination, we can exclude options or label them as unlikely, and by that, we can get closer to a fundamental understanding of the universe.

The higher truth seems mechanical rather than intelligent.

There is a good chance that the mechanical reality of the universe relates to the higher truth. We do not see intelligence in the universe, but we do see mechanics.

I don’t think we would be satisfied with the higher truth. We would probably be terrified by it, because of its simplicity, and its sheer stupidity, combined with its almighty power.

If the universe is not intelligent, then there is no reason to assume that the higher truth is. This is why a mechanical truth is preferred to an intelligent truth, since only the former, not the latter, is empirically manifest in the universe.

Mechanics are universal in nature. Intelligence, on the other hand, appears to be confined to Earth. This doesn’t necessarily mean that the higher truth is mechanical. It may be of a different nature, which only expresses itself in mechanical form.

A cosmic intelligence cannot be excluded, but once again, we have no evidence for it. There appears to be no spiritual reality to the universe, but only a physical, mechanical reality. If the spirit is not in the data, it shouldn’t be in our theories.

Take away the intelligence, and you are reducing the universe to a mechanical phenomenon. But as such, it appears primary to us. Either there is nothing beyond the physical level, in which case the physics represent the higher truth. Or there is a deeper reality behind the physics, but in this case, we would assume the higher truth to be involved with the physical universe.

The higher truth reveals itself through the universe. What doesn’t reveal itself through the universe cannot be accepted as the higher truth. If the truth is distinct from the universe, then there is no way of identifying it, and in that case, we would be better off not pursuing the concept, as the risk of being wrong would be too great. Speculation without any evidence does not provide a safe method of understanding the universe.

The only good path to the higher truth is to identify it within the universe. If it cannot be identified in the universe, we should not assume its existence.

To base cosmological theories on God is the original sin of philosophy. This basis should have always been the universe. Plato constructed his ideas on God, Aristotle built them on nature, which makes the latter superior to the former.

Besides the lack of evidence for God, we could question why God saw the necessity to create the laws of physics. We would have to wonder what kind of God we are dealing with. Why would God determine that electrons in the same orbital must have opposite spins? Such a level of sophistication would seem arbitrary from a divine point of view. Either God would have caused this intentionally, which would make him a scientific God, or he would be a very exact being, whose precision is reflected in the physics. However, neither assumption seems particularly satisfying. Based on observation, we are dealing with the laws of physics alone, and no God in sight.

If God is weak, it would be better for him to not exist. We don’t want a weak God. We want a strong God, or no God at all.

If God exists, why would he require a Big Bang to make the universe? Perhaps he wants to conceal himself through a seemingly logical but, in reality, arbitrary timeline, which is understood by us as a process of nature. Or perhaps he only gives clues, and the Big Bang would be the ultimate clue. He may be creating an elaborate story about his inexistence, just so we don’t deduce his presence from anything. It’s difficult to say whether the Big Bang makes God more or less likely.

Maybe this is God’s test of our faith. He tests us, and he doesn’t give us anything proper to work with. We cannot know him, we can only believe in him, and when we reduce God to our knowledge of him, we dissolve him into thin air. He could test and nurture our intellectual abilities by giving us a universe so elegant and complex, and yet so simple. He would test our abilities to see what we come up with.

You can only know God subjectively. He is unknowable in objective terms. We either believe in him or we deny his existence. This is the test that he creates in us. We must decide whether we have faith enough to believe in him, or whether we abandon our faith to commit to objective knowledge instead. But he made the universe fascinating, and knowable, in order to make the choice difficult. He wants to test how far our understanding goes, and how it affects our belief in him. Maybe this is all an elaborate test, an experiment, to see how subjective belief and objective knowledge interplay. If God intended to conceal himself, the universe we live in would be perfect for it.

If this was a test, it would be superbly designed. It is right at the border between believing in him and not believing in him. Whenever you want to believe in him, the universe strikes you with its simple, mechanical nature. But when you look at the universe for a while, you are starting to see God again.

We couldn’t know if God exists, because he doesn’t allow us to know him. He would only allow us to believe in him, and we have to make our own choice. It’s also possible that God doesn’t exist, which would explain why we cannot recognize him.

We cannot know the existence of God. But we cannot know his inexistence either. Ironically, you can also only believe in his inexistence. Face him or turn your back on him, there is no data for the problem. This is a choice of faith, not knowledge.




III

The universe is proceeding in time. There is a big arrow attached to the universe, and it’s pointing forward.

The universe goes from one state to another, and every state incorporates every past state. You cannot go back to a previous state, because the universe has changed in the meantime. Whether or not time is real, the irreversibility of time is. But if the irreversibility is real, then time should exist in some form.

Timeless change, or an eternal flow, should be symmetrical and reversible. You can move in all three directions in space, but only in one direction in time, and that’s forward. Whether that means that time itself is moving forward is unclear, but we are moving forward in time.

