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Behind the curtain


A preface


The global crisis we are experiencing, which includes the corona-virus crisis, has many faces. It cannot be grasped with one-dimensional and monocausal grids. But one thing seems certain: something has derailed globally and we do not know whether, or to what extent, this derailment can still be reversed. Do we still have a chance or are we doomed? What remains important is: "Recognise the situation!” (Gottfried Benn, as early as 1944) and "At what point are we now?” (Giorgio Agamben in March 2020).


It is not difficult to see that we have crossed a red line with global mega-technology and all its ramifications, as well as the manic fixation on so-called biosecurity since the corona-virus. What does this mean? The ground on which we are forced to walk from now on is extensively contaminated. Abstract science, the financial system, digitalisation, mathematisation, the dismantling of everything human in the old sense, the increasing destruction of living diversity on the planet, manipulation by the mass media, surveillance, the destruction of the individual and their creative potential (outside the technical world) and much more have long since overgrown and colonised everything.


In the background of these out-of-control conditions, a monstrous image of the universe is favoured and acclaimed, which makes us aware of the Earth as an oasis in a hopelessly dead space that nevertheless surrounds us eerily and brings monsters to light everywhere. A "cosmic fascism”, so to speak, compared to which the fascism we know on Earth seems almost unspectacular: the star-eating monsters of the so-called black holes can neither be surpassed nor defeated … A gigantic phantasmagoria – is this really how the world looks? I have my doubts about this and have often expressed them, in the perhaps audacious view that there are alternatives to all this. Alternatives that are clearly identifiable and that make the "cosmic idiot” (Peter Sloterdijk), as which the Earth’s inhabitants appear in the prevailing intellectual culture, into a being that regains its true dignity, namely its spiritual dignity.


This volume contains fourteen essays that I believe are suitable for making a substantial contribution to understanding the world crisis in which we find ourselves. Taken as a whole, they provide a thoroughly representative insight into the range of topics and the specifics of my thinking and, in this compilation, are also intended to provide easy access for all those who have not primarily come across my writings, but perhaps via the Internet. To this end, each of the essays collected here can be read on its own. The thematic arrangement of the texts is not didactically motivated; you can start anywhere and begin your journey.


The essays presented here span a period of 26 years (1993 to 2019) and are essentially presented as they were written at the time – apart from "cosmetic” changes, additions and corrections. An update was not planned and is not necessary because the texts as such are of a fundamental nature and have no expiry date. They are, so to speak, up to date per se. When I compiled the texts and read them again with a critical eye (I had ignored some of them for many years), I was amazed and in some ways delighted that they could still be written today, in the early autumn of 2021.


The fundamental crisis of natural science, which is part of the above-mentioned world crisis, has not been resolved since 1993, when the first essay presented here appeared in an anthology; it was virulent then and remains so today. Nothing has changed in what I call the "dictatorship of abstraction”.


It is impossible to overlook the global dominance of the digital world, which is essentially a dominance of digital corporations, in conjunction with the overgrowth of the financial industry, mega-technology, the super-rich and the state apparatuses, which have proven to be in thrall to the super-rich and "science”.


Equally obvious is the almost complete lack of a truly well-founded concept of humanity in the prevailing intellectual culture. The path to transhumanism, the "Great Reset” and the successive eradication of human substance in the cyborg craze seems inescapably mapped out. However, the epistemological basis of all this is shamefully poor. It has been cynically agreed everywhere that nobody can really know anything about the things of this world that transcend the extremely limited, technical-rational level anyway. Nihilism, intellectual flatland as far as the eye can see. Technical-mathematical natural science is the real fundamentalism, in comparison to which all religious fundamentalism pales into insignificance. There is a massive and threatening loss of reality here, which is hardly ever seriously questioned and which Erwin Chargaff lamented decades ago: "They [the natural sciences, J.K.] are an important tool of alienation. The abundance of investigations that are becoming more and more indirect, the hunt for the smallest, for shadows on screens, the fragmentation of a nature on which the blessing of wholeness once rested. All this has become a gigantic alibi for the purpose of creating an illusory reality … Science as a monstrous Procrustean of nature, it stretches and cuts up; it has much to criticise about creation. […] Wherever you look, there is a toothless, sullen barbarism that fingers everything.” [1]


Clear words that many consider to be grossly exaggerated, but which I agree with unreservedly. And as far as physical cosmology is concerned, which has long determined our being-in-the-world as being-in-the-universe, its fundamental crisis cannot be overlooked. "We don’t even know what we’re talking about,” admits the American Nobel Prize winner David Gross, "it’s a phase of extreme confusion.” [2] And Lee Smolin from the University of Waterloo writes: "Today, most of what theorists publish about the foundations of physics is unverifiable. I would call that a crisis.” [3] The majority of so-called theoretical physics and cosmology have long since radically abandoned what used to be considered empirical science, even if most people have probably not realised this and pretend that everything is as it was. (As an aside: this so-called old has always been interspersed with elements of delusion, although not to the same extent and not as monstrously as is the case today). I see some of the essays presented here as substantial contributions to unravelling the hopelessly muddled situation, which cast a new light on the fundamental reflection of physics and cosmology and aim to stimulate reflection on the nature and cosmic position of the anthropos, the "Earthling”, on this enigmatic and threatened star.


