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Learning to speak takes a few years—
but learning to remain silent...
who knows how many lifetimes it takes.
Silence echoes through the corridors of your inner cosmos,
reaching a “you” older than yourself.
As you walk through the dark,
every “I” you thought you were turns into a mask.
One by one, the masks fall...
and truth becomes a cry under the naked sky.
Perhaps the point is not to be silent—
but to speak from the place where the universe goes silent.
Orhan Oguz, March 2024
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Human beings are thinking creatures yet thinking and writing are not the same. We know Socrates not because he thought, but because Plato recorded his thoughts. The products of the mind may wander the shadowy corridors of the past or be lost in the unknown passageways of the future; only when committed to writing do they become a legacy. And writing is not merely a record of what has been—it becomes the vessel of a voice echoing from millennia away, a lament, or perhaps the spark of a teaching.

After breaking away from millennia of inherited neuroses—from the chains of Prometheus, the burden of Sisyphus, and the fatalistic weight embedded in mythology—I began to think again, and for the first time in a long while, I felt that I existed. I began to write, hoping that what emerged might someday become a voice, a lament, or a teaching for the future. But when I was forced to confront the fact that not even the hope that emerged last from Pandora’s box could offer consolation anymore, I was overcome by the depression of the future. I feared being lost, and I stopped writing. Half-written silent manifestos, voiceless outcries, and orphaned thoughts weighed too heavily on my spirit. Then one day, I realized I was more fortunate than the people of ancient times—and I began again.

Despite the complexities and uncertainties of our time, we live in a social order that offers greater opportunities for communication and expression than any previous era. I told myself: let it not remain unfinished. While the shadows of the past and the echoes of the present each carry their own legacy, I whispered to the mental clerks of my mind’s library. They retrieved from between the dusty shelves, a book I had read during my university years—its title long forgotten—and placed it before me.

This book proposed that, over the past century, three major religions have emerged: Capitalism, Socialism, and Fascism. The first to collapse was Fascism, as its closed and exclusionary structure made it unsustainable. In a globalizing world, the idea of nations rising alone and the dominance of suit-wearing emperors within them could not withstand the spirit of the time. Socialism, which had emerged from the collapse of Tsarist Russia, gradually lost its vitality as the revolutionaries who once opposed authority began to establish their own miniature kingdoms. Though some still argue that socialism lives on, what survives is not socialism itself, but rather a shadow of what it once represented. The only major religion that remains is capitalism, and there are increasing claims that it too is on the verge of collapse.

However, what is often overlooked is capitalism’s remarkable capacity for self-reinvention and its uncanny ability to continuously produce a symbolic blue bead to distribute among the masses. The blue bead, for many who were born from nothingness and raised in its barrenness, is no different from the carrot chased by the rabbit. Yet for those who have sold their soul to the system, it also offers the chance to establish their own small kingdoms. But remaining in the game is not merely about chasing the carrot or accepting a soulless existence—it also requires watching one's back for the hound that is always in pursuit. For this is a game played in blood.

In truth, the religion of capitalism has borrowed teachings from both socialism and fascism. Its ability to internalize such elements is a manifestation of one of its defining characteristics: the power to absorb and integrate. As it assimilates contemporary ideologies, it also digests those that appear to be in opposition. It continues to grow like an avalanche, constantly rewriting itself in a way that draws everything and everyone into its orbit. Through successive evolutions, it has transformed religions, ideologies, mythologies, and systems of governance into mere stakeholders of its own order. Capitalism is not just about corporations traded on global stock markets, financial hubs, or giant conglomerates. Temples, shrines, synagogues, churches, mosques, and all conceivable sacred institutions have long been absorbed into its domain. Money has become the sole sacred entity that governs human life—just as the gods of antiquity once did.

The fact that we are living through the final stages of a debt-based economy—where money no longer stems from knowledge or production but breeds only more money—does not mean the system is nearing its end. For humanity, possession has always been perceived as more valuable than being. The internal whisper of “I must have more” has echoed across the ages like a death cry pregnant with new births. Capitalism is not just the myth of the last century—it is the myth of all ages. Its power of assimilation resembles the way new leaders that emerge from within traditional religions are eventually absorbed into the mainstream belief systems. In this sense, though as ancient as religions themselves, capitalism continuously updates its appearance in each era, maintaining the illusion of novelty. For this reason, it will continue to dominate in future epochs and has already begun shaping the religion of the future.

As it advances rapidly toward its next phase of assimilation and transformation, it is likely to take on a new form reminiscent of ancient city-states, where each city may once again have its own medium of exchange—its own god. Sometimes more ruthless, sometimes more cunning, but always more inclusive, capitalism is not a structure devised through deliberate thought, but the external manifestation of the inner world of the masses. Materialist minds, who wish to see what they worship beside them, may be capable of production, but their inability to think clearly renders them incapable of establishing a more just order. In this way, history will never cease to remind us that human nature continues to confront the same vulnerabilities again and again.

The word “remembering” triggered another association in my mind. The ancient clerks of my mental library pulled from the shelves a memory from the days when I took out a loan from a commercial bank to start my first business. A capitalist with wealth does not share capital; they hide it in safe havens, and the safest temples are banks. A friend of mine, whose savings lie dormant in a bank account composed of long strings of digits, once advised me not to borrow from banks, saying that interest is forbidden. “If I asked to borrow from you instead of the bank, would you have lent it to me?” I asked. The look in his eyes and the expression on his face reminded me precisely why banks exist.

