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In a cup: the sea


Incomprehensible, yet contained.


The cup cannot hold it


The sea is held by me.









Some of the graphics, panels and pictures contained in this book are originals from the publication Plastware - Spiel der Spiegel from 1991/1995 and from works by the author from the seventies and eighties. They have been left as they were, which is why their print quality may be poor. The text may also contain grammatical errors and some unevenness.


On behalf of the English (US) version the book was supplemented with additional material and translated by a program using AI. However, some of the technical terms could only be translated provisionally and there may be errors in the translation of proprietary terms and abbreviations.


The main theoretical work was done between 1984 and 1991, starting early in the seventies. The seminal Ergon theory was first published in 1995 by Edition Diolkos, under the title ‘Plastware – Das Spiel der Spiegel’.


The book as what it represents today was compiled between 2010 and 2017 and published in German 2018 and 2021, titled “Mr. Data und das Braitenberg-Universum”.









This book is the result of a lifelong expedition in a spaceship of pure thought to the point where everything is either mirrored or erased.


It was and is the loneliest of all expeditions. It is the journey of an indivisible consciousness. Unlike in physics, it cannot be undertaken together. There is no math and no reality.


The result may contain countless errors and inaccuracies, but they have no influence on the course. It ends at the point, regardless of the state in which the spaceship arrives.


It may be ruined, but when it arrives, it is either mirrored or disappears. It undertakes the journey to nothingness at the edge of consciousness.


If you want to make this journey yourself, here you have the spaceship, ruined but successful. By the time you can understand its construction, I will be long dead.


Alone and lonely, even amid intelligent people, I could learn nothing useful from them. Almost every one of their certainties turned out to be a mirage.


I had to rethink everything, from alpha to omega, using a new language.









Mottos


They should get used to a way of thinking in which the material realization of an idea means much less than the idea itself.


Valentin Braitenberg


(...) we need a naturalism that does not straitjacket our understanding of complex systems such as the human brain to failed metaphors coming from early twentieth-century formulation of what is to make a computation.


Why can't the brain be a physical system that does not happen to be a programmable digital computer? Are we sure there are not still new principles to be discovered in complex systems, biology, and neuroscience?


The root of the crisis in naturalism is its being wedded to the picture that the universe is a machine.


Lee Smolin


.


(...) that we do not need an external reality independent of the reality of experience in order to explain all experiences, and thus knowledge, the observer and observation, but that the assumption of an external reality independent of experience is either treated as superfluous or interferes with the understanding of the phenomena mentioned as biological phenomena.


Humberto Maturana


In the organization of living systems, the role of effector surfaces is only to keep the set states of the receptor surfaces constant, and not to act on an environment, however adequate such a description may seem for the analysis of adaptation processes or other processes.


Humberto Maturana


He said that going from the blue sky to the utter blackness of space was a moving experience: "In an instant you go, `Whoa, that's death. That's what I saw."


William Shatner, TV's Capt. Kirk, blasts into space, www-phys.org, Oct 13, 2021









Foreword to the English edition


What an imposition for a reader! Can this book be read at all? As the author, I can hardly say no, but I have to. Reading is the wrong term. The book is a meal at a table as vast as your own mind.


I am perfectly aware that it is impossible to interfere in the academic business with outsider ideas and works. Due to various decisions and constraints in my life, I did not study the subject I was already passionate about as a teenager, philosophy, but medicine, and later, when I finally did study philosophy, I did so in a way that is unusual. During a gap year in 1984, I had written down my thoughts on ontology in an extensive text, which one of the professors of philosophy at the University of Berne, to whom I had sent it on the advice of a friend, thought was so extraordinary, given that I had not studied philosophy for an hour up to that point, that he would have accepted the text as both a licentiate thesis and a dissertation if I had completed an abbreviated curriculum with him for formal reasons. I didn't do that because I was at this time already thinking in terms of Artificial Intelligence and Cognitive Science. I then was accepted into the circle of senior assistants and doctoral students of another professor and attended their advanced seminars on analytical philosophy and cognitive theory. However, I had to drop out after three years because in the meantime I had been appointed head of the systems engineering and development methodology division of a high-tech ICT company, a job that was incompatible with a parallel course of study.


In the end, I had to take a six-week sabbatical in 1991 to put down on paper my ideas on the question of whether it would be theoretically possible to develop an artificial being that would have the same problems with the world as humans. The “core theory” printed in this book was written during these six weeks. I sent it 1992 to Valentin Braitenberg at the MPI in Tübingen, who, contrary to expectations, replied, gave the text a very flattering assessment and offered to rewrite it together with experts from the MPI, as he had noticed that my language was outside academic convention. I tried to make friends with the idea, but financial reasons made it impossible for me to spend one to two years on this rewrite at my own expense, which would have required me to be present in Tübingen. That was not an option at the time.


