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				“The time when you should most of all withdraw into yourself is when you are forced to be in a crowd.”
			

			
				—Epicurus
			

			
				“. . . to think ‘outside’ that assumption [that people have access to reality] requires not so much intelligence as a radically free yet prehensile act of intellectual imagination, misunderstanders include individuals of the highest intelligence. The form of imagination required is rarer than intelligence. The most gifted of creative artists have it, including great writers, but I fear not many academics.”
			

			
				—Bryan Magee (2016), Ultimate Questions. Princeton University Press.
			

			
				Bryan Magee (1930-2019) was a British philosopher, BBC broadcaster, politician, and author who brought philosophy to a popular audience. 
			

			
				His quote shows that the 86-year-old Magee understood the immense challenge of letting go of dualism. Tao equals immediate experience, preceding conceptualization, preventing its capture into words. Yet, the mind tends to conceptualize to understand, so it finds it difficult to grasp Tao.
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				The desire to transcend the mind conceals the truth.
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				​​Author’s note
			

			
				I was wrong about quantum computers in this book. 
			

			
				Entirely, embarrassingly so. I wanted them to illustrate something about the foundations of science. I believed the orthodox Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechanics was wrong and that something on a Riemann surface couldn’t be operated before measurement. 
			

			
				The former still stands, but the latter does not: Quantum phases can be controlled with remarkable precision, for example through what is known as quasi-energy in Floquet qubits. This intriguing fact points toward as-yet-unknown deterministic phenomena that could underlie quantum probabilities. Such a possibility challenges the orthodox Copenhagen view, which categorically denies any underlying determinism.
			

			
				While dualistic scientists may dismiss this as a metaphysical or even unscientific concern, within a nondualistic framework, it becomes central. By rejecting the notion of a mind-independent reality, nondualism crowns reason as the arbiter of science. And the very structure of rational inquiry—rooted in the principles of identity, non-contradiction, excluded middle, and sufficient reason—depends on the assumption of a deterministic order beneath appearances.
			

			
				I thought I saw deeper because of the nondual awakening I had experienced. But it wasn’t me who woke up. It was something before the conception of space and time, and my self—as a working title for this pre-cognitive existence—did what it could to make sense of what had happened.
			

			
				I was thrilled, inspired. Wanted to share what I had seen and help others see it too. But I didn’t have the skills—neither the words nor the understanding. And so I failed. People around me couldn’t see what had been shown to me.
			

			
				Now I realize this is common. Everyone who’s had this kind of experience seems to go through the same thing. You can’t point out what can only be revealed by something preconceptual.
			

			
				And yes, I was vain. My ego wanted to be seen and heard. So I overstepped and over-shouted myself. I wanted to explain why nonduality matters so deeply. Something dramatic could carry this message, so I turned to quantum computers.
			

			
				I just couldn’t believe they could work because I didn’t understand their principles. And I assumed others were deceived because they lacked nondual recognition: a convenient conflation. But two wrongs don’t make a right: Just because the world is nondual and the ultimate truth is beyond conceptual grasp doesn’t mean we cannot aim our devices beyond the apparent Euclidean form in which the world presents itself.
			

			
				So I had bitten off more than I could chew. Because quantum computing is possible—at least in principle. I just didn’t fully appreciate the physics.
			

			
				As I write this in 2025, I find myself—echoing Wolfgang Pauli—misunderstanding quantum mechanics at a deeper level. The journey has been strange and beautiful. What once looked like a clean, Euclidean world now reveals itself as something richer: curved, folded—Riemannian.
			

			
				I’ve come to appreciate Plato in a new light: how he urges us to use reason and geometry to move beyond the flickering shadows toward the true sun. The eyes of truth see the shadows as the veil.
			

			
				So what about this book? Should you read it?
			

			
				That’s up to you. 
			

			
				It more boldly and comprehensively unifies nondualism and Western thought than anything I could find. But it’s neither conventional nor polished; there may be more inaccuracies, even though I gave it my utmost. I’m just someone who writes to learn, finding out what I don’t know by putting my thoughts on the page. To me, sincerity is the starting point of originality, creativity, and insight. And I still believe the central discovery here stands firm: that nonduality, the all-encompassing truth, resonates deeply with reason.
			

			
				Whatever speaks through this book—it wasn’t just me. And what it showed me was the discovery of a lifetime. I don’t regret following it unconditionally, as I still do today. These words of Plotinus, later recognized as the founder of Neoplatonism, encourage me: 
			

			
				“Let him who can, arise, withdraw into himself, foregoing all that is known by the eyes, turning away forever from the material beauty that once made his joy . . . he must know them for copies, vestiges, shadows, and hasten away towards That they tell of.”
			