As he became aware of his own silent contradiction, his eyes were busy counting the zeros of the profit-yielding numbers deposited in the participation bank tucked away in the right corner of his mind. While I was deciphering his body language, he completed his mental arithmetic and took the opportunity to remind me about interest-free banking systems. He seemed unaware that the very financial values he considered forbidden had already been masterfully evolved and assimilated by capitalism—and, more ironically, served back to him as divine blessings.

I explained to him, based on my academic background in economics, that so-called interest-free banking is merely a system rebranded. Since we were talking, I decided to go further. Drawing on both my time in religious schooling and the readings I had done afterward, I outlined what money meant before Islam and how it was transformed later. I listed the similarities between the polytheistic capitalists of ancient times and the devout capitalists of the modern age. I even recommended that every Muslim should read Das Kapital. I think, I write, and I understand now that I must continue writing to exist. In doing so, I am not merely recording my views but archiving my very existence. I was here, I thought, and I left my mark on history.

I began linking causes and effects, trying to unravel the intricate riddles between them. As I connected the causes that were consequences of earlier causes, and then the consequences that would become causes in turn, I suddenly realized something: the "I" I had been speaking of may have never truly been me. That realization reminded me of a story—the tale of beauty and ugliness. I pulled it from the dusty shelves of my mental library. If I’m not mistaken, I read that narrative—built upon the theme of duality—in a book attributed to Osho. Then again, with those books, I’ve never been sure whether it was Osho who wrote them, or his disciples on his behalf.

In the story, one day Beauty and Ugliness meet by the riverside. As always, Beauty is gentle, kind, pure-hearted, and innocent. Ugliness, on the other hand, is more unpleasant and viler than ever. Beauty greets her. Upon hearing the greeting, the evil buried deep within Ugliness stirs, and she immediately devises a plan. She returns the greeting with calculated politeness and makes a cunning offer to put her malicious scheme into motion: “It’s a hot day. I feel overwhelmed. What do you say we cool off by swimming in the river together?”

Beauty thinks about it for a moment and agrees.

They remove their clothes and enter the river. But soon after, Ugliness says, “I’ll be right back, I forgot something,” and leaves the water. She quickly puts on Beauty’s clothes and runs away. Beauty, pure and unprepared, is left with no other choice. She is forced to wear the tattered garments left behind by Ugliness—and the story begins from that moment on.

From that day forward, Beauty and Ugliness switch places. Humanity grows distant from truth and avoids facing reality. Searching for the essence of things in their appearance, people focus only on what is visible—on what they call reality. They buy a book for its ornate cover but never read it. They purchase clothing for the name written on the label, yet neither truly wear nor carry it with meaning. The search continues...

But the truth they seek is not found in the skillfully designed cover of a book, nor in the flashy letters embroidered into a piece of fabric. What they are truly seeking is Beauty itself—but what they often find is Ugliness, without even realizing it.

After realizing that the one called Ugly was, in fact, Beauty, I returned once more to the thought: if I am not who I think I am—then what am I? After a period of deep reflection, I became convinced that I am consciousness. But it didn’t take long to realize that even this consciousness was not truly mine, nor did it belong to me. I was no longer certain that the mental archivists in my mind—those diligent workers of thought—were truly operating on my behalf. Eventually, I tore up and discarded all the diplomas I had earned through years of effort, diplomas that bore my name, because I came to understand that a mind burdened with labels cannot succeed in the search for truth.

This renunciation—and the subsequent quest—led me to lose my soul as well. In search of that soul, I sailed into times when I no longer existed, reconciled with the past, and met myself in the future. After conversing with that self for a while, I returned and began to write Eterna. I did not merely speak of mythologies, religions, or systems; I explored humanity’s inner journey from nothingness to consciousness, from mind to system, with a critical and questioning perspective—delving into the legends of all ages. And perhaps it was here, more than anywhere else, that I confronted one of my own contradictions.

When I realized that what I had said about capitalism had already been said by others before me, I was left with the unsettling thought: had I simply repeated what had already been spoken? But now I know—every mind that seeks to touch the truth resonates with echoes from the past and produces a new tone. Perhaps every step toward truth follows the footprints of earlier steps but still sets a new direction. That was my step—related to the old, but an original echo—and now, I write to deliver that echo to its rightful place: to you.
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Eterna is a record of a search for truth. It begins with “nothingness,” because everything originates from it—being, time, gods, systems, mythologies, religions, and ultimately, the human self.

Each line in this book carries a trace, a path, a question. It is not merely a compilation of ancient narratives, religious frameworks, or philosophical interpretations. Rather, it reflects an inner journey, an encounter with time, and a reckoning with systemic constructs. The search that begins with the attempt to grasp the Creator stops at various conceptual waypoints—from the symbolism of numbers to the secularization of the sacred, from the sociological function of worship to imagined afterlives. While it questions how systems of belief nurture or suppress thought, it also explores a space where mysticism and rationality intertwine.

When sanctity evolves into system, system into God, and God into domination, pausing to ask questions becomes vital. This book opens the door to such a pause—not to judge, but to awaken by creating dissonance. For truth does not reside in a single scripture or mythology. It hides in the in-between, in the act of questioning, in that space born from nothing.