I put the manuscript aside and devoted myself to my professional work and to some literary and video productions. It wasn't until after 2010 that I began to look at the theory again and finally compiled my thoughts, as far as they were relevant, in this book, which I subsequently published myself, as it would not have been accepted by any publisher.


Some time ago I attended a scientific event that was about embodiment. I realized that something has gone since then, in the right direction, but still not enough in principle. I looked at publications about embodiment and found my impression confirmed. In my opinion, we are on the right path, but "blindly", lacking the basic insight into the depth of the problem.


Although I had the experience with Valentin Braitenberg in 1992, which really touched me, that I could be taken seriously, the most I expected from him was mockery, but not the recognition that he then spontaneously gave me. I had less luck with other luminaries to whom I sent a printed version of my theory in 1996; most of them remained silent.


Compared to everything I have read about AI and neuroscience research based on the embodiment idea, my theory is still far more fundamental because it is a meta-model, something that is still completely lacking in both AI and neuroscience.1 My 1991 model is the result of a twenty-year philosophical quest that brought me to the brink of despair before I started all over again by approaching the problem anew as a game of building blocks, inspired by Braitenberg's little marvel "Künstliche Wesen". One thing led to another in 1991 and the core theory of this book was put down on paper within a few weeks.


I could not publish my book in any scientific publishing house, as I am not a member of the community and therefore not legitimized to have thought and written what I thought, wrote, and continue to think and write. So, I published it myself.


Whoever discovers this book, understands it at least in outline and reads longer passages from it, will recognize that it is one of those books that present the fundamentals in a completely new way. It is a true original. But it takes a certain amount of mental effort to discover the book. I apologize for these words, which are arrogant and unqualified.


I hated self-marketing from an early age. I didn't want to be known, I wanted to find the solution to the puzzle I had been given by a fate incomprehensible to me at the time. That was and is still only possible far away from the collective world. For this reason, I have always supported myself with a bread-and-butter job, as a software engineer, as a doctor and now for twenty years as a psychiatrist. Nobody around me knows about my thoughts and the books, except for a handful of people I am close to. Since my youth, I have led two lives at the same time, one for society and one on an inner mission, which I found tyrannical even as a young man. I lead this second life inwardly, in secret. None of the things I have thought and written since my adolescence would have been even remotely debatable with the people who surrounded and surround me.


I am now seventy years old, still working full-time as a psychiatrist and running a group practice. Perhaps after another five years I will retire and finally move to Denmark, my soul home for over forty years. I doubt whether my thoughts will really be able to influence cognitive science and philosophy. They would certainly be extremely useful, but they cannot be communicated to the academic community.


I can see that very clearly, but I can no longer change it. However, if my thoughts were to find their way into good hands somewhere, I would have achieved far more than I can expect and would be indebted to this open mind. I regret that I did not have the courage at the time to accept Braitenberg's invitation, which I should have done. Perhaps someone else will be found today, now that ideas such as those discussed in this book have already become anchored in the discourse, who will take up my theory.


What is this book about, in a nutshell? We essentially have two theories in this book. A theory of the object and a theory of the subject. In terms of terminology and language, neither bears much resemblance to what we know from philosophy, but the latter can be applied quite well to both.


The core theory of the book is the object theory. In complete contrast to philosophy, however, it is not about the "thing", or more generally about what exists, but about an android or, as I occasionally call it, the sarcomaton. However, such a thing cannot be thought or constructed without constantly referring to the subject. The core theory is thus embedded in the subject theory or, to be more precise, in a theory of the monad. Only the two together make up the overall theory, in perfect complementarity, which I call a theory of the "cosmic Ergon". Although, as mentioned, I am talking about androids or sarcomata, it is fundamentally about a metatheory for the human being that I am in my physicality. What is now called "embodiment" in cognitive science and in parts of psychology is a version, albeit a weak one, of what I am concerned with in this book.


In relation to the subject, for a certain better understanding of what I am undertaking in this book, we can include philosophies such as those developed by Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty and Jaspers, but also Kant, Hegel or Leibniz and Whitehead, and ultimately also psychology. In relation to the object, we place physics, chemistry, biology, and medicine on the other side, essentially the natural sciences. However, my approach is not dualistic in the Cartesian sense; I do not, as in the idea of "embodiment" for example, assume body and mind, nor do I naively assume realism, but rather think of both as inseparably interwoven from the very beginning, holistically, as it were from the perspective of transcendental reason.