The arrow of time is suspicious and it points toward the real existence of time in the universe. If time does not exist, we should be able to move backward in time.

The universe progresses in time. The progression is irreversible, confirming it as a progression. If it was reversible, it wouldn’t be a progression, because you could regress to a former state.

The universe progresses from one state to another, but it always changes irreversibly, and change cannot be undone. If change was eternal, or timeless, you should be able to undo change.

A progression goes forward, and the impossibility of temporal regress confirms it. If we could go back to a previous time, progression would not be necessary. But we can’t, so progression is confirmed. The progression of reality is what we call time.

In a deeper sense, we don’t know if time itself is progressing, or if only the universe is progressing in time. For that, we would have to know what time is, and we don’t know that. But we didn’t ask whether time is progressing or whether only the universe is; we asked whether time exists. And the progression of the universe in time makes the existence of time probable.

To consider the Big Bang as an event outside the realm of physics is not satisfying. It’s more fitting to assume that the Big Bang, despite being a singularity, would have been subject to the laws of physics. Most importantly, we would assume that something physical, and natural, must have caused the Big Bang. If you assume the Big Bang to be a prime cause, and not an effect, you’re letting the scientific universe begin with non-science. Non-science sounds a bit like nonsense, and it should be treated accordingly. To let the universe begin with a miracle cannot be our serious proposition of why the universe exists. If we believe in a Big Bang, we must assume that there was a physical cause leading up to it. The Big Bang is only a scientific assumption if it’s considered an effect as much as a cause.

It’s a lot more likely that the Big Bang was the effect of a cause, whatever the cause may have been. While the cause for the Big Bang is not known, we must assume its existence.

If the progression of the universe starts with the Big Bang, we are relocating the problem of time to the early universe. But the question remains: did the progression begin there absolutely?

If we believe in physics, which I hope we all do, we must treat the Big Bang as an event that was caused by earlier physics. The Big Bang may be a singularity, but so are the insides of a black hole, and they too exist in the physical universe.

Every physical effect has a physical cause, and the Big Bang should not differ from that. Which means that the Big Bang cannot be the first cause of the temporal progression. It too must have been the effect of an earlier cause.

If the Big Bang is the beginning of time, the progression starts here, and the discussion ends here. In fact, if the Big Bang is the beginning of time, we have found the solution to all problems. The Big Bang would have created space and time, matter and motion, and the sole mystery would be the Big Bang itself.

No matter how you look at it, to assume that the universe has obeyed the laws of physics for 13.8 billion years, but during the first moment of its existence, all these laws did not exist and the universe did whatever is not a good explanation of anything.

If the progression is older than the Big Bang, then the Big Bang results from an earlier progression. In that case, the Big Bang does not explain the progression. If the Big Bang initiated the progression, the progression began with the Big Bang, but that’s an unscientific assumption. It would turn the progression into a supernatural event, and an inherent mystery.

Everything in the universe has a cause, and the universe should not be exempt from that. To assume that the universe exists without a cause is to posit its reality as supernatural. Only the supernatural has no cause.

If the Big Bang caused the universe, then what caused the Big Bang? It seems that the logic of an infinite regress, which takes us deep into the cosmic history, does not resolve the mystery. There must be a fundamental cause beneath all of this; something which explains the universe in absolute terms.

I favor the idea of an internal cause to the universe. I believe that if we had full knowledge of reality, we would find out that the universe somehow causes itself. How it does that, and what it even means is impossible to determine without understanding the fundamental nature of the universe.

I don’t believe that the universe has an external cause. I favor an internal cause, which means that the universe causes its own existence somehow. I do not like the logic of an external cause, which only represents a variation of the God hypothesis.

I accept the Big Bang as a natural event, and as a physical effect of a physical cause. I do not accept it as a supernatural event which created the universe ex nihilo. The universe is a natural phenomenon, and it requires a natural explanation. The deeper question is: if the Big Bang is only the effect of an earlier cause, does it even address the question of why the universe exists?

The question remains: what makes the universe progress in time? We usually ask about the being of the universe, but its becoming is just as mysterious.

If we want to avoid an infinite regress, we can either assume that there is no first cause for the universal progression, or we assume that there is a necessary cause for it, which is not in the past, but a fundamental property of the universe itself. Such a property would make the universe evolve, but it would not be buried in the universe’s past, and instead be of timeless, perpetual nature. H. Arendt says: Following this train of thought, one arrives at the causa sui, at something which is its own cause.

What causes the universe to be? And what causes it to become? It could be God, but there is no evidence for that. It could be the Big Bang, but that doesn’t explain the problem on a deeper level. From a heuristic point of view, it’s plausible that the universe causes itself somehow.