			
				 
			

			
				As for the physics, I’m working on a new book that reflects a better understanding of quantum mechanics. The nature of our nondual world is sublime. And hidden in the Riemannian cracks of spacetime and the quantum world are even more compelling pointers to that truth.
			

			
				In the meantime, maybe this imperfect beginning of a journey I started nine years ago can help or inspire you in ways I can’t fully express.
			

			
				—Marcel Eschauzier, May 2025
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				​When reason defeats dualism, it becomes personal
			

			
				The vile grey of a Sunday morning had blossomed into full daylight. High up on my balcony, I saw how the tall buildings still trapped a veil of mist on the lake. The distant howling of a police car. A street dog barking. Almost twenty years earlier, I had left the Netherlands. My restlessness and curiosity had propelled me into a nomadic lifestyle, searching for existential clarity in the four corners of the world. A consultant job was my vehicle to live in several Asian, Latin-American, and Western countries.
			

			
				​Traveling allowed me to patch some of my ignorance with real-life experience. My favorite learning method was making mistakes: painful but effective. Practical experience is an excellent starting point to answer, arguably, the most pressing existential question: How should I live life? The question raises related metaphysical and psychological issues. Who am I, and why do I experience life as I do? What can people know about the world anyway?
			

			
				I also looked for answers in other ways, like reading about philosophy, psychology, neuroscience, and even physics. Curiosity with a low tolerance for cognitive dissonance is a taxing combination. What control do I have over my existence? What is the nature of my free will? How “to live deliberately and suck out all the marrow of life”?​[1] How to love? How to deal with disappointment? I found life thoroughly confusing. Until that moment on the balcony: The journey finally paid off when I got the clarity I had hoped for. I came home.
			

			
				This book is about what I found.
			

			
				As an engineer, I was pleased to learn from Western philosophy because it uses reason to seek answers. Engineers must be rational because the world is unforgiving for those who are not. I was particularly impressed by the philosophical work of David Hume (1711-1776). With inevitable logic, Hume shatters our hopes for certainty about anything in the world. He refutes the rationalist views of Plato and Descartes before him. Still, many illustrious thinkers after Hume could not relinquish the dream of conceptual certainty about the world. We will meet some of them in Chapter 9 Tall tales of higher truth. Hume sent rationalism into hibernation—but it isn’t dead, as we will find out.
			

			
				It struck me that there is little consensus in Western philosophy’s answers to life’s great questions. As people, we are creatures of a single species inhabiting the same world. Why do our existential answers lack finality, and are they instead presented as if they were merely matters of discourse?
			

			
				I extended my search to what Eastern philosophy had to offer. I must admit that, to this day, I remain a novice in this field. I have a thoroughly Western mindset. Even so, I found the relatively popular work of Alan Watts (1915-1973) highly instructive. He explains the essence of Oriental philosophy with British articulateness so that my Occidental mind could get it. Watts’s voice has been instrumental in familiarizing the West with Zen philosophy.
			

			
				A pivotal moment was the insight I got that Sunday morning, standing on my balcony. It was a moment of absolute clarity. There was nothing supernatural or mystical about it, yet it was spiritual and life-changing. The Japanese Zen-Buddhist term for this experience of insight is “satori.” Suddenly I could answer the questions of who I am and why I experience life as I do. I resolved what philosopher David Chalmers (born 1966) calls “the hard problem of consciousness.”​[2] 
			

			
				A brief word to outline Chalmers’s position: He subscribes to the academically popular distinction between “phenomenal consciousness” and “access consciousness.” The former contains “qualia,” being the experiences from the immediate perspective of the subject, while the latter holds information that is not immediate and subjective. Access consciousness content is therefore accessible for cognition, communication, and behavior control. Chalmers considers that we understand the mechanics of access consciousness since they are merely “easy problems of consciousness.” The phenomenal experience remains unexplained, making it his “hard problem of consciousness.” We will return later to this topic.
			

			
				Shortly after my satori experience, I also realized how to answer other existential questions. What can we know about the world? How to live life? Like satori, it was an experience of insight, and with this insight came all the answers. Later, when reading about it, I discovered I had found something known as “Tao.”
			

			
				It became clear that I had been “chasing my tail” by searching for existential clarity. The answer was, as it were, my tail, and the harder I pressed to find it, the more it eluded me. I did not realize that the answer to my existential questions had been with me all along: in the search instead of separate from it.
			

			
				​​​Satori’s knowledge theory (“epistemological”) aspect is that mind-independent knowledge is beyond human reach because we are not separate from reality. Satori is the counterintuitive discovery that the differences we conceive from the present change flow of our subjective conscious experience aren’t real. ​Multiplicity is an illusion. The notions we use to distinguish between people, objects, events, etc., such as time, space, cause, and effect, only exist in our minds. We cannot know what exists—we only know existence. The human world is nondual because we lack the extrasensory perception required to cross over to a mind-independent world.
			