The question of the human being or the image of the human being that we need in order to really be able to live in the deepest sense of human dignity in the face of the starry sky that overarches us, so that we are not content with an abstract or merely religious caring form of ourselves, is as topical as ever.


Our world view, as an image of the entirety of the universe, is the signature of both collective and individual consciousness. "The cosmos is like a mirror,” says a Persian proverb. A donkey often looks into it … Cosmology, it could be said, is the basis of everything. The universe is roaring around us. Whether we like it or not, we are ultimately cosmic existences, even if the majority of us have drawn the curtain. I try to pull the curtain open a tiny crack. What is hidden behind it? Ourselves? Or something completely different, something completely other? With these questions, I want to conclude the little "prelude to the theatre” and clear the stage …


∞


[1] Erwin Chargaff: Vorläufiges Ende, Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta 1990, p. 31


[2] cited in: Die ZEIT, No. 14/March 2007, p. 29


[3] ibid.









My Thinking


An attempt at self-interpretation


An important note in advance: the "my” in the title is to be understood in inverted commas because, in the strict sense, it is not me who thinks, but something that arches over and permeates me, which I "think about”. I feel that this "higher something” has taken me comprehensively into its service; my endeavour is to correspond to it, indeed – to be it. Then the small I becomes the great I, what I call the "cosmic anthropos”, which is at the centre of my anthropology, which is essentially a spiritual-cosmic one. "What am I against the universe?” asks Wilhelm Meister in the first shock of looking through a telescope. [1] This question leads to the heart of "my” philosophy. In what follows, I will dispense with the inverted commas around the word "my”, but this is not intended to neutralise them.


Basically, I have been driven by a few core ideas for decades, which I pursue down to the foundations as far as I can. These fundamental questions, basic themes and premises are assumptions that cannot be brought under an overarching, integrating label. I have tried several times, but have never been satisfied with the results. The following rendition of my basic themes is not subject to any systematic or even logical order, which is self-explanatory.


The human-cosmos relationship in its basic constellation: Are we senselessly whirled up out of the cosmic night, or do we have the dignity of a meaningful and purposeful form of existence? How are we created, cosmically speaking? When I say "cosmic”, I mean primarily spiritual-cosmic, without negating the physical-sensual. I am making the premise that man has the dignity of a spiritual-cosmic existence, even if he disregards it or considers it to be pure fantasy. All of man’s great creativity has its origin here.


Structure and meaning of the cosmos (cosmology): What is the cosmos made of? What are the stars? Here I start from assumptions that radically contradict mainstream cosmology on the basis of the so-called radial field theory, which represents a continuation and differentiation of the cosmological ideas of Giordano Bruno and Helmut Friedrich Krause. The radial field hypothesis, as I believe I have comprehensively demonstrated, opens the door to a cosmology of all-liveness. Here there are no glowing spheres of gas and no black holes, but living large organisms. The universe is comprehensively alive.


We understand the world – the universe, the cosmos – according to our own consciousness. This consciousness is reflected back to us by the cosmos. In this respect, what we perceive "out there” is ultimately ourselves.


Structure, nature and development of consciousness: The central question here is the ego question: Who or what is "I”? How does the ego relate to the I? This inevitably touches on the question of higher – transpersonal, spiritual-cosmic, perhaps even divine – states of consciousness. I consider the world of the senses to be only "half-real” (Schelling); it is not completely real. Our home and source sphere is the "other world”. This is the primary and pre-real; it is the inner sphere of the inner sphere with the name ego. We are rooted in the world soul, which is space itself.


The mainstream universe, taken in toto as real, shatters all spirituality. However, my philosophy is spiritually based and cannot be understood without lived spirituality. This also addresses the relationship between natural science and spirituality, which is constellated differently for me than in the popular but shallow "physics‒proves‒mysticism” version. Without a very precise and differentiated fundamental critique of the prevailing physics, astronomy and cosmology, we will not make any progress here. Philosophy, I believe, must be able to do this.


Anamnesis (deep remembrance) as a path of cognition: The anamnestic plumb line reaches down into the depths of the world. Without anamnesis there can be no substantial thinking. The anamnestic theory of cognition therefore forms an essential foundation of my philosophy.


My thinking also has an eschatological and redemptive layer beyond conventional religious concepts. At the same time, I also try to think about the "redemption of nature.” [2] The eschatological question has to do with the future of humanity on Earth in a cosmic context: Do we still have a chance, for example in the context of the ecological crisis? Can our course of self-destruction still be stopped? If so, how? This also concerns me, because it touches on our cosmic responsibility, which includes responsibility for the Earth, indeed makes it possible.


In my opinion, the question of time, which cannot be separated from the anamnesis factor, is unthinkable without the assumption of a higher time (“super-time”). Time includes the living cosmic rhythms, which also express themselves through numbers and sounds. There is a theory of numbers beyond mathematics and number mysticism or number superstition, which I, together with the Pythagoreans and Helmut Friedrich Krause, refer to as acousmatics. The acousmatic numbers are reflected in great music and represent order-creating elements that rise from the depths of the world and are interwoven with the inevitability of time as a time of destiny, in which the struggle of consciousness that determines being and becoming also takes place.