My theory, the one for the sake of which this thick book is needed (which is actually still far too narrow to meet this requirement) “embodies” the problem posed to us in philosophy and its spin-offs, the sciences, at a much more fundamental level than anything that AI, robotics and neuro-epistemology can do in this respect. In the basic construct of the Ergon, embodiment is dialectically anticipated, in the concept of the Ergont - an artificial being consisting of Ergons - it is symmetrized in a way that is invariant to size and complexity, and finally, in that of the cosmic Ergon, becoming holistic, transcendentalized, long before the being conceived in this way (in the broadest sense, the “system”) can even “have” a body in the sense of metaphysical realism, or rather “possess” a body which can then be viewed and examined anatomically, biochemically, neuro-epistemologically and finally psychologically as source material.


Newer approaches to somehow get at the fundamental problem we are faced with, such as the theory of free energy as developed and advocated by Friston2, among others, are highly interesting, but ultimately still remain theories of the “double object” because they do not dialectically break the metaphysical realism that must be inherent in every scientific approach before they engage with it. A corresponding necessity is not even recognized in the first place, and what should be done first and foremost is then done afterwards, which leads to the definitive insolubility of the task.


In order to suppress this fact, all such theories eventually slide into infinitesimalism, which leads to the solution being shifted behind a quasi-cosmic asymptote. This gives the impression that the “subject” has finally been understood, since all such solutions are internalist, monadist. Unfortunately, however, this is another deception that corresponds to that which today's cosmology advances and at the same time negates.


You can only solve the problem posed to us humans at the very beginning or not at all. To understand this, you have to be a born philosopher. Having studied philosophy is not enough, it takes the most fundamental of all intuitions to grasp the abyss, the chasm, over which we stand, it takes the primal grasp of what is, or, as I tell him, the experience that “x is empty”. What this means is monstrous in principle and the consequences are infinitely varied. On the contrary, “in experience” nothing is empty, as anyone who does not have this basic intuition will object. And it is no coincidence that the new embodiment approaches adopt Buddhist techniques of experience in order to counteract the basic lack of intuition that one feels within oneself. However, all such borrowings are always only a-posteriori insights, they do not replace the “point” that is at stake in the depths (i.e. in the early stages of all cognition), and corresponding theories always unintentionally demonstrate that this is and remains the case.


The core theory developed in this book and enriched by all kinds of additional material (which sensu strictu is not always needed, but is helpful for the initiated) consists of three pillars:


The Ergon: It is the basic unit of embodiment before all physicality, before any sensorimotor nexus, before any theory formation at all. The Ergon anticipates the unity of physis and noesis. It is what is contained in the black box, which always remains as the last thing when (hypothetically) “everything else” has become discursive. It realizes the dialectical claim that our problem is and remains totalitarian, that an insurmountable paradox is inherent in it, that the symmetry is broken, as I tell it. Only when this is acknowledged do we have any chance of getting to the true location of what is happening, and this is not the body that we are investigating, nor is it the mind that we are speculating about. It is the empty place from which everything comes.


The Ergont: It is a being consisting of Ergons, with which we as humans who have created it can communicate, as with ourselves, because it mirrors us on every conceivable level and at the same time is something metaphysically real developed as a thing of the metaphysically real niche in which it experiences itself, which in turn is ultimately ourselves, as things for it. It is what I call the Android.


The cosmic Ergon: It is the totality of the Android and myself, the only consciousness that is given. The Android needs me as the subject that is and remains mine. Conversely, due to its construction and function, it experiences itself as the subject that was always already mine and is now always already its own, while it experiences me as the Android. This fundamental symmetry is broken because it always has a direction, even though this is not possible. The cosmic Ergon is thus in a certain sense the entire cosmos, for the things themselves, including even the firmament in the sky, are merely signals for the Android as the metaphysically real thing that it is for me, but the fullness of the world is for me. The same applies vice versa. This means that there is nothing that is not contained in this setting; in particular, it contains what I call x, and it is empty.


My theory now develops this trinity consistently from within itself and proves that it is possible to create the artificial human being and thus explain ourselves definitively at the same time. I don't just philosophize about these things; I demonstrate how to build such a being. It is not only something completely new for any philosophy, but also the most groundbreaking thing of all. After a long period of separation, philosophy and natural science are once again congruent, they “cancel each other out”, overlaying each other, as Hegel would say. This is what gives rise to the true unity of knowledge and provides us with the basic technology for the next eon of mankind.