For a long time, I wandered in that space—in shadowed recesses and behind the veils of the unknown. After interrogating the ideas that had shaped my own mind, I began to see the world from a new vantage point, one that eventually allowed me to write Eterna. Do I genuinely admire this “new,” or is it merely an infatuation with novelty? I am still unsure. What I do know is that we are living through a psychological crisis that rivals the ancient darkness said to have fallen over Egypt in the time of Moses—a darkness so thick people could not see the tips of their noses for three days. I have come to believe that finding a path through one’s inner darkness first requires a confrontation with the self, then with the past, and finally with the future.

But I am also aware of this: people often fear confronting the truth. Often, they choose to hide behind justifications rather than face what is. Many, when frightened and retreating, lack the courage to admit, "I was so afraid that all I could think of was running away." They fail to understand that fear, like courage, is a deeply human state. Most avoid not only reckoning with themselves but even acknowledging the sealed covenant chest buried in the dark corridors of their minds. They ignore even their own essence. Worse, they run from the very fact that they are running—often without realizing it.

Yet what separates the human from all other beings—more precisely, from animals—is not simply the ability to think or to flee. The essential capacity of being human lies in facing things: facing oneself, the society into which one was born, the narrow teachings shaped by that society, the values one believes in, the ties inherited from the past, the unknown that stirs the heart, and the fabricated traps that close in from every side. In short, humanity must confront its fears.

Though I paused for breath in the shadow of fear, even while writing Eterna, I questioned whether I truly liked the ideas I was weaving into its structure. Sitting beneath the shade of a willow tree, I gradually came to see that fear is an instinctual response—something rooted in our most primitive cognitive codes. But what is distinctively human is not the absence of fear, but the ability to keep walking through the shadows despite it. With that awareness, I began to absorb the very ideas that once frightened me. Then I realized that whenever faith and politics share a table, faith loses—and politics wins.

The dialectic of belief holds darkness on one side, and light on the other. It can generate value and hope for humanity, but also destruction and fanaticism. When light and darkness combine in certain proportions, they form a synthesis—but the nature of that synthesis depends on the interpretive lens inherited from history. That’s why the outcome may take the shape of a razor-thin, perilous path like Sirat, or a narrowing and widening bridge like the Chinvat. If one cannot cross, life becomes hellish; if one succeeds, it becomes heavenly. Ancient narratives simultaneously invite us with, "Come, whoever you are," and whisper their opposite: "Anything is permissible for the Kingdom of God."

Thus, what we must confront is not merely a personal memory, a broken moment, or a lifelong illusion—it is a shared, historical, and enduring reckoning embedded in the human condition. The necessity of questioning calls for the reinterpretation of these narratives and demands that man-made sacred constructs be weighed once more on the scales. Too often, the human flaws hidden beneath the veil of the sacred have gone unexamined in the process of transmission.

Take, for instance, the story of Cain and Abel—it offers a compelling lens through which to examine dialectical tension. While some traditions claim both were shepherds, the more common narrative distinguishes one as a shepherd and the other as a farmer. This distinction reflects more than a difference in occupation; it symbolizes a deeper civilizational conflict between nomadic and agrarian societies. Yet what truly matters is not the technicality of whose offering was accepted by the divine, but whether the origin of their conflict was a spiritual failing—or a primal hunger for possession that grew in the shadow of desire. According to some interpretations, Abel’s twin—whom he was to marry—was more beautiful than Cain’s. If this is the true catalyst, then the story pivots not around sacrifice, but around envy and longing, not around divine favor, but around the raw, animal drive within human nature.

With Abel’s death, Cain inherited not only his brother’s life, but also his wife, his land, and his legacy. That first rupture—where desire eclipsed justice—left Cain marked with a divine seal and condemned to wander the earth in restless exile. The seal would show the world his guilt, yet no one was allowed to harm him. For in the very moment Cain believed himself victorious, he had already lost—trapped in a delusional solitude, sentenced to a life reflected only in the cloudy mirror of his own illusions.

Next comes the tale of Noah, introduced as humanity’s second father. Was Noah saved because he was virtuous, or simply because he was less corrupt than those around him? This theological ambiguity is often debated in Jewish Midrash and Talmudic writings. Beneath the many retellings echoes a quiet question: Who was Noah, really? Was he Ziusudra of the Sumerians, Atrahasis of the Akkadians, Utnapishtim of the Babylonians, or Deucalion of the Greeks? Perhaps this ambiguity is not a historical puzzle but a reflection of the archetypal human need for purification through water. Most civilizations around Mesopotamia contain their own flood myths and redeemer figures. These stories mirror an ancient collective trauma—the symbolic expression of society’s collapse and the hope of rebirth. Names change, cultures evolve, but the core narrative endures.

Yet even after the flood, humanity seems to learn little. A new journey begins—one haunted by betrayal and astonishing events. In the city of Ur, located in today’s Iraq, a man named Terah takes his son Abram, his daughter-in-law Sarai, and his grandson Lot, and sets out toward Harran (modern-day Urfa). Terah dies there, and according to tradition, Abram is later forced to leave due to a conflict with the tyrant Nimrod. Abram, Lot, and Sarai then embark once again—this time toward the land of Canaan.