These are, in broad outline, the topics, questions and theses that occupy me – almost incessantly, I would say. They fulfil my thinking and meditating, my living being as I-am on the path to the I-AM. My philosophy manifests the thinking endeavour to understand and live cosmology, eschatology, natural philosophy, epistemology and spirituality as an integral unity and wholeness, i.e. to fill them with a living spirit.


∞


[1] "What am I then against the universe?” he said to his spirit; "how can I face it, how can I stand in its midst?”; Johann Wolfgang v. Goethe: "Wilhelm Meisters Wanderjahre”; in: Goethes Werke vol. 8 (Hamburg edition, ed. by Erich Trunz), Munich: C. H. Beck 1998, p. 119


[2] Jochen Kirchhoff: Die Erlösung der Natur. Impulse für ein kosmisches Menschenbild, (the English version "The Redemption of Nature. Impulses for a cosmic view of humanity” is not yet available), Klein Jasedow: DrachenVerlag 2004
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The other Cosmos


Impulses for a lively cosmology and a reorientation of the natural sciences


What used to be called the cosmos, a harbouring place that completely flows through us, which "knows us” and which we can contact in our souls, minds and bodies, has long since vanished from our collective consciousness and is, as it were, radiating in our brains. What is now grinning at us "out there” seems more like a meaningless, monstrous spectacle, a gigantic, dreary event. Many turn away, but are still strangely fascinated at the same time, especially as there is hardly any serious alternative of observation in their field of vision. Ufology, astrology and science fiction have staked their claims and are enjoying increasing popularity. The matadors and adepts of mainstream cosmology care little about this. And in the apparatuses and institutions of the prevailing natural sciences, it is business as usual. It seems grotesque that the crusaders of the abstract, the fugitives from the Earth in hot pursuit of the world-dissolving world formula, have been talking about God with increasing frequency in recent years (the Big Bang fiction as proof of God, so to speak). Cosmologists and theologians, once enemies, are getting along better and better.


Where are we? What kind of place is this? Is modern cosmology – with its big bang, black holes and radiating hells – perhaps nothing more than a reflection of our own thoroughly schizoid and neurotic state of consciousness? Who really believes the cosmologists when they ply their media-effective trade? Couldn’t there be a completely different cosmos behind all this that has been overlooked so far, a different cosmos that is perhaps the real one and that could only be revealed from a form of consciousness that is not the dominant one? Don’t many, very many, realise that they are being deceived? Yet we thirst for reality. What else would be of any value and dignity but this – reality?


What do we actually know about the reality of this all-encompassing place that we still call the "cosmos”? How intelligent are our interpretations of the radiation reaching us from the depths of space? Above all, because it touches centrally on the problem of the human being: Where are we and who are we? We locate ourselves according to our being. The holistically orientated spirits do this just as much as the reductionists of the prevailing natural sciences. Everyone lives, in their own way, a variation of the enigmatic relationship between man and the cosmos. And projective elements are always at play; the only decisive factor is what character they have, whether they are constructed to be more life-serving or more hostile to life. However, there cannot be the slightest doubt about the hostility to life of a considerable proportion of the projections in mainstream thinking about nature and the cosmos.


Why do the stars move?


As sensory or corporeal beings, we live on the surface of a sphere that orbits another, larger sphere, the so-called Sun, the central star of the federation of stars that we call the solar system, at the considerable speed of 30 kilometres per second. In addition to the approximately spherical bodies, wildly shaped chunks in chaos zones also orbit the Sun, of which the asteroids close to the Earth pose a constant threat of impact to our home planet. What drives the stars forward, what makes them whirl around their axis, what bathes the Earth in light and night? Anyone who questions science here will be surprised to discover that it has no answer, even if it has skilfully managed to conceal this from the general public. Technical devices are sent far out into the solar system and the positions of the planets are calculated with astonishing precision, leading many to conclude that anyone who does and can do this must also know why the Earth moves or what causes it to move in space in the first place. Far from it!


What does the prevailing natural science have to offer here apart from the familiar mathematical formalisms, which, however, do not even touch the causal level? "Newtonian celestial mechanics”, which Einstein only modified but did not completely overturn, still prevails, at least in principle. What does this "celestial mechanics” say about the cause of the movements of the stars? The astonishing point: motion is understood as causeless perpetual motion. There is no cause, no real and effective (e.g. force-related) "why”. The only thing that must be assumed is a kind of "primal impulse”, which is understood as the initial spark. Otherwise, it is assumed that the celestial bodies fall around each other in a blind interplay of gravity and inertia. Once bodies have been pushed, they should maintain their motion in a straight line and uniformly, without any forces. That’s what the physics textbooks say. The curvature of the orbits is caused by the gravity acting on them, which invites them to fall. The Earth chases around the Sun, not because there is a specific driving force (this is denied, the Earth does not need "fuel”), but because it actually wants to keep flying in a straight line, following its "inertia”. This ominous quantity – a pure fiction, as even physicists admit – now causes the movement without absurdly "really causing” it. It cannot, because then it would be a real cause of movement. Carl Friedrich von Weizsacker speaks here of the "causal paradox” of inertia. In addition to this causeless journey of the Earth into the straight and wide, there is the falling caused by the Sun’s gravity. The Earth falls around the Sun; it does not fall into the Sun because it has inertia. – The whole thing is an astonishing mental construct, basically a phantasm. Strangely enough, only a few people realise this. But there are certainly alternatives to this phantasm; I have shown one in my book Spaces, Dimensions, World Models [1].