Against this background, the AI and embodiment theories discussed today are tool developments. They are useful, but they do not solve any of the problems for the sake of which we set out to find an answer to Parmenides. For it was there, in Elea, that the catastrophe was put into words some 2500 years ago. We are still trying to answer it.


During my private investigations, which I have undertaken from a wide variety of perspectives, it now seems to me, in view of the results, that Plato's original achievement is less important than it is usually seen in philosophy. Above all, Plato brought the existing, pre-Socratic, sophistic thinking and knowledge to a certain point by tracing it dialogically using the artificial figure of Socrates. In the absence of a formal logic, he used the instrumental approach attributed to Socrates of merely knowing that one knows nothing.


The truly new, ground-breaking achievement at the time was made by the now largely lost atomists, Democritus, and Leucippus, and of course Aristotle, who "invented" formal logic, "correct reasoning". As a result, their didactic embodiment in the artificial figure of Socrates and thus the need for dialog in the development of a thought has since been eliminated. Aristotle was the first to develop a “calculus” that could be used to show what can be held and what is wrong, and for a formal reason alone. In doing so, he raised thinking to the level of geometry and algebra, as represented or further developed by mathematicians such as Pythagoras, Thales, Archimedes, Eratosthenes, Euclid, and many others of whom we have little knowledge.


The picture that emerged in antiquity was therefore like that of modern European culture some two thousand years later. Even then, there was a primary period in which most of what was later elaborated into elaborate teachings had already been discovered. This was the time of the pre-Socratics. This was followed by the High Classical period, which from today's perspective is represented by Plato and his artistic figure of Socrates. At the transition to the post-classical period with the exceptional figure of Aristotle, the various "toolmakers", the mathematicians, the logicians, and the physicists appeared. This after-period, whose most essential and at the time probably most important holdings were lost, the teachings of the atomists, was followed by a period of philosophy of life based on early humanism, which must have been agnostic in the final analysis, the period of Epicurus and the so-called Stoa with its representatives up to the late Roman period. This last period of actual philosophy was then followed by thinking under the spell of the "circle of God", thinking using a totalitarian, personalized concept, which caused the intellectual house of cards of an entire millennium to collapse. It could no longer be kept out of the maelstrom of a powerful circular reasoning and finally replaced itself with the total concept of God, which subsumed object, subject and human being into one and eternally separated them from itself, only to gather them back into itself completely. Only Bruno, Copernicus, Galileo and the thinkers of the Renaissance, rediscovering antiquity, broke out of this circle, whose power only began to show itself when it was exposed to fundamental criticism, which rose to the level of universal dogmatism and brought the free spirit to the stake.


Let’s finally come to what’s called “embodiment” in current research. Pfeifer and Bongard's 2006 book How the body shapes the way we think essentially brings what we have been reading all along: a toolmaker's view of the thing.3 For me, there are three eras of this view: the first was the era of Turing and von Neumann, the ingenious phase of programmable machines based on math. The early thinkers basically continued Leibniz's work, but without elaborating on it, because Leibniz had thought more deeply. Then came phase two, that of AI based on all kinds of representationalism and symbolism, a phase of reconstructing intelligence beyond its human embodiment. Here, in addition to logical and mathematical concepts, analogical concepts were and are also used, which, it is claimed, are somehow inherent to intelligent thinking. These included frame concepts and thinking in microworld solutions, from so-called expert systems to software agents. The so-called GPS, on the other hand, had already failed back then. In the second era, non-philosophers used psychological and psychologist models to develop strategies on how human intelligence solves, decides, or assesses something. These were half creative, half trial-and-error approaches. The emerging biology of cognition was ultimately also part of this. Then came the third phase, which abandoned the previously asserted independence of intelligence in relation to hardware and since then has spoken of embodied intelligence, a school of thought that Rolf Pfeifer had joined in the meantime. Plastware – Das Spiel der Spiegel, the core theory in this book, had been sent to his AI laboratory in Zurich 1996, without response.


In the third era, the sensorimotor circuit approach - and thus implicitly metaphysical realism again as the basis for all further investigations - was basically accepted as indispensable for research into intelligent behavior, thus buying something for free that had previously been unaffordable. Whereas previously the Turing test was obligatory as the truth criterion in the entire calculation at the end, human intelligence was to be completely simulated if this test was passed, it was now assumed that the object areas under investigation, which are usually also referred to as agents (in reference to the software agents from the second era), are not human anyway, but are pure tools. Their criterion of truth is therefore the determination from the experiment as to whether they produce something that can be used, i.e. something that endures in the universe of humanly perceived meaningfulness. Now it is thought that if this is the case, the apparatus behind it must be part of relevant intelligence and therefore suitable for concretizing intelligence. These apparatuses are part of a (developing) theory of intelligence.