After arriving, Abram and Lot divide the land between them. But soon, the people of Lot’s community are destroyed by a divine judgment, allegedly due to moral collapse. Still, these narratives do not only tell of divine justice; they also hint at underlying struggles for local power, social unrest, and class tension. The historical undercurrents of myth become most visible where the sacred begins to speak the language of political power.

Then comes the story of Jacob—more intricate, more entangled. According to the Tanakh, he is the one who wrestles with God and, after prevailing in that divine struggle, receives the name Israel. The name does not indicate opposition to God, but rather coexistence through struggle. Yet before earning this title, Jacob had already deceived his brother Esau and manipulated his father, Isaac. These stories do not mark the noble origin of a divinely chosen lineage; rather, they offer enduring psychological-historical insights into recurring human flaws—ambition, rivalry, and moral compromise.

A similar tale unfolds in the story of Joseph, who, while his father—a prophet still alive—is receiving revelations from God, is thrown into a well by his brothers out of jealousy. Joseph was their mother’s favorite. But what is cast into the well is not just Joseph—it is the human tendency to vie for power, to favor some over others, to yield to the desire to possess. These stories, now canonized in sacred texts, endure because they symbolize the fundamental vulnerabilities of human nature: jealousy, the will to dominate, nepotism, and unbridled ambition. These are not anomalies of the past—they are archetypes still very much alive.

In those ancient times, every city had its own god. When a city fell, so too did its god. When a tribe, community, or nation was defeated, not only were its people conquered, but their deities were also taken captive—humiliated, even imprisoned in the temples of the victors. When the Hittites defeated the Sumerians, they subjugated Enlil. When the Assyrians conquered Babylon, they captured Marduk and chained him in their sacred precincts. Later, when Babylon rose to power and claimed dominion over the gods of other cities, consolidating all authority under Marduk, what emerged was not the birth of monotheism—but the theological armature of an empire, adorned in sacred language.

Likewise, when the Persians elevated Ahura Mazda to supreme authority and silenced Ahriman by demonizing him, it became clear that the goal was not to glorify God, but to consolidate cosmic order through divine absolutism. The sacred, once plural and contested, had become the tool of empire.

This is why, before establishing a structured divine order, the Israelites referred to God as HaShem— “The Name.” In the ancient world, one could not possess a god without possessing power, wealth, and dominion. This reality is starkly illustrated in the tale of the Golden Calf. Even in the wilderness—despite witnessing countless miracles—the people melted down their gold and demanded that Aaron mold it into a calf. This was not merely an act of belief; it was the manifestation of a deeper desire—to see, to touch, to know God. Desire, unlike faith, is grounded in earthly longing: not to exalt God, but to possess Him, to speak in His name, to wield His authority. It is not God’s dominion over man, but man’s hunger to dominate the sacred, that fuels the appetite for temporal power cloaked in holiness.

Moses, who sought to build his kingdom within hearts and lead his people toward liberation, may have been erased from history at the hand of Joshua ben Nun, for the sake of a kingdom. While scriptures claim that Yahweh barred Moses from entering Canaan, the veiled departure suggests a calculated transition orchestrated by Joshua. Though tradition holds that Moses laid hands on Joshua and appointed him as leader, what truly happened was the burial—not just of a leader, but of a legend. The phrase “he was killed and buried by God” mythologizes Moses, transforming him from a historical figure into a symbolic one who now lives on in collective memory. His exclusion from Canaan cleared the path for Joshua, who stepped into Moses’ shadow to build his own reign. The successor to a myth does not merely inherit authority; he is seen as its embodiment—its extension. By burying Moses’ body, Joshua ignited the souls of the people; for what he sought were hearts bold enough to undertake perilous missions without flinching.

Another witness to this recurring pattern is Jesus, who overturned the tables of domination at the threshold of the synagogue. His protest was not against God’s house, but against the corrupt order the temple had come to represent. Temples, once sacred, had become instruments of spiritual burden—erected by a priestly elite and imposed upon the people. When the weight became unbearable, Jesus raised the banner of resistance. He did not whisper to the dead, but to the living who had grown numb—to rekindle the spark within those whose inner fire had gone cold.

And yet, in the end, under the shadow of oppression and crucifixion, it was the very agents of judgment who transformed him into a myth. As history shows, every figure who shakes the foundations of the system is—after death—repackaged as a symbol that sustains it.

A similar pattern emerged in the post-Jesus era. In Mecca, two major clans—Banu Umayya and Banu Hashim—formed the core of the region’s social fabric. Though the sociopolitical structure of the Arabian Peninsula was layered and complex, it had generated its own form of ‘umran, a civilizational template rooted in tribal order. On one side stood Banu Hashim, the custodians of the Kaaba’s key, acting as guardians of the sacred. On the other, Banu Umayya wielded wealth, influence, and political power. The Hashimites avoided direct claims to rule, preferring to remain in the shadow of the sacred. But one day, someone from among them shattered this equilibrium: the final Prophet, Muhammad, who stood with the oppressed—those whose gods were held captive in the Kaaba, whose beliefs were exploited, and whose lives were crushed under a tyrannical regime.