			
				Satori implies abandoning the hope of discovering reality. Finding Tao involves the subsequent inversion of the metaphysical model based on realizing that we have complete knowledge of our unconceived, immediate—so undeniable—subjective experience. We are at liberty to marvel at our experience for its own sake. We may rationally or otherwise explore its elements and patterns and share our findings.
			

			
				So, the case seemed closed. I could be pleased to have found what I had been looking for. Surely, I wasn’t the first to experience satori and find Tao. Besides, “Easterners” are better culturally equipped to explain them than “Westerners” like me. I could continue my everyday life with an added touch of agreeable enlightenment.
			

			
				However, something was puzzling me. Engineers like to understand how things work and solve problems. Why is the West unaware of nonduality? My satori experience awakened a latent wish to express myself creatively. I could investigate why this fundamental insight is missing from the Western collective consciousness and write a solution-driven book to explain it.
			

			
				You are reading the result, but I must warn you that it may be unfamiliar. It is more personal than Western philosophy because nondualism insists on a first-person perspective. Yet, my “engineer approach” relies more on “Western” reason than traditional “Eastern” spiritual practice. Nondualism is also a vast subject because it is literally about . . . everything.
			

			
				This first chapter’s personal story, interlaced with preliminary comments about nonduality, is meant as an introduction. The following chapters deal more systematically and thoroughly with nonduality and substantiate my claims. Please forgive me for my unorthodox approach: I wouldn’t have written this book if what I had to say was a common outlook.
			

			
				✵
			

			
				Dualistic metaphysics, meaning ontology (the study of what exists) and epistemology (the study of knowledge), not based on satori, is inaccurate because it is irrational. This affects us in seemingly unrelated areas and is more than just an academic discussion. The quantum computer may serve as a telling example of how deeply dualistic assumptions shape our technological ambitions. 
			

			
				Quantum computers seem to rest on a non-deterministic interpretation of quantum mechanics. If this interpretation turns out incompatible with nonduality, we may have to reassess the feasibility of such devices. Nondual metaphysics could require us to reconsider whether quantum information technology, as currently conceived, is grounded in a coherent understanding of nature. Will quantum computers go the same way as the once-hopeful perpetual motion machine?
			

			
				I had assumed that something was out there that could solve my existential puzzle. I wanted to find a higher truth. Satori and Tao, instead, are predicated on our existence being one with reality. Searching for existential clarity distracts us from experiencing it. It has an inner-truth paradigm.
			

			
				It became clear why my traditional Western thinking couldn’t provide answers. Through Watts, I understood what it truly means that we are one with reality. It follows that any attempt to describe reality is futile. Unlike real experience, reality implies a separation from the conscious mind. We don’t have access to a mind-independent truth because we are the experience of our participation in reality.
			

			
				This seemingly reasonable belief in our ability to put at least some reality into words, equations, or measurement data is at the heart of Western dualistic confusion. It equals the assumption that objective knowledge beyond experience can be found. Such objective knowledge is a form of higher truth. But it is irrational to claim that we can know anything real at all because no mind can wrap itself completely around something it is an aspect of.
			

			
				The Western world prides itself on being rational and has certainly been exemplary in achieving scientific and technological progress. However, it is struggling to apply rational thought to the subjective consciousness. It considers subjectivity a distraction from finding objective knowledge and exempts it from rational consideration. 
			

			
				With some notable exceptions that we will discuss, Western thought is inherently dualistic this way: The mere belief in our ability to have some knowledge of reality is evidence for understanding our conscious mind to be detached from reality. Accepting the principles of the evolution theory and a material explanation of the mind doesn’t yet demonstrate a truly nondualistic worldview.
			

			
				There is a subtle but crucial difference between aspiring to find objective knowledge and striving for impartiality by filtering out overly personal biases and empathically imagining being in another person’s shoes. Their difference: Ultimate impartiality considers all individuals, ultimate objectivity none. Truth is essential in our lives but resides in our being, not beyond it. All knowledge we will ever have comes from our subjective experiences. Methods and experiments don’t answer questions; people do—even when we use tools like computers.
			

			
				Paradoxically, the belief that we can know reality impedes a rational consensus about what we may consider true. Dualism provides an alibi for philosophical timidity. We have difficulty formulating philosophical answers since we cannot find rational arguments for making subjective judgments. The Western collective consciousness doesn’t know how to reconcile reason with subjectivity. Instead, it searches for deliverance from the stern gaze of reality and suspects to find it by warning the flocks about the temptations of treacherous perception.
			