This approach is therefore also a realist, an instrumental and a psychological approach. It is characterized by the fact that the principle of reality is assumed (as Einstein, by the way, also wanted to have stated to Bohr and Heisenberg in relation to the final questions of physics at the time), that the externalist reality is the niche in relation to which a tool should be intelligent. There should therefore be a loop between the tool and the niche, as we usually claim for everyday life.


However, this meant that Maturana's, Varela's and Uribe's critique of the foundations was lost, who, like Braitenberg in particular, had recognized in the 1980s that the real problem in all our attempts to understand self-developing and controlling automata, be it in biology or in the world of cognitive systems, lies somewhere else entirely, namely in the fatal, unfortunately habitual imprecision with which we have so far distinguished between the "inside" and the "outside" outside the sphere of purely philosophical investigations. When examined correctly, the "inside" is not an apparatus, not a second "outside", but fundamentally a subject. And this is always connected with an intentio obliqua, in other words, with consciousness, or to put it another way, with the immediacy of given insight into the "essence". Because this has not yet been more precisely specified - except in theories such as those of Kant, Hegel, Husserl or in the modern theory of truth, meaning and reference - science, which deals with artificial intelligence in all its sub-forms, deletes this unclear area and wants to open it up "from the outside" through observations and analyses, this time "correctly", as it believes. In doing so, science overlooks the fact that this is impossible. It is completely impossible to either eliminate the subject from a successful theory of automata or to grasp it as a "second outside", i.e. objectively. This is of course embarrassing and should not be the case. But unfortunately, it is. Braitenberg has put his finger on the sore spot with his artificial beings and Maturana has uncovered where the problem lies in the area of autopoietic systems and epistemology.


The embodiment approach as it is pursued today, in AI and in psychology, overlooks this whole problem without really noticing it, yet the approach requisitions the idea of embodiment, but in a non-philosophical way. This is the reason why the embodiment approach as it presents itself today remains Cartesian-dualistic and fails in the face of the corresponding criticism. The question of dualism and monism was already addressed at the time of Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz and ultimately led to Kant's critique, from which, among other things, Hegel's dialectic emerged and later Husserl's phenomenology and existentialism, all profound philosophical clarifications that cannot be ignored if we want to deal responsibly with something like artificial intelligence at all. All these approaches are ultimately based on the insurmountable subject, which is not an object and can never be thought of as such, even though the everyday mind constantly attempts to do so because it is looking for something other than total insight. It only ever needs a tool. This is where the circle closes. The question is whether we recognize that the problem of artificial beings is something that cannot be solved with a tool approach. Tools are needed, but not to solve the problem, but conversely to implement it. This is something fundamentally different from what all AI has done, is doing and will continue to do. The abysmal philosophical problem must be implemented, not an essentially infinite series of shallow solutions around this problem until scientists can no longer find it. The philosopher always finds it again, abandoned and misunderstood, indeed all too often raped. Braitenberg saw that. Maturana saw it. But neither of them could do anything decisive with it, they were able to point it out, as I like to say, with the long index finger on the Isenheim altarpiece.


Braitenberg, fascinated, didn't understand my theory in detail, as he admitted, but wanted it reformulated in a language that meets the standards so that he could understand it. I’m still sorry about that. Unfortunately, it’s not my fault. The matter itself requires a new language.


Easter 2024
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1 I.e.: Engel, A., Friston, K., Kragic, D., The Pragmatic Turn, The MIT Press, 2015, and: Varela, J., Thompson, E., Rosch, E., The Embodied Mind, The MIT Press, 191, 2016


2 See under Friston in the source chapter of this book.


3 Pfeifer, R., Bongard, J., How the body shapes the way we think, MIT, 2006









Foreword to the 2021 German edition


The text contains the essentials of my own independent investigations into the question of a conclusive explanation of my - all our - existence. The investigation, which began in the early seventies and came to a temporary end in 1991 with the development of the Ergon theory contained in this book, was resumed after 2010 for the purpose of this synopsis. After its publication in 2018 under the title Mr. Data und das Braitenberg-Universum, further essayistic additions followed in Creation reloaded, Attack on Syracuse and Lumsk, especially on the question of the Holopragma4, but also on fundamental questions of reality. I have included two of these expanding and clarifying texts in the current republication of this book (see at the end of this edition).