He opposed three principal idols: Lāt, Manāt, and ʿUzzā—representing, respectively, power, wealth, and dominion. Today, we name this trinity politics, economy, and religion. Politics manufactures myth, economy tames the masses, and religion weighs sins with a crooked scale. If one of these three pillars is missing, power may be seized, but true authority cannot be sustained. In that era, the Umayyads occupied the center of both dominion and might—rising by treading upon the people. Then came the disruption.

Muhammad challenged the order, shattered its chains, and rewrote its destiny. But after he released the bird of his soul, the narrative was quickly rewritten. Just two years before his death, Abu Sufyan—longtime enemy of Muhammad and the man whose wife Hind infamously chewed the liver of Hamza—converted after the conquest of Mecca. Their son Muʿawiya was later sanctified under the title “scribe of revelation.” History was no longer written by those who remembered—it was penned by those who made others forget.

With the sanctification of Muʿawiya, a new struggle ignited between the Umayyads and the Hashimites: a contest for wealth, influence, and domination. His grandfather Abu Sufyan, his father Muʿawiya, and ultimately his son Yazid buried the teachings of Muhammad in the soil of Karbala by killing Husayn. The conflict, which still echoes in the Sunni–Shia divide today, reveals that many historical events were not fought in the name of faith but stemmed from political ambitions and the worldly power struggles of those enslaved by their desires. Institutions claiming to represent the sacred often did not serve divine will, but rather the ambition to consolidate earthly control—through wealth, authority, and rule.

Stories of resistance to the ruling elite have been passed down across all corners of the earth as accounts of figures who challenged and unsettled the prevailing order.

For example, Siddhartha Gautama—the Buddha—rose in the 6th century BCE against a rigid system imposed upon the Dravidian peoples by the Indo-Aryans in the Indus Valley. This system sanctified caste hierarchies and embedded them within a sacred narrative through the Purusha Sukta myth. In response to this disruption, Hinduism sought to reabsorb the challenge by declaring the Buddha to be one of Vishnu’s avatars—an effort to contain rebellion within the structure of orthodoxy. Incorporating subversion into the system is among the oldest reflexes of power. And yet, throughout history, those who could not be assimilated chose instead to walk away carrying forward a humbler path.

Similar events unfolded across the globe in diverse forms. In the creation myth of the Japanese archipelago, the emperor claimed descent from the sun goddess Amaterasu. Among the Aztecs, myths spoke of transcendent rulers emerging through dimensional portals on Del Sol Island. In ancient Egypt, pharaohs claimed divinity within their own flesh. But across these civilizations, moments of public unrest often rose in protest. Time and again, however, figures who challenged the system were eventually absorbed into it—given titles like “prophet,” “sage,” or “avatar.”

Because the system does not merely suppress threats—it transforms, assimilates, and reclaims them. Whenever someone raises their voice against the structure, the system first sanctifies that voice, then brings it into alignment.

At this point in our millennia-long journey, we begin to grasp a fundamental truth: in the past, no one possessed certain knowledge about the Absolute Being—and today, no such certainty can be offered either. Nor is there any indication that, in the future, any individual will be able to speak definitively of That which is beyond. For existence, the very moment it begins to be, is already fated to be accompanied by non-being.

Thus, every god who has ever taken shape in the human imagination—Ülgen, Erlik, Elohim, El, Alalah, Ahura Mazda, Enki, Enlil, Sin, Nun, or Marduk—has been confined to the limits of thought and stripped of any claim to absoluteness. Every form ascribed to the divine has imprisoned it within time, language, and the mortal faculty of perception.

It is with this in mind, and with the hope of offering even the slightest contribution to the quest of those souls seeking to free themselves from their chains, that I explore the development of mythology, faith, religion, and philosophy.

If this intent bears fruit, it is not only human beings who will be liberated—but gods as well. For every evil committed on this earth is ultimately accounted for in the name of a god. In this way, both people and their deities are instrumentalized against their will. That is why we must begin with the myths created to make sense of the world, and follow the traces of those narratives which, though seemingly harmless at first, gradually evolved into institutionalized religions.

From there, we trace the emergence of philosophy—born of deepening contemplation—and the development of dialectics. Along this path, we will witness how the very structures humanity devised as part of its intellectual evolution have slowly turned against it, transforming into systems of control. These systems legitimize their own existence by first defining the sacred, then shaping “truth” to suit their purpose, using dialectics as a means of justification. In the end, religion, politics, and economics form a triad not unlike the Bermuda Triangle—one that entraps consciousness and subjects it to domination.

As will be evident, this works you now hold aims to trace the contours of a reality perception lost within the enclosing triangle of domination—religion, politics, and economics—and to open a space for intellectual freedom. For this reason, Nothingness is treated as the most profound and delicate concept through which to approach the Absolute Being. Unlike all other constructs, nothingness offers no shadow from which to flee, nor does it stage a game that demands brave confrontation.

Though the Israelites once referred to God as HaShem—"The Name"—due to their lack of city or kingdom, such a declaration, paradoxically, stands among the most honest expressions ever articulated regarding the divine. To name only as “The Name” is, perhaps, to admit the unknowable in its purest form.