The solar system itself moves at breakneck speed within a larger, more comprehensive system, the galaxy, the sheer dimensions of which go beyond all sensory-empirical relations and give us the idea, indeed the suspicion, that we can only approach and perhaps understand them meaningfully on a completely different level of consciousness. When viewed monologically, galaxies remain strangely surreal. Yet they are certainly islands of worlds pulsating with immense life, each of which represents its own individuality that cannot be approached by calculation and measurement. But because this is exactly what is constantly being attempted, large parts of modern astronomy seem so bleak and desolate, despite gigantic telescopes. Sometimes you get the feeling that the range of the super telescopes is intended to make up for, even conceal, on a technical level what is usually missing: the living, existential and dialoguebased relationship to the starry world and cosmic space. The abstract X-ray view of the universe as the only view that is permitted within the prevailing state of consciousness is subject-blind and blind to being right down to its foundations.


The technical-mental form of consciousness, which also only knows and recognises a technical-mental natural science, has taken two and a half millennia to finally become, megalomaniacally enriched, what it is today: the de facto ruler of the Earth, who awards honours and money, the "great Pharaoh”, before whom almost everyone lies on their stomachs and who forces us to build ever new pyramids. Every computer freak serves the pharaoh in his own way, contributing to the technical-abstract dissolution of the world. What distinguishes this pharaoh from the ancient Egyptian pharaohs is this: back then, armies of peasants or slaves had to be recruited to erect the god-king’s buildings; today, people work on them voluntarily, even enthusiastically. Today’s slaves have long since made the Pharaoh’s cause their own. The spearheads of this apparatus are the sorcerer’s apprentices of the very great and the very small: the abstract natural scientists; no one enjoys greater prestige than they do. And they have long since laid down the guidelines according to which human processes are organised. They are the high priests and the Pharaoh’s closest advisors.


"Spatial revolution to the outside"


An important credo of these priests and counsellors is to understand outer space as a mere exterior space, to deny it the dignity of the interior, to fundamentally disconnect it from mental and spiritual processes. Peter Sloterdijk rightly speaks here of the globally victorious "space revolution to the outside.” [2] "Suppress the gods and deny the souls: The stones are then our closest neighbours, and the difference between animate and dead bodies no longer means much.” [3] Just as apparatus-based medicine degrades the holistic human body to a mere body, apparatus-based, mathematical natural science turns the heavenly bodies into dead bodies governed by blind random processes. Life, even intelligent life, may have strayed here and there – it must not have sprung from a higher or even divine will. The "methodical atheism” of natural science (Carl Friedrich von Weizsacker) prevails unbroken. The celestial bodies, insofar as they are regarded as "suns”, are imagined as glowing spheres of gas, which has never been proven in a direct sense and is also structurally unprovable. Nevertheless, in principle they are recognised as having the ability to form planets. Today, astronomers favour the so-called accretion theory: planets are said to have formed as a result of chaotic agglomeration and clumping processes of dust and rocks. The theory is backed up by elaborate computer simulations, which give many people the impression that this is a proven or even provable theory (which is not the case).


Pure outer space – outer space as a numbing and merciless void – is a space that is none of man’s business as man, from which he flees, indeed must flee, primarily into acosmic, cosmos-distant cyberspace worlds, which he then, in a mental somersault mortale, lays over the universe like a large projection net. In this way, cosmology becomes more or less a cyberspace delusion, a delusion that is applauded on all sides. The self-admiration of the scientists involved is obvious.


The idea that orthodox cosmology could have something to do with what is referred to here as cyberspace madness, or even with projections in this broad sense, is initially not an idea that can count on broad approval, especially not among those to whom it refers. Most mainstream scientists, bound into a strict system of rules of their guild that leaves the individual hardly any room for manoeuvre, see themselves first and foremost as "custodians of the spirit of the world” in mathematical formalisms: they seriously believe that they can only classify and formally describe what the findings of observation and measurement reveal. This becomes clear when you read any scientific journal that feels committed to the mainstream or takes it for granted that the prevailing premises are beyond doubt. Very few people realise that projections are involved here; there are also plenty of obscure circular arguments.


The fiction of "dark matter"


A revealing example, which spiritual minds also like to use and interpret in their favour, is "dark matter”, the exotic and thoroughly "mysterious ghost matter” in the universe: the observable rotational speeds of the arms of spiral galaxies are not compatible with Newton’s law of gravitation, if one only assumes what is effectively seen and assumed in the familiar form of "solar mass” bean counting. A "Special” in the renowned astronomy journal Sterne und Weltraum (Stars and Space) states: "If only the visible matter in the stars and interstellar gas existed in the spiral galaxies, it would not be able to hold the rapidly orbiting stars: Like the ball of a hammer thrower letting go of the string, such a star would vanish into the vastness of intergalactic space. So far, the only plausible explanation for the high orbital speeds of the outer stars lies in the assumption that at large radii there is up to ten times more mass than is visible. […] Without dark matter, the galaxy clusters would also fly apart: Dark matter is the invisible cement of the cosmos.” [4]