If the Big Bang is not the prime cause of the progression, but just another effect, then I think at this point, we should abandon the search. We can always speculate and go back further, but within physical reality, we would only find earlier effects of the progression. Either we understand the Big Bang as the absolute beginning of time, which is not satisfying from a scientific point of view, or we accept it as a relative beginning of time, which was caused by earlier events. But in that case, the Big Bang doesn’t really explain the progression of the universe. It seems that the progression cannot be explained naturally by the Big Bang, but only supernaturally. And yet, we are dealing with a natural progression in the universe. This is why I think that we may be missing something about the universe, which ties into the progression. Is it possible that the progression is inherent to the universe? Could it be that the progression did not start in the past, but that it causes itself perpetually?

If the progression didn’t start in the past, then it may be a fundamental property of the universe itself. Science would not see this dynamic reality, which is embedded in the universe, but not manifest in our concepts. Since we view the universe from within our concepts, we would not recognize this reality.

It may be that the progression expresses something deeper about the universe, which is not time-related at all. We like to think that the progression must have started in the past, but what problem does that really solve? It just adds another layer to the absolute mystery, and namely, we would have to ask who or what started the progression at that particular moment.

If the progression precedes the Big Bang, then time itself would have no temporal source. We would only move to earlier beginnings, but they would all be relative, not absolute. An absolute beginning of time would not exist in time, and the universe could not be explained from it. Once we are in the universe, we would only deal with relative beginnings, while the absolute cause of reality would be of different nature.

This leaves us with the puzzling question of the absolute nature of time. Its reality is not explained through the relative beginnings, and it could only be understood through itself. If only relative beginnings can be found in time, but never an absolute beginning, it seems plausible that the absolute cause of the universe is not in time either. But without an absolute beginning in the cosmic past, the universal progression may have a different explanation altogether. The arrow of time may be caused by a present-day aspect of the universe.

It’s unclear whether the prime cause of the universe is tied to the beginning of the universe. In fact, the more you think about it, the less likely it appears. Since there would have been an earlier progression, and an earlier one, we would never reach the absolute beginning of time. But with that, the progression may not have its cause in time. The universe could progress inherently, through some sort of inbuilt reality. It would have an internal cause for its progression, and the abstract reality of it would be time. As the universe progresses inherently, we derive the concept of time. In that sense, time would both be real and unreal. This is what I consider the most likely answer to the question: Time is real in some sense, but not in the specific sense we imagine. As an abstract reality time is real, but as a concrete reality, it is not time, but something else.




IV

Life emerged on earth, and it’s tied to this planet. It’s reasonable to assume that life exists elsewhere, but it should still be tied to a corresponding biosphere. In that sense, we should consider life a local, not a universal, phenomenon.

Once you have a single cell, you can follow evolution all the way to human life. But how did the single cell emerge? You can consider that a miracle, but that would not be a very scientific position to hold. How matter came alive remains a mystery, and it makes you wonder if we are missing a part of the puzzle.

Feynman said: Yesterday’s mashed potatoes are tomorrow’s brains. While I appreciate the humor, I disagree with the sentiment. Reductionism is a slippery slope, and before we make definitive statements of this sort, we should scrutinize our assumptions. You can always reduce the world to what you know about it and pretend you have a conclusive understanding of it. But that’s a flawed approach if your understanding is incomplete.

The evolution of life is perfectly logical, and even its emergence can be tied to the conditions on earth. But none of this explains the precise mechanism of how matter comes alive. Nor does it replace a theory of what life is.

Life is a leap from matter to living matter. It then leaps from living matter to mind and consciousness. These events are not covered by evolution theory, which explains the gradual evolution from one state to another, but not the emergence of a new entity. Nature goes fluently from one state to another. But there is no fluency between matter, life and spirit.

Nature doesn’t make leaps, and yet our scientific understanding of nature is built on leaps. The universe leaps into existence. Matter leaps to life. Life leaps to mind. The three greatest mysteries — the universe, life and spirit — are explained through leaps, but the leaps themselves are not explained.

Life could have evolved without becoming conscious. There is no consciousness to the life of a cell. Similarly, the Earth could have existed without any life on it. Why matter would come alive, and why life would evolve consciousness, are inexplainable events within the existing science.

Science treats life as a largely understood phenomenon, when it’s largely not understood. Describing a phenomenon is not the same as explaining it. What makes us alive? What makes us conscious? No science can tell you this.

In a universe that does not behave randomly, there should be a precise explanation for life and consciousness. It’s not enough to say that life must have begun somehow, and then we developed brains, and now we’re here. This is not a satisfying answer, and it’s the epistemological equivalent of saying "it is what it is".

Aristotle tied life to motion. It’s a prime feature of living beings that they move themselves, rather than being moved. Aristotle is often criticized for being the canon that was believed in until the renaissance. But it should be said that no one stopped humanity from progressing for 2000 years after him.

The idea of a soul should not be dismissed so quickly, because nothing says that the soul is associated with God or a divine principle. This is simply the religious interpretation of the soul, and if you reject it, you reject religion, not the soul. The soul does not have to be invisible and immortal. For Aristotle, it was the living principle in matter, and he associated it with motion.