To be able to build the android, there is a thing I have not yet done: the examination of the brain, the spinal cord and the autonomic nervous system with regard to the “lost closure points of the transducer continuum” and thus the identification of the main Ergons of the human being. However, this can also be done by someone else, provided they have fully understood the theory of the Ergon systems capable of consciousness contained in these and the supplementary texts.


Nothing in my theory can be found in current university teaching. The theory is completely original, as Valentin Braitenberg had already stated. Moreover, it is linked to (fundamental) ontology, to the deep problems of the theory of meaning. My theory cannot be meaningfully categorized and assessed without taking its philosophical grounding into account.


After 1984, I became convinced that we could only complete ontology if we built an artificial being that had the same problems with it as we did. That philosophy could only be ended if its problems, which make it impossible for us to conclude it satisfactorily, were explained to us in discourse by an android built by us. Only when we both conclude that we are mirror beings in the temporally unlimited, mutual Turing test do we grasp what the human being is, what reality means, what consciousness is. The construction of such an android is crucial for the perfection of the human being. The android does not compete with us, it and we merge into a totality and will prove to be complementary. Only when this has been achieved will we have a future as a species. Otherwise, we will fall prey to religious delusions again and again.


October 2021





4 A crucial term introduced in the theory.










To the launch pad










1 What is a Braitenberg universe?


This book is unfinished in many respects. It represents a necessary, probably worse than right compromise in a matter that can hardly be presented in a comprehensive - and sufficiently formalized - way today. This book is imperfect. It tells of the unexpected journey of thought that my ego sent me on fifty years ago. I was fifteen, maybe seventeen, and encountered Plato in his dialog Parmenides. I heard a distant voice calling out to me: Go out and finish what we start! You may be a mere dripper, but you are shrewd and incorruptible enough to be entrusted with the task. But you are not the only one.


This inner mission kept me very busy until the mid-nineties, so that I only did the bare minimum, studying, military service and work, as if they were casual leisure pursuits. After that, other things came to the fore for over twenty years.


I only returned to my task after a long time, and what was to become pure and hard as diamond now remains imperfect. I have become too weak, too old, to achieve such clarity. But what has been thought will remain so for all time. May this book inspire another to an equally unexpected journey! Whoever undertakes it will not have it easy. Whether my book is read is basically irrelevant. The thoughts it bears witness to, however, seem to me to be everlasting - because they were thought.


I have tried to tell something like the story of my approach to the material I am dealing with here. But only a joint shaping process will shed light on the matter. So, I am not so much addressing the pure layman, but am happy to assume that you are at home in one of the sciences affected by the material. I also hope that in dealing with it you will not just pick it apart, but rather think about it. Thank you for your willingness to engage with the subject matter. I know that it takes courage and remains a risk. Unfortunately, I haven't been able to share the material with anyone for a quarter of a century because there simply wasn't anyone capable of doing so.


It is a feature of my thinking that the disparity of the various scientific model worlds and their assumed general objects has always seemed artificial to me. It is only understandable to me because of a preconscious leap that forms the precondition and prevents a successful return to the overarching. This leap is unavoidable if we want to know what we are talking about. However, although it cannot be reversed, it can at least be neutralized. The neutralization is achieved by the universal transformation proposed in this book, the scheme of which is the so-called cosmic Ergon, or the transformation of all sciences into a self-referential, relativistic Braitenberg cosmos - into a monadic universe - as the new home of all our thoughts and research.


Valentin Braitenberg (Valentin von Braitenberg, 1926-2011), the director of the Max Planck Institute for Biocybernetics in Tübingen between 1968-1994, wrote in his booklet Künstliche Wesen: "There is no doubt that the essence of human beings looks very different from the inside than from the outside."5 With this succinct sentence, he opens the introduction to a brilliant work. In it, a powerful truth is stated in an extremely relaxed manner, so relaxed that the reader must miss it. Braitenberg's insight is the door through which one must pass if one wants to do more than repeat the same thing over and over again, as has been the way of scholastic science at all times.


A Braitenberg universe is first and foremost a universe that is built on the dialectical pair of opposites of inside and outside, a universe in which inside and outside are complementary worlds. In his booklet, Braitenberg shows what this means in concrete terms. He defines a space and a time in which vehicles move. He presents us with fourteen different constructions and interprets their behavior in the same way as the behavior of biological beings. Braitenberg takes an external view of his vehicles. He thus includes them in his universe without, of course, noticing or even problematizing this.