What the void filled by the fiction of dark matter shows is, first of all, the untenability of the mass attraction hypothesis of prevailing physics, which has never been proven to be circular in the familiar form that appears in textbooks. Moreover, it demonstrates the aforementioned fact that there is no causal theory of motion in the mainstream. Critical physicists are increasingly admitting this. Even Einstein’s fictions will get us nowhere here – the entire edifice of orthodox physics is showing threatening cracks that signal a danger of collapse in the foreseeable future. I have already described the untenability of Newton’s celestial mechanics in detail elsewhere. [5] The decisive factor is not primarily the epistemological circular argument as such, i.e. the one that gave rise to the construct of dark matter, but the abstract lifelessness with which the universe is presented as dead in principle and governed by dead laws of nature. This is the crucial point. A world soul or all-soul is negated, dismissed as animistic or religious, but abstract ghosts of the most diverse kinds are allowed to exist, and the marvelling layman finds himself overwhelmed by an inscrutable set of formulae that he lacks the criteria to seriously question. However, man’s cosmic need remains, and so even the formalistic schemes of abstract physics are charged with a quasi-divine creative potency in spiritual circles, which does not change the flawed nature of the whole approach, but gives it a higher consecration.


Anyone who proclaims a living Earth and also experiences it holistically and existentially cannot avoid the question of how the large living being Earth is embedded in the closer or wider cosmic network. If the Earth is indeed a cosmic organism, and there is good evidence for this, then it can only be an integral part of a larger organism, if only for reasons of cosmo-logic. If, on the other hand, this is denied and Earth is assigned a special role (“only here is Gaia, the rest is dead desert”), we end up with a new variety of geocentrism. The home planet then becomes an exception again, an oasis on a cosmic scale, a non-typical celestial body. That this would be the case is tirelessly asserted, among other things with reference to the universality of the laws of nature familiar to us from the Earth’s surface and its surroundings; however, it is an essentially unproven and rather unlikely premise. One can only avoid the circular reasoning and paradoxes that arise here if one assumes – as Giordano Bruno did over 400 years ago – the omnipresence of life and spirit, in whatever manifestation. In principle, intelligent life should exist everywhere, should have existed or should exist in the future. This could, it must be admitted, also be fundamentally beyond the reach of our cognitive organs, but even this is not compelling.


What are the "suns"?


Intelligent life everywhere? Scepticism arises here: How is this possible, especially since all previous searches for extraterrestrial life have been unsuccessful, as we know. According to the prevailing astrophysics, the "stars” are glowing spheres of gas, thermonuclear cauldrons or incandescent hells. And doesn’t helioseismology, which measures solar oscillations and draws conclusions about the inner structure of the day’s star from the data obtained here, have spectacular results to show, most recently from the "SOHO” solar observatory? Can we seriously doubt that astronomers and astrophysicists know at least the basics of how the Sun "works” physically?


You can! In recent decades, there have always been critical voices, barely noticed by the public, who have pointed out that the standard model of the Sun has feet of clay. Even the measurements from "SOHO” do not invalidate the largely unsupported basic premises and circular conclusions that generally determine the argumentation. We have good reasons to question the hypothesis that the Sun derives its energy from the known nuclear fusion processes at extremely high temperatures. In any case, the constant and uniform flow of light that reaches us cannot really be convincingly explained by the standard model – I am talking about the solar furnace fiction. From public lectures and conversations with physicists, I know that some react with relief when they are given the opportunity to replace the solar furnace fiction with a different, new and, above all, more vivid idea. Among those who challenged the prevailing theory of the genesis of cosmic light in the 20th century and developed their own approaches are Viktor Schauberger, Nikola Tesla, Wilhelm Reich and Helmut Friedrich Krause, to name but a few. I myself have considered this in my book Räume, Dimensionen, Weltmodelle (Spaces, Dimensions, World Models) [6]. There is much to suggest that our central star and all other "suns” are cosmic living beings, not dead and unimaginably hot spheres of gas. I am convinced that cosmic light only arises from the interaction of the primordial energies emitted by the celestial bodies. I call these fields, which mainstream physics does not recognise, radial fields. Their interaction is unimaginably subtle and differentiated. This approach eliminates the speed of light as an absolute constant and much more.


Bodo Hamprecht, professor of theoretical physics at the Free University of Berlin and at the same time close to anthroposophy, writes in his review of my book in the journal Novalis: "Four of the book’s seven chapters are devoted to the campaign against orthodox science, and in the remaining three the author is not lacking in sensitivity towards this dangerous dragon. It is pure fiction that the laws of nature should always and everywhere apply in the same way; but without this myth, physical cosmology with its Big Bang, black holes and nuclear furnaces would immediately collapse. Nevertheless, it bases the ‘mathematical occultism’ of theoretical physics on this fiction, in which such monstrous things as the causeless movement of the planets around the Sun are assumed.” [7]