When you reduce it to the fundamental level, we’re made of the same atoms and molecules as lifeless matter. There is no difference between living matter and lifeless matter in this regard. Even verbally, we acknowledge this when we speak of living matter and lifeless matter. The insect is alive, the pebble is not, but they’re made of the same matter.

In living beings, we see self-organization, which we don’t see in lifeless matter. The living body moves and organizes itself, and self-motion is not a property of lifeless matter.

Life and matter are clearly two different principles. You can reduce life to matter all you want, but the transition from matter to life is not a gradient.

Matter is inert, and certainly not alive. There is nothing "alive" about the Moon, or the Sun. The universe seems to be a mechanical phenomenon, rather than an organic one.

It should be said that matter does not come alive. If matter is not alive, then it will never be. The only type of matter that lives is the living matter which emerges as such. Life is the necessary condition of living matter.

Whatever life is has to exist in order for living matter to emerge. But this posits life as a principle, or an entity, and certainly a reality, which is necessary for matter to be alive. How could this principle be brought forth by matter, which never comes alive by itself. Life is not a sudden emergence in lifeless matter, but the prerequisite of living matter.

It seems that life is not a one-time phenomenon, tied only to the origin of life, but rather a perpetual phenomenon, which is not properly understood by us even at the present day. I would argue the same for the universe and consciousness.

It’s hard to believe that there could be a mechanism in matter that would create life. This is equivalent to the idea that a light switch could go from off to on for no reason. There is no way that matter could have created life, namely, because it has no creative or productive powers. Matter is passive, inert, and how should it make life, how should it make anything? This would mean that the light switch miraculously turned itself on.

The conditions must have been "just right" is not a good explanation of anything. By that logic, you could say, the night begins because it’s getting dark.

Life and matter are opposites. Matter is passive, and inert. Life is active, and in many ways, immaterial.

Life and matter cannot be deduced from one another. The absurdity is shown when we pretend that life created matter. From a scientific perspective, this would seem far-fetched. And yet, we assume that matter created life. Matter has as little business making life as life has making matter.

To understand life through matter is to not understand it all. Matter is that, in which life emerges, but life is distinct from it.




V

Spirit emerges in the brain. There is no indication that the spirit exists anywhere else in the universe. This does not necessarily that brain and spirit are identical, a hypothesis which modern science takes for granted. While there may be other forms of spirit elsewhere, the one spirit we know of is tied to the brain.

We only observe that brains make minds, not that minds make brains. Even Jung, not known for his materialism, says: Consciousness began its evolution from an animal-like state which seems to us unconscious, and the same process of differentiation is repeated in every child. In nature, we only see evolution from matter to spirit, never the opposite. The brain appears to create the spirit, which does not exist independently. Either the spirit is identical with the brain, or there is a dependent spirit, which has a separate existence but is always tied to the brain’s existence.

We cannot claim that the spirit precedes the brain, because we observe no such thing in nature. There is no instance in nature, where a spirit preceded a brain or exists without one. E.F. Schumacher said it well: We never find life except as living matter; we never find consciousness except as conscious living matter; and we never find self-awareness except as self-aware, conscious, living matter. The evolution from matter to spirit cannot be denied, and nothing indicates the existence of a primordial spirit in nature.

The only mind we know of exists in the brain. If there is an absolute spirit in the universe, it does a great job at concealing itself. It is more likely that an absolute spirit does not exist, and that the only existing spirit is the one emerging in the brain.

If life and spirit are exceptional in the universe, then we should not take the universe as a vital or spiritual phenomenon. No spirit seems to pervade the universe, and indeed the universe seems to be a rather unspiritual phenomenon.

Either the brain does it all, and the spirit is only the brain in action. Or there is something more, which is needed to make a spirit. Arendt called the brain the tool of the mind, and that’s what the brain appears to be. A mere tool, that allows the spirit to act, but not to exist, because for that, a brain is not enough.

How can the brain, which is a piece of living matter, create the spirit? It’s inconceivable how matter could "spiritualize" or "dematerialize" into a mind.

While spirit appears to be a matterless phenomenon, it seems to depend on matter, and it cannot exist without it. Life needs a living body, and the spirit needs a living brain.

Our scientific understanding of the universe is based on our conceptual understanding of it. As humans we agree on the concepts, and we operate within their margins. But if the concepts are incorrect, we may have to correct our models.

Chalmers said that a successful theory of consciousness would probably affect our understanding of the universe.

The universe is the ultimate mystery, but so are space and time, matter and motion. Life is a mystery, and the same goes for the soul and self. The emergence of consciousness, the evolution of mind, and the nature of spirit remain mysterious too.

We should continue to explore these questions, and not just scientifically, but metaphysically, because the scientific method imposes its own limitations. There is a natural bias on the physical, and soul and mind are not considered to be physical. We don’t just need all layers of reality, but all methods and angles to explore these layers. An overly scientific treatment of the matter will only confirm our scientific bias.