			
				People deny themselves sovereignty over the assessment of truthfulness by positing the possibility of objective knowledge. It annuls the prospect of any positive rational decision: No argument can ever tell what is right, and we may only provisionally suggest what could be wrong. The solution of choice is to ask for counsel from experts and invoke empirical evidence. I fully agree that evidence-based science has brought us a long way: It should continue to be cherished. Still, in its pure form, it can only falsify (and even that is problematic, as we will see) and not provide positive guidance. What if no empirical evidence is available or even feasible? Decisions of war and peace. Ideological dogma. Is our only hope to trust the experts?
			

			
				Should not the experts still answer to reason, even when they have climbed higher than us on the Olympus of objective knowledge? Peer reviews are remarkably useful but do not turn theories into objective knowledge. Belief in the objective knowledge myth paralyzes us from arguing against irrational decisions before their disastrous consequences become empirically evident. It even beckons extremism because idealistic objective knowledge is deemed superior to subjective human life.
			

			
				We yearn for an audience with reality, but she hides in her mirror palace. The reflections seem to extend an invitation to meet her. Alas! Looking behind the mirror, we must always conclude that we saw ourselves. Our guilt for not knowing reality is irredeemable because we cannot escape our subjectivity. The quest for objectivity ends in confusion. That confusion starts in the mind and should also be remedied by it.
			

			
				The human susceptibility to the illusion of duality can be traced back to how evolution has shaped our minds. So, psychology and natural science are related topics: A better understanding of the workings of the mind improves our grasp of the physical world. 
			

			
				Cognitive science studies the mind interdisciplinary, combining scientific research of philosophy, psychology, neuroscience, and other areas. There are signs of a metaphysical mix-up in conventional, legacy cognitive science. Disentangling the notions can turn the vicious circle of confusion into a virtuous one of insight. Understanding the mind leads to existential clarity and vice versa.
			

			
				Legacy cognitive science shares an issue with the natural sciences: It tends to objectify the subjective. I already mentioned Chalmers implying that not all consciousness is phenomenal: He distinguishes phenomenal consciousness from access consciousness. In his interpretation, the information in access consciousness is available for cognition and communication because, unlike the qualia in phenomenal consciousness, it also has relevance from a third-person point of view.
			

			
				From the relevance in communication follows that the information in access consciousness corresponds between the sender and receiver. Hence, the context and meaning in the receiver’s access consciousness must come from the receiver’s memory.
			

			
				However, it would be incorrect to consider all our memories part of our consciousness since we can only remember a minute amount of them at any given moment. And the memories that we presently do remember most definitely cause a first-person, phenomenal experience. When I imagine the color yellow from memory, I may vividly experience that color, even without seeing it.
			

			
				So, should we entertain the possibility of experiencing anything that is not phenomenal? How do we solve the paradox of third-person experience when experience has, by its definition, a first-person perspective? Adequate metaphysics gives solace. We lack access to reality but not to real experience. Accurate integration of the philosophical and psychological mind models avoids suggesting an objective consciousness as terms like qualia and access consciousness implicitly do. 
			

			
				This book unmasks phenomenal consciousness as a pleonasm and proposes a model in which long-term memory renders the term access consciousness redundant. The distinction between easy and hard problems of consciousness is obsolete: There is only a single “problem” of consciousness. Existential rationalism settles this problem.
			

			
				The proliferation of technical terms in psychology and the philosophy of mind is another sign of contemporary Western confusion. A belief in objective knowledge implies that reality dictates the correct choice of terms. In this constellation, it becomes the scientists’ task to discover such terms instead of agreeing on rational terms. Consequently, scientists assume that parsing phenomena into ever more precise concepts leads to the best understanding. Truth is suspected of hiding in reality’s tiniest components.
			

			
				The coherence of such concepts is a relatively neglected topic. Each separate constellation of internally consistent terms is as good as any other. As a result, vast islands of knowledge study the same phenomena, each with another collection of scientific terms. Claims of what they are supposed to explain are often not overly ambitious.
			

			
				For instance, clinical psychology, cognitive psychology, neuropsychology, and philosophy of mind use separate sets of words to describe mind phenomena. Experience, sentience, perception, cognition, agency, free will, phenomenal consciousness, access consciousness, conscious mind, unconscious mind, brain images, brain maps, attention, short-term memory, long-term memory, knowledge, concepts, ideas, intuition, id, ego, superego, and so forth: they seem intricately related, but how? The Babylonian sprawl of terms highlights the need for more integrated models to improve the understanding of mind and existence.
			

			
				Introducing as many terms to explain the same phenomena without clearly delineating their connections violates a principle of rational thought: the law of identity of indiscernibles. We will extensively review the principles of rational thought in this book. Three centuries ago, during the Age of Reason, such disregard for rationality would have been frowned upon. It is another adverse effect of our time’s philosophical timidity: The history of philosophy is presented almost as if it were a matter of fashion. Empiricism is in style these days, the eighteenth-century principles of rational thought less so.
			