What is the Earth? What is the Sun? What are the stars anyway? Where do we look when we look "upwards” or "into the sky”? The star-studded firmament – is it more than just a collection of points of light that have nothing to do with us, perhaps grouped here and there into constellations that are purely mythological? Is it more than a gigantic spectacle, a blind and meaningless backdrop, an abyss of emptiness in which glowing spheres of gas float or fall around each other, some of which may be orbited by planets? In short, to once again pose the central question of this essay: Where are we? What kind of place is this where we live? What kind of universe do we live in? Everyone who endeavours to live philosophy, spirituality and integral thinking should really ask themselves this question. But this does not happen, or only very occasionally. Cosmology is largely left to its own devices, people do not get involved and do not want to get involved, perhaps for fear of coming into an unwelcome collision with mainstream natural science, which they do not feel up to or which they simply consider to be dispensable or superfluous, even counterproductive. Nobody wants to make a fool of themselves and be labelled as anti-scientific. However, lively, integral thinking, if it is to be more than a playground that is magnanimously and patronisingly tolerated by the mainstream, is not possible without what I have been calling "other science” for many years. Occasionally I also speak of "integral natural science” in reference to my term "integral deep ecology”. As such, this other or integral natural science is necessarily also cosmology, namely "other” or "integral cosmology”, the cosmology of a universe filled with infinite life.


"The universe is not dead because we are not dead,” says physicist Amit Goswami. [8] This sentence cannot be invalidated; it is a key sentence of genuine cosmo-logic: there can be no living Earth (= Gaia) in the midst of a largely lifeless celestial desert. But this is precisely what is assumed in mainstream thinking – with reference to the results of astrophysical research, from which the oasis-like character of life on Earth is supposed to emerge. Very few people realise the projections and circular reasoning behind these claims.


In my book "What the Earth Wants”, I was already guided by the idea that inner cosmology and outer cosmology are two sides of the same coin. A state of consciousness that is ultimately geared towards technical world domination, the abstract colonisation of the Earth – which alone is a symptom of collective neurosis – will hardly be in a position to perceive life and cosmic intelligence "out there in space”. Such a state of consciousness is blind to cosmic life. This deserves to be emphasised in the strongest possible terms, precisely because we are moving here on terrain that is consistently mined and characterised by taboos and prohibitions. Anyone who attempts to tread new and different paths here knows this. There is no shortage of crackpots and fantasists of all kinds, but this is not about them; it is about integral and serious thinking based on living premises, which can only arise from a living form of consciousness.


Two basic questions


How do we arrive at a higher and integral form of consciousness from which alone what I call a "different natural science” can emerge, the necessity of which becomes apparent even with the slightest reflection? How far must and "may” we go? Mainstream science is a juggernaut that is tirelessly sacrificed to; a giant that has so far fended off almost every attack. But this giant stands on feet of clay. And the weak points and cracks in the great edifice are becoming increasingly apparent. I would like to illustrate this with two questions that mainstream science has failed to address across the board, and which at the same time represent a key that is capable of opening up a new dimension of perception:




	What keeps the Earth in space? Or, in Viktor Schauberger’s words: "Why does the Earth remain floating?” [9]


	What holds the Earth together?




Both questions seem simple, almost simplistic or naïve; yet there is an abyss hidden within them. They are, quite literally, bottomless. Basically, both questions boil down to one point: if I know what holds the Earth in space, then I also know what holds it together. Of course, this also applies vice versa and to the celestial bodies in general.


Children occasionally ask themselves and us with amazement and curiosity what actually holds the Sun and the Moon "up there”, why they don’t "fall down”. The Moon is there, the Sun is there. The "there” points to the place; but what does this "standing” itself mean? Those who ridicule the question should first try to give an adequate answer here. Most people are not in a position to do so, but firmly believe that the question has somehow been answered long ago.


From the astronaut’s perspective, children’s amazement is rekindled when it is not about the Moon and the Sun, but about the Earth itself. Astronaut Eugene Cernan writes: "You look out of the window and look back, through 400,000 kilometres of black space, at the most beautiful star in the firmament. You are not close enough to other planets to recognise more than one bright star, but you can look at the Earth, from pole to pole, and across the oceans and continents. You follow how it turns and see that it is not held up by ropes as it moves in an eclipse that is almost unimaginable.” [10]


"Not held by ropes” – this half-mocking or ironic remark points to an important and serious finding: the astonishment that the Earth moves through cosmic space "just like that”, that it holds itself there without being "tied down” anywhere. We read from astronaut James Irwin: "The Earth reminded us of a Christmas tree ball suspended in the blackness of space.” [11]


How much does the Earth "weigh"?


A short passage in Der Spiegel No. 18/2000, representing the mainstream view of the Earth as a whole, illustrates the abyss that lies in the two questions mentioned above and at the same time shows that orthodox physics is capitulating here. Under the heading "Slimmed-down Earth” it says: "The Earth is lighter than previously assumed. This has been determined by physicist Jens Gundlach from the University of Washington. Until now, experts had assumed that the blue planet weighed 5.98 × 1024 (septillion) tonnes. Using a highly sensitive device that measures gravitational forces and satellite data, Gundlach has now been able to show that the old value was overestimated by a good one per mille. The tiny measurement correction corresponds to around 10 × 1021 (sextillion) tonnes. By comparison, the distant planetary dwarf Pluto only weighs around 13 × 1018 tonnes. (quintillion)” [12]