Our scientific model of the spirit is far from satisfying, namely, because there is no scientific model of the spirit. To explain the brain is not to explain the spirit, and just because everyone reiterates this perspective doesn’t make it more true.

We tend to forget that our science includes metaphysics. While we can prove our models scientifically, we always do so in a given conceptual framework, which in itself is unproven.

Physics are conducted in a particular conceptual framework, which is metaphysical, rather than scientific. Whether space is empty geometry, and time is a cosmological clock ticking on; whether matter is substance, and motion is the dynamic state of matter; all of this is conceptual, and it’s silently accepted by science. If any of these assumptions turned out to be wrong, it would probably affect our understanding of the universe.

We see the universe through our mind, and through our concepts. The image depends not just on what we look at, but also on us as the looking subjects. If our concepts misrepresent the reality we see, we will see a misrepresentation of reality.

We still explore the universe scientifically, but metaphysically, conceptually, it has become quiet. We no longer question our concepts; rather we accept them, and we only question the models. I consider that an unsafe approach, because it takes the concepts as proven, and they’re definitely not proven.

There is almost a repulsive instinct from contemporary science to engage with any kind of metaphysics, and I consider that shortsighted. Science is objective thinking about the universe, but metaphysics is subjective thinking about the universe, and the latter can make vital contributions.

If we deprive our intellect of the subjective elements, we become stuck with our existing knowledge. This may hinder us from creating new scientific insight into the universe.

Science can only prove our scientific theories. It cannot prove the metaphysical concepts, on which it builds. Whether space is empty geometry, and absolute, cosmological time exists, those questions make or break our scientific concepts of the universe. We could be dealing with perfectly fine science in a flawed conceptual framework, and we wouldn’t even notice it.

Perhaps our concept of space doesn’t represent space correctly. Time may be something else after all. Is our idea of causality correct, does the cause precede its effect? We take our concepts for granted, but we have no proof that they are correct. You can dismantle the scientific building on purely metaphysical grounds, and it’s not even particularly difficult.

Chances are that we have some of the fundamentals wrong, and this would certainly affect our scientific models. This is why we need to stay vigilant, for otherwise we cement the wrong conceptual assumptions in the correct scientific theory, and then it will be impossible to get rid of them, because they’re integrated. Competing theories would all repeat the same error, by accepting the framework and by operating in it.

Hegel said this with regard to the problem: The fundamental illusion in scientific empiricism is always that it uses the metaphysical categories of matter, force, as well as those of one, many, universality, and the infinite etc. and it goes on to draw conclusions, guided by categories of this sort, presupposing and applying the forms of syllogizing in the process. It does all this without knowing that it thereby contains a metaphysics and is engaged in it, and that it is using those categories and their connections in a totally uncritical and unconscious manner. This is the fallacy of our science today. We operate within a given conceptual framework, but there is no proof that the framework is correct.

We take our definitions for granted, and we conduct our science within them. But what if the definitions are flawed? Fichte said it well: One must not draw conclusions from definitions. We should not agree on unproven concepts, but scrutinize those concepts, and propose alternatives. Science operates within a conceptual framework, and if that framework is incorrect, our explanations would be flawed. We would arrive at the right understanding of the universe — in the wrong conceptual framework. Certainty can only be achieved through science, not metaphysics, and yet, you cannot conduct science without a metaphysical framework.

Our models build on our particular understanding of space and time, matter and motion. They do not provide absolute knowledge, but relative knowledge within an agreed upon conceptual framework. Change the concepts, and you change the results, without making changes to the scientific model.

The same science in a different conceptual framework would give out a different universe. Many scientists today will not even understand this proposition, and that’s the dangerous part. We have solidified our thinking into a particular conceptual framework, which may be false, and this would lead us to a fundamentally wrong understanding of the universe, notably within the correct scientific models. No science could undo this crisis, which is not a scientific crisis, but a conceptual one, and therefore metaphysical. We would conduct our sciences in the wrong framework, which would misrepresent the universe, while oddly enough employing the correct science.

Just think about the Big Bang theory, and how conceptual it really is. It builds on the expansion of empty space (is space empty geometry?), and the concept that this process can be extrapolated to a time zero (is there one universal time?). It also builds on our concept of causality, which places the cause of the universe before its effect, and so we judge that the original cause of the expansion must precede the universe. This is conceptual too, and it’s hard to verify it scientifically. Once you dismantle the scientific framework, you recognize it as largely conceptual, and concepts are metaphysical, not scientific. All of this makes it vital to engage in metaphysics, rather than blindly accepting the conceptual framework, in which science operates.




VI

It is said that the soul sits "deep" in us. But what does "deep" mean? Whether the soul exists or not, it is still associated with something "deep" in us. We have deep fears, and deep beliefs.

Deep means not immediately present in our consciousness, which we associate with up. I am up here, in my conscious mind, while my soul is down there, with my deep fears and beliefs.