​

“It was neither born nor dead.
It dwelled where zero falls silent,
and infinity becomes unthinkable.
It was the memory of what never was.”
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In everyday language, we often use the word “nothing” to describe the absence of a particular object. For instance, if we ask how many eggs are left in the fridge and there are none, we might simply reply, “Nothing.” This usage is perfectly clear, as the absence of eggs in the fridge is a simple state of non-presence. But when we move beyond the domain of daily life into more abstract and philosophical realms, the human mind begins to struggle with the difference between non-existence and nothingness. Our eyes are accustomed to perceiving “what is,” so reflecting directly on “what is not” becomes a profound intellectual challenge.

Thus, while non-existence often remains confined to practical experience, nothingness reaches beyond life and being, settling at the heart of philosophical and metaphysical inquiry. In essence, when we speak of “nothing,” we do not mean the absence of being, nor a condition of “becoming” beyond being. In this sense, nothingness does not merely signify the lack of being it refers to a state that transcends both being and absence. Because of this elusive nature, the ancient Greek philosopher Parmenides argued that absolute non-being—or true nothingness—cannot be conceived or spoken of. In his words: “You cannot know what is not—that is impossible—nor can you express it.” In other words, “nothingness” cannot even account for the absence of eggs in the fridge, because to speak of absence requires that the object once existed. More precisely: to speak about something at all, there must be some mental imprint of its presence. Even the idea of absence becomes meaningless if not anchored in the memory of presence.

Parmenides supported his thought with this logical proposition: “Absolute non-being cannot exist, because if it did, it would no longer be absolute non-being.” Accordingly, the concept of nothingness, which we tend to think of as the opposite of being, lies outside the bounds of logic altogether. We can only speak of the absence of something that exists or once existed; but nothingness surpasses even that. Thought systems woven with logical reasoning struggle to comprehend nothingness and instead tend to describe the absence of something rather than true non-being.

To speak of the eggs in the fridge, the mind must first contain the concept of an “egg” as an object—as a presence—so that we can recognize its absence. In this case, we can say that nothingness belongs to a realm beyond any verifiable aspect of being—something that can be grasped only through intuition.

The unique nature of the state of being nothing is what led Parmenides to adopt an especially rigid stance against the concept of “nothingness.” He argued that only “the One” exists and that therefore, phenomena such as change or multiplicity are impossible. According to Parmenides, the absolute non-being cannot be conceived by the mind. Consequently, only being exists; both motion and multiplicity are illusions. For instance, the egg in the fridge, from his point of view, can neither multiply, nor move, nor cease to be. That egg is one—and if it remains in place, one might think Parmenides is right.

However, once that egg is placed under a hen, the potential within it begins to activate and may turn into multiplicity. In other words, a latent possibility within the egg can be actualized to give birth to a new being. Similarly, a tree—while remaining stationary in its environment and appearing to be static—carries within it the potential to become millions of matchsticks, thousands of pages of paper, or a wide array of kitchen utensils. Potentiality gestures toward multiplicity and motion that lie behind apparent stability. For this reason, although Parmenides’ notion of absolute being offers a logically consistent model, it falls short by overlooking potential being—the very spark of becoming.

In response to Parmenides’ attempt to grasp truth by examining the outer shell of things, thinkers such as Leucippus and Democritus, the first atomist philosophers of antiquity, raised objections. They introduced the concept of “void” (vacuum), granting philosophical space to the notion of nothingness for the first time. According to them, “void is what is not, and it is not part of what is; [...] multiplicity moves through the void because the void exists.” Their theory holds that everything in the universe is composed of atoms, and that atoms move within the void to transform reality through various combinations.

This abstract claim can be illustrated using our earlier tree metaphor: thinkers who rejected Parmenides’ idea realized that the tree contains, in potential form, millions of matchsticks. They interpreted potential not only as multiplicity but also as the possibility of motion. Moreover, they posited that there exists a void between the units (atoms) that constitute multiplicity. While this approach doesn’t exactly affirm absolute nothingness, it attempts to explain motion by acknowledging a kind of emptiness—a spatial zone devoid of any material content. Yet it still fails to fully invalidate Parmenides’ logical objection. Because to say that “void exists” is to assign it being—and therefore, it is no longer “nothing.”

Bertrand Russell captured this contradiction as follows: “You say the void exists; then the void is ‘something’, no longer ‘nothing’; therefore, it is not void.” As can be seen, nothingness has echoed through the history of thought for centuries, and philosophers have continued to develop various ideas in hopes of resolving its paradox.

Plato, like his predecessors, does not interpret nothingness as absolute non-being, but rather attempts to conceptualize it through the notion of “otherness.” In his Sophist dialogue, the discussion—carried out in the Socratic dialectical method—emphasizes that “non-being” is not entirely severed from being but instead denotes a state of “not-being” in relation to something else. In this sense, “what is not” is not a complete void, but something that does not exist within a particular context or frame of reference.

Thus, Plato removes nothingness from the category of pure emptiness and repositions it as a condition that shifts depending on context—a view that would later echo through relational ontologies. For example, when one says, “there are no eggs in the fridge,” this is not a statement of absolute non-existence, but of contextual absence; the possibility that eggs still exist in the chicken coop remains valid. Plato’s view offers a better fit for the kind of “absence” we invoke in ordinary language—one grounded not in metaphysical void, but in spatial or situational variability.

Seen from this angle, Plato’s framing of “non-being” as “otherness” renders the concept of nothingness not as a sheer negation but as a relative, contingent, and context-bound phenomenon. In this way, philosophical engagement with “nothing” reflects not only a meditation on being and non-being, but also a deeper metaphysical yearning—an existential lament encoded in the human search for meaning.