If you are not dizzy here, you are beyond help. But it is to be feared that most readers of these lines have not even realised what absurdity they are being presented with here, as the most elementary questions and perceptions have been almost completely buried in the prevailing collective consciousness. Even in the context of mainstream natural science, the idea of a "weight” of the Earth or any other celestial body is nonsensical. Nevertheless, this idea occasionally appears even in physics textbooks; it is therefore not just "journalistic jargon”. The fact that the stated differential value of ten sextillion (10 × 1021) tonnes is by no means a "tiny”, but rather a quite considerable "measurement correction” (even if one thinks through the consequences of the whole thing in a "mainstream-compliant” way) can be disregarded here. "Weight” is a relative term: a body is only heavy or only has weight because it is within the sphere of influence of a gravitational field, the strength of which then determines, among other things, the measurable size of the weight. So even if the Earth as a whole were any body, such as a billiard ball or a stone here on the Earth’s surface, it would not have a weight that could be fixed as an absolute value.


Physicists now distinguish between "mass” and "weight”, and even the well-meaning observer of orthodox science soon finds himself entangled in a maze of paradoxes and circular reasoning. To this day, physicists have not clarified this terminology. This has created an unspeakable confusion, a fog that can hardly be cleared. "Mass” is an epistemological, logical and physical ghost, as I have analysed in detail elsewhere. [13] There is no such thing as "mass attraction” in the generally asserted sense; at any rate, it has never been proven to be circular. This leads to the basic question of what is the actual and true cause of the gravitational pull that the Earth exerts on the bodies on its surface. A mystery lies hidden here, a merciless sphinx, as it were, which plunges all those who cannot solve its riddle into the abyss. The abyss itself is concealed by the precision of mathematical formalism, which blinds the "layman” because he cannot see through the premises on which the whole thing is based.


A large part of physics is something like mathematised occultism; qualities are mathematised that remain completely dark in their essential nature. Darker than all other qualities – indeed the darkness par excellence for the mainstream view – is gravity. Newton still suffered from the fact that he could not specify the cause of gravity; today this hardly worries anyone, even though the weak points of the school physics approach to the phenomenon of gravity are practically on the table. The most obvious is the dogmatic denial of the ether as the indispensable transmission medium of gravitational effects. On the other hand, most of the alternative ether theories suffer from the fact that they either treat the ether in a quasi-materialistic or mechanistic (“gross material”) way or want to develop it from quantum theoretical postulates (keyword: "quantum vacuum”), which are themselves abstractly speculative.


The cause of the gravity


The "theory of gravitation” developed by me, which takes up and further develops the ideas of Giordano Bruno, Friedrich Wilhelm Schelling, Michael Faraday and Helmut Friedrich Krause, touches centrally on the "will of the Earth”, or, as I say with Arthur Schopenhauer, Krause and the Vedanta philosophy, the "will of the world”. Celestial gravity, as Bruno was the first to try to conceive it, is a radial or centrally symmetrical field, and this extends to the deepest depths of the celestial body, to the centre of the celestial body, where the gravitational effects cancel each other out in themselves (and against each other). In my "15 Theses on the Origin, Nature and Effect of Gravitation” (in: Spaces, Dimensions, World Models), the beginning of the second thesis states: "The gravitational effect of the celestial body takes place according to the basic form of the field. This field is a radial field, completely and literally down to the centre of the celestial body. The increasingly denser bundling of the radiation towards the centre of the star is not an as-if condensation, but a real condensation of the radial field. This contradicts the prevailing doctrine from Newton to the present day. In the Principia, Newton states: ‘The gravity decreases on the way from the surface of the planet inwards in the closest possible approximation in proportion to the (respective) distances from the centre’. This assertion follows from the thesis of the gravitational interaction of all material particles with each other, so that the attraction of the Earth results from the sum of all the corpuscles concentrated in it. The radial field as a completely real celestial field causes a corresponding increase in the gravitational effect as the celestial centre approaches. Matter experiences increasingly greater pressures, the atomic or subatomic movements accelerate proportionally …” [14]


And at the beginning of the 4th thesis it says: "The radial radiation of matter in the celestial core (which incidentally necessitates a revision of our models of celestial structure) with the effect that all bodies are drawn towards the centre of the Earth has the consequence that all radii cancel each other out in their gravitational effect. If the basic premise is correct, this is already compelling for logical and physical reasons. In this way, the celestial body, as a whole in space, is stripped of its materiality and thus spiritualised. The floating of the celestial bodies – disembodied, ghost-like in empty space – shows that the universal concept of mass no longer applies here either.” [15]


So what holds the Earth in space? Precisely the radial field, the "world will” radiating from its core, the primordial energy that contains and at the same time transcends all the properties previously attributed to the ether. This has far-reaching consequences, including the fact that the movement of celestial bodies can no longer be interpreted as them falling around each other.


If the celestial bodies were to simply fall around each other like arbitrary bodies drawn towards the surface of a celestial body, they themselves would not hold anything in space. Anyone who thinks through this problem without prejudice will quickly come to the conclusion that this is impossible. This can already be seen in the difficulty of adequately describing what the celestial bodies "do” in so-called empty space: Do they float? Do they hang? Or what else?