My consciousness should be the deepest point in my brain, while my subconsciousness and unconsciousness represent earlier organic states of my consciousness. But that would mean that my consciousness sits deeper than my subconsciousness.

Whenever we feel something "deep" in us, it is as though we gained more ground in the unconscious. There is a depth in us, which we associate with the soul. Our conscious mind seems to be far away from that place, i.e. we are far away from our own depth. And yet the depth is supposedly up in the body.

We say "deep", and our minds look into the abyss of our souls. Hence, as minds we are distinct from our souls. Yet the soul is supposed to be the body. Which means that by looking inwards into our souls, we are really looking outwards into our bodies. This is odd because we do not perceive the body as subjective depth, but rather our conscious thoughts as sitting deeper than our bodies. My conscious mind sits within my physical body, which makes my spirit deeper than my body.

If the body is outwards from my conscious perspective, and the "soul" is really the body, then the soul should also be located outwards. But the soul is located inwards from my conscious perspective. Where does this two-directionality come from, and what sense does it make in the one-sided materialistic picture?

The mind emerged in the body, which places the spirit "inside" the brain. My abstract thought should look outward into the body, when it deals with my earlier subconscious states. And yet, my subconscious feels deeper than my conscious thought, and my abstract thought looks inward to identify it.

Evolution goes from the outside body via the brain toward an inside mind, i.e. the mind evolves "inwards". The body comes first, then the brain, then the spirit. Which means that abstract thought is our deepest point, with everything else sitting higher up in our body. Yet when conscious thought deals with subconscious sentiment, it looks inwards, not outwards. How does that fit the picture of a soulless evolution from matter to spirit?

The body is like an outer limit to myself, but the mind is by no means my inner limit. If evolution only took us from matter to spirit, then the latter has to represent the deepest point of our subjective existence. But it’s closer to being the midpoint. The deepest point of our existence is empirically speaking the soul. While the subconscious sits between the soul and the mind. Our feelings, and sentiments, our intuition and imagination, all sit deeper than our conscious thoughts. What is that depth, beneath my conscious mind, that should not exist there? If they are purely derived from the body, we should look outward, not inward, when dealing with them. For comparison, when you reflect on physical pain, such as a headache, you are looking outwards. The conscious mind looks out to the body’s headache, and it experiences it from within. But it’s reversed when dealing with sentimental states. In that case, we are looking inwards, and we experience these states as something within us.

The inner limit of our existence is what we call soul. The soul, however, is not between the mind and body. Rather, the mind is between soul and body. This logic makes no sense without an actual soul in the picture. The mind would sit in the brain, and it would look at the body from within. All physical states would sit further out from its perspective, and that’s notably the case with body states. But when it comes to the soul, the situation is reversed. We experience not the soul from within, but the soul within us. Our conscious mind sits further out, not in.

You can go from the body to the mind, and all the way back, and there is nothing resembling a soul between them.

Between abstract thought and the physical body, there is nothing resembling a soul. Our abstract thought doesn’t resolve into a physical subconsciousness. Rather our thoughts apply themselves to the physical, where they become actions. Self-consciousness becomes consciousness, then cognition, and perception. We don’t pass any subconsciousness on our way, and we don’t pass any soul or sentiment either. Where is the "soul" located in all of this? You say ‘in the brain’, but what does that even mean? Without a working theory, you cannot claim the soul’s existence in the body. Reductionism doesn’t take us one step closer to a real solution of the problem.

Hume says that there are two types of perceptions: perceptions of the senses, and perceptions of the self. These are empirically speaking our outward perceptions of the body, and our inward perceptions of the soul. If the soul doesn’t exist, the inward perception would turn out to be the outward perception of the body. This is empirically not how it feels. Neither the self nor introspection represent body-related perceptions.

When you go from the body to the mind, you go in a gradient from the material toward the conscious. Material life gets abstracted, sensual input becomes cognition, and perception provides the material. In none of this do we identify a feeling depth or a subconscious reality. You go from a material state to a mental state without passing any soul or feelings. The materialist view takes this as confirmation that there is no soul, but that’s a bold conclusion, considering that our experience confirms rather than denies a feeling depth in us. If anything, it confirms that the body does not provide the complete picture.

The empirical reality of our soul does not take place between body and mind. It sits beyond, and beneath, the mind. That is, you’d have to go even further, past the mind, until you enter the fuzzy terrain of the soul. The soul sits "deep" in us, and there is no depth between body and mind.

In the fluent transition from body to mind, we don’t encounter any sentiment or feeling reality. Empirically this reality sits deeper in us. You cannot place the soul between body and mind. Whether the soul exists or not, "that which we call soul" is not between body and mind.

Science has no theory of consciousness, and yet, it speaks in absolute terms, as if it understood it perfectly. There is no science for subjectivity, consciousness, the self, or the "soul". This has nothing to do with speculative theories. Your own science cannot prove or explain these phenomena.