For this reason, the concept of nothingness, which has long challenged the human mind, eventually found its way into theological discourse and came to be interpreted as a power unique to God. According to Augustine, God created the world ex nihilo— “out of nothing” —because such an act of origination belongs solely to the divine. Moreover, God also created time itself; even the very notion of “beginning” is a product of divine creation. Hence, the question “Was there anything before?” loses coherence, because the category of “before” cannot be conceived outside of creation. In his system, time is merely a cognitive construct of the human mind, while for God, all moments are simultaneous. From this perspective, creation ex nihilo implies absolute transcendence in both space and time, situating God as an eternal being beyond all temporal constraints. Accordingly, no created entity can bring something into being from true nothingness—this remains the exclusive privilege of the divine.

Augustine writes: “To create something from nothing is the sole privilege of the one true God.” Even angels, in this view, can only act as intermediaries—never as originators—dependent entirely upon divine permission. Much like a farmer who sows seeds but does not create the plants themselves... No auxiliary force can convert nothingness into being in the way that God can.

Within medieval thought, this perspective gained traction: Nothingness came to be understood as a transcendent realm beyond human comprehension—accessible only through God’s creative act. Thus, what was philosophically deemed impossible—creation from nothing—was theologically embraced as plausible by virtue of divine omnipotence. Returning to our earlier metaphor: the absence of eggs in a refrigerator does not equate to their emergence from nothing when they reappear, for their reappearance is mediated by the presence of a chicken. If you have a chicken, you may eventually have eggs. But what happens if the chicken dies?

Philosophers like Spinoza respond to such a question from a rationalist stance. Spinoza asserts that everything that exists necessarily flows from a single, infinite substance—God. In his framework, there is no room for void or nothingness. Nothing occurs randomly; nothing emerges from non-being. Spinoza reiterates the principle: “From nothing, nothing comes,” and affirms that God is the ultimate cause of all things. Nothing can exist or even be conceived apart from God. In this formulation, notions of “non-being” or “nothingness” are deemed unnecessary, even misleading. The universe operates through a strict chain of causality, and within this chain, there is no place for void or uncaused phenomena.

Under this mode of thought, even in the absence of a chicken, lamenting the absence of eggs would be irrational, because there is no such thing as causeless absence. Everything emerges from something. While ancient and medieval thinkers seemed to be discussing nothingness, in truth, they were always preoccupied with being. And yet, being is often an illusion composed of our sensory perceptions, cognitive projections, and temporal filters.

A mind entrapped by the illusion of time may misinterpret the data it receives through the senses. What one believes they see or hear may in fact be nothing more than a delusion or perceptual error. Perhaps the individual, under the influence of something recently consumed, loses grip on the boundary between appearance and reality. At times, a taste, a sound, or a scent can trigger a hallucination so vivid it rivals the authenticity of real experience.

Humans, seeking to trust their senses, feel compelled to ground their impressions in logic in order to distinguish and make sense of their perceptions. For this reason, Bertrand Russell argues that data derived through the senses alone cannot be considered knowledge.

For example, one might claim to have seen, touched, or even tasted an egg. Sensory experiences are processed in the mind and interpreted as meaningful, thus forming what seems to be knowledge. However, such “knowledge” is still merely belief—subjective and personal. It becomes actual knowledge only when the presence of the object in question—here, the egg—can be verified through alternative methods and corroborated by others. In this case, belief matures into shared, rational knowledge. But not every sensory experience qualifies as knowledge, because what is felt gains meaning only when it can be justified. Thus, absence is a more limited, worldly concept.

It accounts for concrete situations like the lack of eggs in the refrigerator but resists being loaded with deeper significance. It makes no attempt to explain abstract states that transcend both being and non-being, such as nothingness. Absence merely indicates deficiency—it is familiar to the mind precisely because it leans on something that once was. In contrast, nothingness shatters familiarity and cracks the safe shell of thought.

This is why trust in knowledge may suffice for explaining absence, but as one approaches the abstract abyss of nothingness, even knowledge begins to crumble back into belief. At the edge of this conceptual precipice, Aristotle, weighing nothingness on reason’s scale, offers an alternative approach to explain change and becoming. Rather than invoking non-being, he introduces the idea of potentiality. According to him, nothing comes into being entirely from non-existence; rather, it arises through the realization of a prior potential.

As Mortimer J. Adler notes, Aristotle attempts to resolve the dilemma by distinguishing between “potential being” and “actual being.” In doing so, he preserves Parmenides’ principle— “nothing comes from nothing” —while also accounting for observable change as a transformation from potentiality to actuality. Within this framework, nothingness finds no place in natural processes. Every emergence is the realization of a preexisting potential; nothing ever arises from a total void.

Although Aristotle clearly contemplates the nature of absence, his articulation of the transition from non-being to being may be read yet another attempt to understand nothingness. When something ceases to exist, is its absence merely a pause in recurrence? Or could it be an echo of an existence hidden within nothingness, waiting for its time to come?

Aristotle’s ambiguous “interval” can be likened to the span in which two eggs once sat in the refrigerator—consumed quietly before the question of their presence was even raised. When asked about the eggs, the person who ate them answers “none,” with no hesitation, having already mentally processed their absence. The transition from presence to absence exists only in the observer’s memory.