			
				Our condition of human coexistence suggests that more finality in existential answers should be possible. But without reasonable judgments, we won’t reach a consensus. We don’t need to agree on our likes and dislikes, even less so on our beliefs about what is beyond our grasp, but we should be able to find common ground on what each of us can verify in our very own experience.
			

			
				Could it be that many Western thinkers overlooked a fundamental fact? It seemed impossible. But satori made it crystal-clear: The mirage of a mind-independent truth permeates and confuses the Western collective consciousness. Western thinking’s successes mask its weakness. We haven’t yet entirely understood that we have only one world instead of one subjective and one objective world.
			

			
				Even so, we don’t need to reject Western rational thought. Nondualistic clarity can complement it. A paradigm shift reveals the true nature of reason in ways that reconcile rationality with better existential understanding. Such improved insight restores the forgotten principles of rational thought.
			

			
				Satori and Tao are perfectly rational. One of their implications is that objective knowledge is strictly unattainable because we cannot catch reality in our nets of concepts and words. Facts don’t reveal reality. They are about subjective experience.
			

			
				However, we also don’t need to discover reality to find the truth. Truth is in our conscious experience. Not all we believe is true, but there is no conceptual truth that is not a belief. Hence, the purpose of reason and experiment is to make our beliefs rational instead of finding objective knowledge. Experimental verification doesn’t make knowledge more objective, but it does make it more rational. Falsification by experiment renders beliefs irrational instead of objectively false. Improved scientific understanding consists of more rational beliefs.
			

			
				The subjective, first-person perspective is not new in Western philosophy, but it remains on its fringes. What is missing in Western thought is a rational consideration of subjectivity—not to replace the compelling scientific method, but to complement it. 
			

			
				Yet, I am an engineer. Not an academic philosopher, psychologist, scientist, or teacher. When I realized there was room for improvement in Western philosophy, I was daunted by the prospect of explaining it. But I couldn’t resist taking up the gauntlet. I criticize many modern thinkers for being too prolific in introducing new scientific terms, masking a lack of meaning with abundant citations, and excess hesitation in drawing rational conclusions. My criticism obliges me to show an alternative. 
			

			
				​The result is a way of thinking that needed a name. I chose “existential rationalism” because it builds on subjectivity and is heavily indebted to the great rationalists like Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz. The intellectual vacuum in the slipstream of mythical objective knowledge draws fallacious thinking into a wide range of topics. Rationalism is not a past folly!
			

			
				Reason allows laypersons to question the “objective” experts, not unlike how it emancipated the people from the clergy during the Age of Reason. My academic knowledge of quantum mechanics, Eastern and Western philosophy, psychology, and neuroscience is in its infancy. But, in my defense, an infant also noticed that the emperor didn’t wear any clothes. 
			

			
				The widespread enthusiasm for quantum computers may reflect dualistic confusion. Do these devices rely on causal discontinuities during measurement? That notion borders on the supernatural. Nonduality helps preserve determinism because it implies that equations and measurement data cannot contain the unbroken existence stream.
			

			
				What do we make of someone who proposes a revision of Western philosophical foundations? Who questions a nearly century-old interpretation of quantum mechanics, and tries to explain why its flaws may have gone unnoticed? A fool perhaps—but hopefully a reasonable one, providing arguments for his claims. What follows is a step-by-step exploration of a perspective that draws Eastern existential insight into conversation with Western rational thought. Western philosophy is incomplete without Eastern clarity.
			

			
				Is this book pretentious? Admittedly, yes. Does it defy genre and style conventions? Absolutely. But I have something to say. I have found my voice.
			

			
				




		 


			
				2
			

			




				​​​Restoring reason
			

			
				Life is a mysterious gift. Why did I get it, and what should I do with it? Why do I experience it as I do? What is this world that I find myself in? Such existential questions are related. They seem beyond our grasp and confuse us despite our considerable mental abilities. Existential questions are intimidating. Thinking about one’s existence is difficult and can give the vertiginous sensation of being in an infinite loop.
			

			
				As human beings, we are self-aware and conscious of our mortality. The price we pay for our awareness is existential doubt. We may only rarely ask ourselves sweeping philosophical questions. Still, merely wondering how to spend the day has a philosophical side. What to do with our existence?
			

			
				Existential doubt calls for existential clarity. Explicit existential answers don’t seem necessary to enjoy a wonderful life. But we implicitly answer the existential answer of how to live—by living We cannot avoid choices, from trivial to life-changing ones. We may choose to follow other people’s guidance or even fatalistically succumb to the circumstances. Whatever we decide reflects existential understanding: how we understand the world and guide ourselves with our minds.
			

			
				What could existential clarity look like? An idea, a feeling, a faith, or even a person? We may suspect to find existential clarity inside our own hearts and minds or elsewhere. We can look for inner truth or external, higher truth.
			