A Braitenberg universe is thus, roughly speaking, a space-time in which any number of vehicles (reference systems) move in the way that is made possible by their construction, as well as a subject that interprets what it observes on the basis of its own experience when it starts from the premise that the vehicles are beings.


Braitenberg's vehicle world is a classical universe with absolute time and absolute space. It can also be called a Newtonian universe. My book now attempts to describe an expanded Braitenberg cosmos based on closedness and constructivism, an Einstein-Bohr-Braitenberg world, so to speak. Realized, it becomes a world that is both relativistic and quantum mechanical.


My experiment is designed as a comprehensive thought experiment. It is not physical, because physics cannot provide all the elements of such a Braitenberg universe. And it is not mathematical, because ultimately it is not a matter of numbers. Only the biological-philosophical-constructivist approach, which does not yet exist, can be rich enough to describe such a cosmos. Biology includes physics and chemistry; philosophy includes logic and metaphysics. This cosmos is constructivist because it encompasses both Braitenberg's inside and its outside. As there is still no adequately prepared science for this, my attempt inevitably remains a thought experiment. As such, it is in the best of company, if one thinks of the thought experiments of the "golden age of quantum physics".


Although it may come as a surprise, my attempt is not in artificial intelligence or artificial life. Artificial intelligence (currently mainly associated with the concept of deep learning and thus with neural networks), artificial life research and robotics are disciplines of current scholasticism. Although they can lead us into a rudimentary Newton-Braitenberg universe, it is not recognizable as such. Braitenberg is still ahead of such attempts today with his 14-vehicle cosmos.


Hofstadter's unique work Gödel, Escher, Bach6 deals with the fact that consciousness emerges from socalled strange loops, which are ultimately an expression of self-referentiality. The whole work revolves fundamentally around Gödel's theorem, as Hofstadter emphasizes in the preface to a later edition of his work. Gödel basically formulated mathematically that there can be no closed world without contingency. A completely closed world would be empty if there were not one break. However, it cannot be built into this world without presupposing it, and so, like Russian dolls, myriads of self-referential worlds emerge, a process against which Russell's typology is powerless and unfruitful. Hofstadter also logically believes that consciousness has and needs no biological basis or even brain-biological basis as such but must be defined metaphysically from the outset as the result of strange loops of self-reference, primarily loops that connect different levels with one another. As the reader of my book will realize, I also hold this view. However, I go beyond this by providing a meta-model of how such strange loops can develop. Although I stipulate quantum physical phenomena as being involved in the process of consciousness, Hofstadter's metaphysical basis of consciousness ultimately also applies to me unreservedly. This apparent contradiction stems from the fact that I consciously incorporate it into my setting in order to first locate consciousness where it takes place, within itself, and to assign it the place within a setting that it alone is capable of occupying. What is new about my theory is the continuous, ultimately instrumental entanglement of the subjective with the objective, the metaphysical with the physical, which requires a special arrangement. Whitehead's process philosophy does not provide it, nor does Leibniz's theory of monads. The only thinkers who attempted something similar were Braitenberg in his work on artificial beings and Maturana. But they did not go as far as I did. Braitenberg in particular did not define the universe as closed, autopoietic and constructivist. Although he also stipulated the entanglement of the subjective with the objective in his experimental design, he did not carry it through to its conclusion. My contribution is to bring this entanglement to a conclusion, which presupposes that I move away from Braitenberg's (semantic) vehicles in favor of a mirror vehicle. In this I also went beyond Maturana. I think you can only understand my theory if you follow it constructively. It overtakes Spinoza, Leibniz, and Kant without refuting them, and defines that universe in which the dualism between mind and matter is transformed into a dialectical setting between subject and object, whereby the object is replaced by the mirror being (the Ergon circuit system ES, as I call it in the core theory, similar to a “complete agent”). Only in such a universe, which I call the Cosmic Ergon (CoE), can the boundaries of philosophy and physics be transcended in terms of convergence. My theory establishes a science that is not part of philosophy, not part of physics, not part of biology and not part of psychology. It fills the gap between these sciences, a gap that is still barely recognized and whose filling is like inserting the keystone into the vault.


However, I proceeded differently in my development. For many years, I relied exclusively on classical idealism and its outgrowth in Husserl's phenomenology and its ramifications up to Heidegger and Sartre. After I had failed in my opinion, I realized that it was not possible to find the keystone in this way. I turned to the analytical philosophers of our time, to cognitive science and artificial intelligence. This is how I came across Braitenberg, among others. I realized that analytic philosophy struggled with the same problems as idealism, and that it had the same structural asymptote. Now I felt compelled to venture into the void and invent the world of Ergon systems. This enabled me to integrate thoughts such as those presented by Hofstadter and thus also - for example - to really understand Russell's theory of types. At this point, I also realized that quantum theory was coming up against similar limits, which I reached by thinking about how to interpret the subject inclusion I had created in the cosmic Ergon. I only succeeded in taking this step a few years ago, whereas the core theory had already emerged in 1991.