There is only science on the body and brain. But the picture it paints leaves out a large part of our reality. You cannot use the lack of theory as a proof that the explanation comes down to what we know. Just because there is no theory on the soul does not mean that the brain does it all. This is something that has to be proven independently. But there is no science on how the brain creates our subjectivity. Perception and cognition do not equal the experience of soul and spirit. These are qualitatively different phenomena, which require an exact explanation.

To deny the reality of subjectivity is one way of "explaining" the soul through the body. Chalmers says, the fastest way to explain consciousness is to deny its existence.

The soul’s sentiments are not body states. Body states are understood directly through the body, but our feelings only indirectly, which is exactly what you would expect if the soul was tied to the body. If the soul doesn’t exist, and it all comes down to the body, nothing would stop us from developing a scientific theory for the soul. There should be a medicine for the soul, just like there is a medicine for the body. But there is no medicine for the soul, because there is no science of the soul.

Anyone can attest to the empirical reality that soul states and body states feel different. To have physical pain from a wound is not the same as having soul pain from a "wound". One is pain in our body, while the other is an immaterial pain that has no material manifestation. It is not in our body, but in our soul, and this soul, whatever it is, sits deeper than us. But as minds, we sit deeper than the body, whose pain we experience. The schematic is reversed, which is what you would expect if the mind relates to an inside soul and an outside body.

It’s almost like one is objective pain, and the other is subjective pain. Our objective existence manifests in our body, but with our subjective existence it’s less clear. The materialists claim that the body makes our subjective existence, but there is no science surrounding it. It’s an axiom, and nothing more. As long as science cannot explain our subjectivity (like it explains, for example, our breathing), we cannot confirm this hypothesis. Just because we have no theory on the soul doesn’t mean that the soul is not real. Gravity was real long before Newton discovered it, and quantum physics have existed for millions of years.

When you lose a loved one, there is nothing wrong with you objectively. You should experience no pain at all. Your body is not broken, and you are physically fine. Yet the pain you experience is unbearable. Is this your body hurting?

The assumption that this pain is physical pain of a more immaterial kind is arbitrary. Taking aside the ancient question of how a material body can produce immaterial feeling, it is clear that this kind of pain is not "body pain". It is "soul pain", which science reduces to body pain, but on what grounds? They have no scientific theory on how the body creates the "soul".

We are dealing with two natures, the objective nature of our body, and the subjective nature of our soul. If the soul doesn’t exist, we would deal with the subjective nature of our body. But subjectivity is precisely what we do not observe in the body.

The body is on the ground level, while the soul sits ten stories deep. The soul is not up there with the body, this is a wrong conception of the human reality. Our subjective pain is in our soul, and our objective pain is in our body. Clearly, the two interact, but this is expected, if there is an actual soul connected to the body. Whereas it makes no sense if the soul doesn’t exist, because in that case, there should be no dichotomy whatsoever.

The soul limits us to the inside, the body to the outside, and in between the two emerges the mind. There is no soul in the body, but that doesn’t mean that the soul doesn’t exist, it just means that the soul is not in the body. It is the fallacy of the materialists to reduce life to the body, which forces them to reduce the soul functions to body functions.

There is no reason why there should be a dichotomy, even a perceived one, if there was only a body, not a soul. In that case, our sentimental states and our sensual states should not appear distinct. We should experience our headache and our resulting misery as a fused pain. However, in practice they never fuse. We suffer immaterial misery on the one hand and the material headache on the other. It’s not a blended state, but a dual state.

When you go from the body’s senses via sensual perception toward our mental concept of it, you never pass a sentimental state. There is no sentiment involved in this. The sentiment sits deeper than our consciousness, and it sits beneath our mind.

This leads us back to our initial question what the soul being "deep" actually means. Our mind is not the inner limit of our existence; it is the central point of our existence, and it’s located between soul and body. This is how we experience it, whether the soul exists or not. But the point is, while the soul may not exist, the experience clearly occurs, which makes no sense without a soul in the picture. In that case, we should not experience the soul as depth, but the mind as depth to our "soul".

The innermost point of our existence should be our abstract thought. This is the most evolved state of our mind, which went from a brain via cognition and consciousness to self-consciousness and spirit. It’s an evolution from the outside to the inside, i.e. from brain to spirit. This is all perfectly in line with the evidence and theory. The problem is that the spirit is not the innermost point of our existence. Beyond the spirit, there is a whole world of sentiment, and strictly speaking the realm of our subjectivity. It includes the soul, the self, our subjectivity, as well as our character, our experience, our hopes and wishes. They’re all located beneath the mind. There is a subjective reality beneath our mind, and it sits deeper than our thought. This makes no sense in the materialist picture, which reduces the subjective reality to the body’s objective reality, in which it nevertheless doesn’t detect it. It doesn’t stop them from formulating astonishing hypotheses of how neurons create the vast reality of our souls, without showing how they manage to do that, but who wants to bother with the actual science.