			
				The terms inner and higher truth may sound ambiguous. So, let’s be more specific with a few simple test questions. Do you think a table is real when you don’t look at it? How about the altitude of Mount Everest? Is it real? As we will see, only one affirmative answer is enough to establish that you believe in a higher truth. More precisely, it implies that you consider that we can capture a bit of reality in our concepts and thereby find some objective knowledge. In that case, you are in good company: Albert Einstein (1879-1955) wrote in 1931, “The belief in an external world independent of the observing subject lies at the foundation of all natural science.”​[3] The word independent betrays Einstein’s existential understanding.
			

			
				Religion provides a well-known higher-truth model: God is the source of divine truth. But objective knowledge, which is knowledge of reality, is also a form of higher truth. Higher truth implies a separation of the human conscious mind from a reference of truthful knowledge. But is it possible to obtain any objective knowledge at all?
			

			
				I am from the West, and it almost feels like sacrilege even to ask this question. Ironically, not subscribing to the principle of objective knowledge is often considered irrational, implying a lesser education and lower social status. But rational people must agree that it is equally irrational not to dare to challenge assumptions. It is not heretical to have an open mind.
			

			
				Let me address a potential misunderstanding. Rationalism, in the existential flavor presented in this treatise, values an open mind above all. Being considerate and avoiding prejudice in our subjectivity is its central premise. For example, we might hope for an unbiased, impartial investigation into a crime. We could even colloquially call for an objective investigation. But I mean objective knowledge quite literally. We investigate the philosophical implications of knowledge about positively anything entirely separate from the human conscious mind.
			

			
				So, objective knowledge is an extreme notion of impartiality that intends to filter out the human factor altogether. A belief in objective knowledge is that we can know something about what exists independently of people. Objective knowledge claims betray a dualistic way of thinking: There must be a separation between the conscious mind and the higher-truth touchstone of objective knowledge: reality.
			

			
				Inner truth as a source of existential clarity is an alternative to higher truth. The inner-truth premise is that existence precedes the distinction of truth by consciousness. It follows that subject, object, and truth coincide in the conscious mind.
			

			
				Modestly discarding access to higher truth promotes subjectivity to the only remaining referee of truthfulness. Inner truth means that one’s mind is the ultimate source for answering any question, even when receiving help from others. Accordingly, we can call the undivided inner truth simply truth.
			

			
				Viewing consciousness as not separate from the rest of the world has a long tradition in Eastern thinking, such as Zen Buddhism. The underlying assumption is that the perceived separation from reality is an illusion. If we can see past this illusion, we may find answers to existential questions within ourselves. Its premise of undivided inner truth is nondualistic. Not all Easterners are impervious to a dualistic comprehension of the world. Otherwise, the Zen monks would be out of a job. Still, the East seems more open to nondualism than the West.
			

			
				Looking for existential clarity outside of ourselves is more prevalent in the West and the Islamic world. Science commonly understands itself to be searching for objective knowledge. The monotheistic Abrahamic religions of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam often conceive God as a supreme being and source of divine knowledge.
			

			
				Both higher-truth models imply dualism. Like the nondualist, the dualist believes that perception can play tricks on us. The adept of divine knowledge suspects that we must look past diabolical illusions and temptations to get in touch with God. The believer in objective knowledge approaches subjective perception as a riddle: The solution to the riddle will reveal reality.
			

			
				Figure 1 depicts the knowledge models.
			

			
				[image: ]
			

			
				Figure 1 Higher truth and inner truth
			

			
				The top half of the figure shows two versions of the higher-truth paradigm. Objective knowledge is a higher truth predicated on reality being independent of the conscious mind. By getting knowledge of reality, we can find truthful answers to our questions. Divine knowledge is the traditional religious higher-truth model. It views a beyond-human, transcendent God as the source and reference of truth. 
			

			
				Both models entail that the conscious mind is separate from the sovereign entity providing the truth. This makes the higher-truth model necessarily dualistic. The conscious mind desires truth and conceives the supreme entities that may provide it. The chase after knowledge of these otherworldly beings distracts it from its undividedly true existence. The desire to transcend the mind conceals the truth.
			

			
				The figure’s bottom half depicts the same conscious mind according to the inner-truth paradigm. Here, knowledge is an essence rather than a property of the conscious mind. The conscious mind doesn’t have knowledge about reality or from God, but it is the knowledge that is experience. What makes knowledge ontic and experience real and phenomenal becomes clear in the coming chapters.
			

			
				In the inner-truth model, experience, knowledge, and truth concur as constituent aspects of the conscious mind. To be clear, this doesn’t mean that all knowledge is part of the conscious mind. The inner-truth model also doesn’t imply that the mind’s owner has to sit on a rock and think in solitude; it doesn’t impose restrictions on exploring the world, gathering information from others, and doing scientific experiments. 
			