This interval that Aristotle implies is a perceptual passage between being and non-being—shaped entirely by observation. But if we no longer have a chicken, how will those eggs return? The question forces the mind—suspended between continuity of presence and finality of absence—to reexamine its sense of reality, caught between intuition and empirical perception. Perhaps Aristotle’s notion of being and non-being is, in fact, a philosophical reflection of the human mind’s refusal to confront eternal nothingness.

Perhaps it is humanity’s resistance to confronting eternal nonexistence that led Heidegger to interpret nothingness not as a void, but as the very realm through which beings reveal their meaning. For Heidegger, nothingness manifests itself in moments of fear and existential anxiety—not as despair, but as an opening that compels the human being to question their existence and pursue meaning.

Here we encounter a new paradox: Although the concept under scrutiny appears to be nothingness itself, what is truly being analyzed is still absence. It is like an egg in the refrigerator wondering what will become of it after being eaten. Does being vanish entirely once absence takes over? Or, as Aristotle proposed, might it return after some indeterminate interval? Perhaps, for the egg to exist again, it must entrust its fate not to the chicken—but to God. This metaphor reflects the conflicted hopes of a being caught between existence and absence, yearning for a continuity that the mind finds difficult to relinquish. The notion that a person may exist for a brief time and then disappear into utter erasure is not a truth easily digested. Thus, the “interval” described by Aristotle has at times been reimagined as reincarnation, or liminal spaces like purgatory, through which the soul might once again find presence.

This deep-seated resistance to facing annihilation finds both philosophical expression and ethical consequence in Sartre’s thought. Jean-Paul Sartre famously declared that “man is the being through whom nothingness comes into the world,” thereby situating nothingness not beyond the human, but within the human condition itself. In his 1943 work Being and Nothingness, Sartre asserts that the ability to say “no”—the power of negation—is the very mechanism by which the human mind gives conceptual form to nothingness.

According to Sartre, nothingness enters the stage of the world precisely because humans can say “no.” His perspective echoes the question Parmenides raised thousands of years earlier, now reverberating in the modern world. Sartre asserts that existence precedes essence, and that humans, in their indeterminacy, are confronted with nothingness. For him, nothingness is not a threat but a condition of possibility—it is the very foundation of human freedom. In this view, nothingness is not a void to be feared but a liberating force that grants individuals the right to define their own essence. Human beings, for Sartre, are not impoverished by their lack of inherent essence; rather, this absence grants them a greater potential than mere survival ever could.

Yet even Sartre’s interpretation does not fully capture the concept of nothingness. It is as if the egg in the refrigerator were demanding agency over the process of its own existence. What Sartre addresses is not nothingness in its absolute form, but the conscious experience of absence. His thought so clearly centers on the individual’s ability to shape their essence through experience during the time they exist in the world—what might be called earthly freedom. But absence, in this context, remains a worldly, tangible concept—tied to the observable, the measurable. It restricts more than it liberates, for the world does not offer equal conditions to all. The freedom Sartre exalts is constrained by the very structures that shape our existence.

The individual, striving to construct their existence from the materials given, inevitably encounters disappointment when those materials fall short. When opportunities are unequally distributed or entirely absent, even a temporary moment of existence can feel like a prison. In short, freedom cannot be defined merely by the ability to draw boundaries between being and non-being within a finite life. Rather, it is through the realization of nothingness—that which transcends worldly possibility—that true liberation may begin.

As Sartre suggests, freedom does not emerge merely as a search for meaning in the absence of essence; rather, it gains significance through the awareness of a real essence and the uncertain destination that lies ahead—nothingness. Nothingness is not a void, but a limitless potential that stretches beyond being itself. The moment a human being becomes aware of this potential, both the self and the universe begin to appear through a different lens. To comprehend nothingness, then, is to gain the greatest freedom of all: the ability to rebuild one's existence anew. It is not mere emptiness, but a space that transcends the body’s constraints and embraces both existence and non-existence—a hollow where all possibilities are preserved.

The incomprehensibility of this potential-filled void—what stretches the limits of human cognition—leads Søren Kierkegaard to define nothingness as the source of existential anxiety. In his view, nothingness is the fundamental concern that causes humans to question their own existence and their position in relation to God. This questioning becomes a vital part of the process of self-realization. The anxiety Kierkegaard describes is not merely the fear of “ceasing to exist,” but the confrontation with an inexplicable emptiness that unfolds between being and the unknown. In this sense, nothingness does not simply represent annihilation, but a veiled curtain stretched taut between existence and the unknowable. What comes after the end of being? This has remained one of the deepest philosophical questions across all ages.

Each time humanity faces absence, this question cracks open the door to the unknown. Nothingness is not merely a lack but the yet-unspoken potential of being itself. Kierkegaard’s existential anxiety differs from Sartre’s freedom-driven concept of nothingness because it ascends through the struggle to relate to God. Returning to the metaphor of the egg in the refrigerator: if its absence implies the possibility of its re-creation, Kierkegaard’s interpretation of nothingness interrogates the divine will behind the process of being. If the egg is created by the chicken, then who—or what—is the creator of the chicken? Perhaps the egg’s god is the chicken—but what, then, is the god of the chicken?

This question elevates nothingness beyond a
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