The innermost point of our existence is not the mind, but the soul. The soul sits at the bottom of our existence. The body presents the outer limit. In between the two, we find the mind as the synthesis of body and soul. Empirically, this is the right model of the human condition. But it doesn’t fit the scientific perspective, which reduces the soul to the body.

The mind has a second direction available, and that is "inside". To deny the soul’s existence doesn’t change the fact that the mind can look "inside", and where is it looking? It can’t be the body, because the mind is in the body, and it would make no sense that a mind would look inwards to find the body. This is almost a mechanical problem, which cannot be whisked away with idle sophistry. The mind is looking inward to find the soul, and if the "soul" was the body, it should be looking outward.

The mind looks outward to perceive the body. But it turns inward to find the soul. Everyone knows this from first-hand experience. When we suffer from a headache, the mind is directed outwards. But when we try to understand our feelings, the mind is directed inwards. They are two different directions, and that’s because we are looking at two different entities.

Science cannot account for this fact, and it relies on miracles. Just note how science, this straight A-student who makes us all proud, requires the miracle at all important intersections of the journey. It requires a miracle to make the universe, another one to create life, and a third one to create consciousness. None of these events are scientifically explained, they are miracles, mysteries, and singularities. And yet, science claims them all. As Kierkegaard says: if everything is explained by an x that itself is not explained, then taken as a whole, nothing is explained at all.

As you enter your subconscious, you do not move closer to your body, but away from it. You go deeper, and you distance yourself from your body (to the inside, that is). None of that makes any sense if the subconscious originates in the brain. Our consciousness should then be the deepest state of our brain.

When you go from the conscious to the subconscious, you do not move back into the brain; rather, you go even further away from the brain. Our consciousness is closer to our brain than our subconsciousness. In conscious thought, we operate closer to our brain than we do in subconscious thought. In the latter case, we are further removed from the brain, which makes no sense if the subconscious is located in the brain. In this case, the shift from conscious to subconscious thought should take us closer to the body, not further away from it.

The subconscious is further away from the body than the conscious. But that is where the real puzzle begins. Because from an evolutionary perspective, the conscious comes after the subconscious. The subconscious represents an earlier condition of our spirit. Meaning the subconscious depth existed before our abstract thought. And what is that subconscious depth in us that existed long before we became abstract thinkers?

Subconscious thought clearly represents an earlier evolutionary stage. But if it’s located in our depth, it would mean that there is a primary depth in us, from which the mind emerged. That would make it an evolution from the inside to the outside. Clearly, the mind evolved from the brain too, i.e. from the outside to the inside. But this would make perfect sense if the spirit is the synthesis of soul and body (which is a much better explanation than assuming that the brain miraculously made a spirit). Without the soul, we are reduced to the one-sided evolution from the outside to the inside, which would place the spirit at our innermost point. But in that case, there should be no depth beneath our mind. It should all be "outward" from our conscious perspective. And yet, half of our existence, namely, the subjective half, is located "inward" to our mind. This indicates a feeling depth in us, which originates in our soul and slowly ascends via the subconscious toward the conscious.

Consciousness emerges from our subconsciousness. But the subconscious is beneath our conscious, and further away from the brain. Which means that the distance from the brain, which the subconscious represents, preceded the conscious, which is closer to the brain. In other words, we require something deeper in us, which would have existed before our consciousness. There is no such depth according to science, which prompts them to call the perceived depth an illusion, and reduce it to the brain. This is a questionable conclusion, and experience contradicts it.

If the subconscious is an earlier evolutionary stage of the mind, we would expect evolution to go from the brain via the subconscious to the conscious. But the subconscious is not located between the brain and the spirit. It is beneath the spirit, and beyond it. Beyond our conscious thoughts is a subconscious depth, which preceded it, and which should not exist, if the materialist picture of consciousness is correct.

When we go from our bodies to our conscious minds, we have not reached our inner limit, but only the halfway point. From there, we move deeper into our souls, and this is where the inner limit of our reality is located. Valéry said it well: if I close my eyes and concentrate, here I am between mind and soul. The soul limits us to the inside, the body to the outside, and the mind is their synthesis. Compare that to the fragmentary picture of science, which posits the mind as identical with the brain.

The subconscious rises up from the soul. It doesn’t descend from the body. Nor does our conscious mind ascend to our subconscious. It descends to our subconscious.

If I ask you, what’s the nearest physical object to your location, your mind will look outward. But if I ask you how you feel today, your mind will look inward. It’s two different directions. And whether the soul exists or not, the two directions certainly do. But they make no sense, if there is only a body, not a soul. In that case, there should be only one direction to look at, and namely, outward. When I ask you how you feel, you should look outward, as if you were looking for the physical object, but that’s not what you do. So when you’re looking inside, to tell me how you feel today, what are you looking at?

Our conscious mind seems to be the product of an inner reality rising up and an outer reality dropping down. They meet in the spirit, which represents their synthesis. This picture doesn’t work if we remove
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