			
				Even so, all knowledge humanity can ever collect in this model is knowledge of experience—not reality because that word implies mind independence. The most reasonable position toward God’s existence is then neither denial nor affirmation. In this paradigm, religion can coexist with reason because their spheres are mutually exclusive, divided between what is mind-dependent and what is not. Admittedly, one can conceive God on grounds other than reasonability and different from mind-independent (immanent instead of transcendent). But I don’t know enough about religion to speak about such a God, and this treatise makes a case for reason.
			

			
				In the inner-truth model, people may seek consensus about their inherently subjective truths. Reason is a candidate principle for building consensus. We can aim for rational knowledge. Even so, rational knowledge is subjective.
			

			
				Dualistic thought has been spectacularly successful. Islam, Christianity, and Judaism have unified people around religious beliefs in higher truths, leading to flourishing cultures. Western-style science uses reason and systematic experimentation to grasp how the world functions. The uninhibited pursuit of objective knowledge has resulted in the impressive scientific and technological progress we enjoy today.
			

			
				Still, a rational person cannot yet be satisfied. Is the world dual or not? Two meaningful contradictory statements cannot both be accurate. Just because a notion is successful doesn’t mean it is true. Let’s have a closer look at empiricism, which is at the center of the scientific method.
			

			
				Legacy dualistic rationalism states that we should distrust perception because it doesn’t lead to objective knowledge. Instead, it uses reason to arrive at knowledge. The empiricist demands that such rational findings agree with a replicable experiment. Empiricism is the bedrock of the scientific method. The Newtonian laws of physics, Einstein’s law of general relativity, DNA discovery, and so on would not have been possible without it. Its success has led to a distrust of pure rationality without experimental verification.
			

			
				But legacy dualistic empiricism has some conceptual issues of its own. Paradoxically, it uses a specific type of subjective perception to find supposedly objective knowledge. Experiment, even when scientifically replicable, is still a form of perception. 
			

			
				Purely conceptual empiricism is also blind to the first-person world of phenomenal experience. Phenomenal experience is what it is like for a subject to experience something. Such immediate experience must remain private. For example, it is impossible to empirically verify if seeing red is the same experience for two persons. But, besides subjective experience, what other type of experience is reasonably conceivable? It is a rhetorical question. The answer is none because experience without a subject is a contradiction.
			

			
				Mesmerized by the alluring promise of discovering reality, Western thinking has lost touch with human experience in almost schizophrenic self-denial. Objective knowledge requires a conceptual, third-person view of the world, but no one has ever met a “third person.” We are all stuck in our first-person perspective. Without acknowledging this fact, we lack a rational basis for proactive decision-making. Reason and experiment then only enable passive and provisional rejection.
			

			
				While embracing a sometimes poorly understood, conceptual, third-person type of empiricism, the Western world has forgotten what being rational truly means. People do apply reason with astonishing accuracy to solve incredibly complex technical problems. But there are many situations where no experimental evidence or falsification is feasible because of practical or fundamental issues. In such cases, we have difficulty finding arguments to counter irrational claims.
			

			
				Could it be that Western thought needs an update? It is not unprecedented that we descended from episodical epistemological heights. In the Middle Ages, we were less rational than in Greek antiquity. Western thinking has reached an impasse. Eastern nondualism shows a way out: It can revitalize the eighteenth-century principles of rational thought. 
			

			
				By reexamining the nature of reason, we can establish that rationalism and empiricism are both rooted in phenomenal experience. Hence, there is no contradiction in using reason in areas shunned by the scientific method, such as subjectivity. Against this background, Chapters 3 to 6 investigate the nature of experience, knowledge, truth, and reason. I hope for the reader’s stamina because this is the foundation for the book’s more exhilarating sections.
			

			
				Contemporary Western thought is under the spell of an existential illusion. We chase reality, trying to catch it with words, thoughts, and deeds. But reality cannot be caught. No logic, reason, or experiment can ever determine what reality is. Knowledge of reality constitutes an irrational claim about a supreme being.
			

			
				Understanding that people are in the business of exploring and describing the structure of experience instead of reality gives the clarity needed for Chapter 7 Who am I? Satori and Chapter 8 What to do? Free will and Tao. Nonduality helps fathom the nature of free will and predestination, allowing rational answers to questions off-limits for legacy conceptual thought. Remarkably, not Tao but reality turns out to be an occult concept.
			

			
				There is no higher truth than what people can discover about experience. The world is not dual. So, we should refrain from factoring out our subjectivity to come to sound conclusions. It would be irrational to do so. Existential rationalism reconciles reason with what is not conceptual. Like the better part of Western philosophy, it intends to avoid making transcendent claims about what is unknowable or supernatural. And it succeeds at it. Yet, unlike most contemporary Western philosophy, it conclusively answers core existential questions—by adding non-mystical nondualistic principles from Eastern philosophy to Western philosophy.
			