In my book Spaces, Dimensions, World Models there is a short chapter entitled "Gaia Meditation on Floating and Gravity”, which is quoted here because it opens up the possibility of taking a deeper look at the mystery of celestial gravity. Thoughtful meditations of the following kind are quite suitable for transcending the subject blindness of natural science. This passage should therefore be left uncommented at the end; it speaks for itself:


A Gaia meditation on levitation and gravity


Take one of the well-known photos of the Earth (= Gaia) from the astronauts’ point of view, if possible a large-format one. At first it will be difficult to forget the collective exploitation and trivialisation of this icon, which has buried all the finer layers of perception. But it is possible. Try to shift the ‘astronautical’ perspective, which is one of the outside and looking in, in favour of a kind of ‘psychonautical’ perspective, i.e. one of the inside, without, however, blocking out the outside, i.e. the image of Gaia. It is centrally about bringing together inside and outside, essence and appearance, idea and form, in the sense of Goethe, therefore, about contemplative thinking or thinking contemplation, which is always also meditation if it reaches into a certain depth.


It is quite obvious that the Earth is floating, hanging freely in space; and to perceive this so directly has astounded, irritated, even shaken many astronauts (at least for a short time), although they ‘knew’ it theoretically and abstractly. It is important to face this astonishment, irritation or even shock, even if only for a few minutes, existentially, to really let yourself be wounded by it: Because it is a wound, even if it is hardly ever seen or recognised as such.


This floating of the globe in empty space (i.e. ‘not held by ropes’) refutes the naïve sense of reality bound to one’s own physiology, which says: Here is the Earth beneath my feet, and this Earth attracts me, my body has weight and solidity. The floating of the globe (and this is also confirmed by astronaut impressions) takes away its solidity, its density, indeed its materiality – a materiality that cannot be doubted from the immediate sensuality of the Earth’s surface. The floating Earth becomes delicate, as if translucent; it is spiritualised, and in a thoroughly enigmatic way.


The fact that this is the case is precisely what makes the Gaia photos so iconic; it is precisely what is being sought through all the exploitation and trivialisation.


In principle, it is also possible to be wounded in this way by the sight of the Sun’s disc or the Moon’s disc (from the Earthly perspective, the Sun and Moon appear more as a round surface or disc than the Earth from the perspective of the Moon’s visitors; we perceive neither the Moon nor the Sun as a sphere). However, this is countered by the imprinting power of familiarisation; the – probably necessary – alienation is missing.


The floating of the Earth in empty space, which looks completely black, thus makes the Earth a spiritual being or can make the Earth a spiritual being in a brief, flashing instant. This spiritual being, as we feel or sense or even know, has nothing to do with anything that constitutes the heaviness of the Earth for us and determines our existence and the movement of bodies on the Earth’s surface. And in the next, decisive step, if it is allowed, it can be concluded or surmised that the movement of the celestial body also has to do primarily with this spiritual quality and can therefore by no means be equated with the flat pebble that, thrown at a certain angle, bounces along the surface of the water. But this conclusion contradicts Newton’s unification of Earthly and heavenly mechanics. The ‘Newtonian’ in modern man prevents further research at this important point; those who believe they have the answers are generally not inclined to ask new and unbiased questions. But it is certainly worth asking here.


The Earth, recognised as a spiritual being, which is then also, and necessarily, assigned qualities of consciousness, causes the bodies on its surface to be heavy or to have heaviness, but it itself ‘knows nothing of this’. Whatever load of many trillions of tonnes is piled up or accumulated in the outer layers of the globe and is now pressing towards the centre of the Earth, the whole of the globe is, it seems, not affected at all. Somehow the heaviness disappears, somehow (and somewhere) all the "clumsiness” and materiality, all the coarseness of the bodies dissolves.


Anyone who understands the contrast between gravity (of the Earth’s layers towards the centre of the Earth) and floating (of the whole Earth in space) has the key to the riddle of gravity. This opposition is also a paradox in the Zen sense; it is an integral part of the root koan of physics. And a thoughtful, meditative contemplation of Gaia from an astronautical point of view, even if only mediated via an image, is quite capable of overriding mechanistic thinking about gravity. A ‘little satori’, if this is not a contradiction in terms, can be triggered or at least prepared by a Gaia meditation of the kind outlined.


Anyone who ‘knows’ with Newton and Einstein that and how the contrast between gravity and levitation can be resolved will not be able or willing to go along here. Nietzsche once formally described an essential concern of his texts as a ‘question mark for those who have an answer’. Such a question mark is hidden here. All the answers that are given to it in mainstream science (there are only a few) circumvent the problem and do not solve it. Hence the attempt at this short meditative reflection.


What happens to gravity, why do the enormous masses that are powerfully and ‘clumsily’ pulled or pressed towards the centre of the Earth disappear? There is only one logically satisfactory answer to this question, which Giordano Bruno was the first to give: Gravity disappears because all force vectors towards the centre cancel each other out. Each gravity vector or each radial line of the gravitational field has its – exactly opposite – counterpart. The Earth’s gravity equation is resolved to zero. Bruno sensed that this zero value is not a negation, i.e. not a disappearance in the sense of percolation or extreme dilution, which at some point reaches the zero limit, but that the zero value in the centre of the stars is one of the divine centre, the outermost condensation that touches, indeed is, the divine.
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