			
				Existential rationalism rejects the dualism contained in the objective-knowledge model. However, it doesn’t seek to constrain the quest for knowledge. Western freedom to consult reason instead of tradition and authority has benefited societies. It provides hope and is worth nurturing and protecting. But rationality’s premise doesn’t need to be a dualistic belief in a higher truth. Improved existential understanding allows, demands even that nondualism is joined by conceptual rigor. The scientific method leads to rational knowledge, not objective knowledge. So, reason can also guide us toward a consensus where the scientific method doesn’t apply.
			

			
				I count on the reader’s critical mind, but I must also hope for an open mind. Improving existential understanding demands new ways of thinking. Existential rationalism reexamines well-established notions and proposes a rationalized set of metaphysical concepts. The definitions remain as close as possible to their common-sense meaning: I don’t suggest using new words but merely improving our grasp of the existing ones.
			

			
				Existential rationalism uses process models instead of just definitions to avoid getting lost in semantics. Precision in our understanding of words is essential, but it is not helpful to start “policing words.” For example, we cannot know reality, but it would be hard to stop people from colloquially stating that a house is real when standing in front of it. Technically, though, the house isn’t real, but seeing it is a real experience.
			

			
				We might urge someone to face the reality of a situation, which, strictly speaking, means to face the facts. There is equally no reason to forbid expressing a desire for objective knowledge of a medication’s effectiveness. Yet, to be exact, such objective knowledge is not accessible. All we may hope for is standardized factual knowledge. Actual means factual instead of real.
			

			
				Chapter 9 Tall tales of higher truth compares existential rationalism with highlights in the history of thought, accentuating differences and commonalities. Among others, it discusses legacy idealism, phenomenalism, phenomenology, and existentialism. Existential rationalism isn’t the first Western “subjective” philosophy, but it seeks to be a more comprehensive one. After almost three centuries, Hume’s challenge to rationalism is met. Existential rationalism adds phenomenal experience to the epistemological mix, thus countering Humean skepticism.
			

			
				Chapter 10 Quantum mechanics tests the limits of contemporary Western metaphysics, offering a real-world arena for existential rationalism. Modern philosophy often assumes nature is non-causal, based on non-deterministic interpretations of quantum theory. The feasibility of quantum computing may depend on this assumed causal discontinuity.
			

			
				Global tech companies race to build quantum computers, promoting milestones like “quantum supremacy.” These machines are impressive feats of engineering, capable of astonishing tasks, and they attract some of the world’s brightest minds.
			

			
				Yet nondual metaphysics—and the causal continuity it implies—may undercut the very premise of quantum computing. Existential Rationalism examines this tension. Could metaphysical dualism be driving inflated expectations for quantum information technology?
			

			
				Quantum mechanics and psychology seem strange bedfellows, but not in an existential-rational world. Irrational physics can be traced back to irrational metaphysics, centered around reality instead of experience. Metaphysical confusion, in turn, results from the susceptibility to the dualistic illusion entailed in the human mind’s evolutionary origins.
			

			
				The conscious experience is the ultimate differentiator: Its birthright lies in separating itself from the rest of the world and life’s catalysts from its obstacles. Objectification is the mind’s business. It abstracts non-existing objects (and creatures) in the form of concepts and their linguistic labels from the experience flow. It is no small feat for that same mind to acknowledge that the parts it discerns are entirely imaginary: The mind has to reinvent itself beyond its essential task. Finding Tao is a prerequisite to solving the philosophy, psychology, and physics puzzle.
			

			
				Quantum mechanics and psychology share their roots in phenomenal experience. In both fields, it is challenging to posit scientifically verifiable claims. Chapter 11 Conceptual psychology deals with the rational need to develop an integrated psychological and philosophical mind model. It proposes the mind-loop model to coherently represent aspects of Freudian clinical psychology, cognitive psychology, neuropsychology, and philosophy of mind—thus recognizing their shared evolutionary context. The limited room for empirical verification in the subjective world makes such a rationalization problematic to believers in objective knowledge.
			

			
				Unlike conceptual psychology, phenomenal psychology approaches the mind from the first-person perspective. The latter is the topic of Chapter 12 Applied phenomenal psychology. It presents the mind-rings model to explain phenomenal psychology, culminating in general advice for using one’s mind. The unconscious mind illustrates the difference between conceptual and phenomenal psychology: It is key to understanding psychology from a conceptual, implicitly third-person viewpoint. Phenomenal psychology, however, doesn’t consider the unconscious mind. It investigates what it is like to have a conscious mind. The unconscious mind is not part of that equation.
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