In this book, the term Braitenberg Universe is not used very often. Instead, there is more talk of the Cosmic Ergon as the basic construct of the vehicle world that I am concerned with. This is where I clearly differ from Braitenberg. Braitenberg develops semantically rich vehicles, vehicles with a non-tautological functionality. I had to eliminate this flaw because otherwise a closed, self-referential and constructivist version of the world is impossible. In it there is only one vehicle whose semantics consists of mirroring. It is a tautological vehicle that becomes the basic building block for vehicle organisms that are symmetrical "in a complex way" in relation to the basic vehicle. We will return to this in detail.


To understand the resulting cosmos, however, you must go a long way. The book cannot be mastered by reading alone. You must think, perhaps even construct. If I were to try to make the thought experiment palatable and readable, my book would probably have to run to ten thousand pages. The current layout is a summary that can still be described as reasonable once you have understood the theory. Valentin Braitenberg himself had roughly understood my core theory from 1991, which forms the center of the book. He found it so original that he recommended its unaltered publication at the time.


The dilemma of my work is to convey an urgently needed theory for whose publication there can be no organ, no publisher. I therefore chose to publish my text on demand, which is the option available today.


When you open this book and read it, you will soon realize that its contents are initially hermetic, that an understanding can only develop if you have in your mind - in addition to perseverance in thinking and imagining - something that could be called creative shamelessness, namely the ability to develop things in green meadows. If you think you can, then let's get started!


But first, a brief assessment of your current situation, which you can refer to later:


The Braitenberg universe occurs as a monadic universe in three variants:




	A psychological-interpretative one: semantic and classical-realistic (Braitenberg's world of artificial beings)


	An ontologically imagined one: tautological, closed-relativistic (my universe of Ergon systems)


	
A physical-real: (bio)constructivist-quantum-physical (the future realization in an android)





Various models build on each other in this book. The stratification, which is adhered to in the book, looks like this:


Braitenberg universe→ the situation/transformation→ the structure "Li"→ the Cosmic Ergon→ the M-Loop-Termination 7→ the monad/polyad→ the mentalization→ the models of the Scholium8 of biocybernetics, neurobiology, philosophy, and psychology.


I hope that my theory will be understood by some. I hope that these researchers will have the stature and the ability to help humanity achieve this new science that is being created here, and that they will thus implement the first truly new step since the ancient Greeks.




[image: The first cover design of 2017 with the message:]


The first cover design of 2017 with the message:





Who opens the black box will find the mirror.





5 Braitenberg, V., Künstliche Wesen, Vieweg, 1986, p.1.


6 Hofstadter, D.R., Gödel, Escher, Bach, Cotta, 1985


7 Hofstadter's strange loops but implemented.


8 In this book, I use the term scholium to refer to what is thought and taught at colleges and universities, in the broadest sense any kind of doctrine.










2 Preliminary remark


Nature knows nothing and does nothing.


Terje Rian, ranger on Dovre Fjell, Norway


First, the following applies to all our views: "[...] they grasp existence [das Sein] as something that stands opposite me as an object, towards which I am directed as an object standing opposite me, meaning it. This primal phenomenon of our conscious existence is so self-evident to us that we hardly sense its mystery because we do not even question it. What we think, what we speak of, is always something other than us, is what we, the subjects, are directed towards as an opposite, the objects. When we make ourselves the object of our thinking, we ourselves become the other, as it were, and are always simultaneously there again as a thinking ego, which carries out this thinking of itself, but cannot itself be adequately thought of as an object, because it is always the precondition of every objectification [Objektge-wordenseins]. We call this basic finding of our thinking existence the subject-object split. We are constantly in it when we are awake and conscious." 9


That brings us to the scene of the crime. But before we start the investigation, it would be fair for me to introduce myself to the reader. But this is difficult in an age that cultivates a seemingly medieval addiction to titles - and, it must be said, has once again fallen prey to naïve academicism, which our culture had already overcome by producing genuine intellectuals and intellectuals who were convincing through their thoughts and not through their academic CV alone, and where, from today's perspective, there was still a highly educated and numerically large readership that appreciated this. Jean Ziegler's ceterum, that there were no intellectuals in Switzerland, was not true at the time, but is certainly true today, and not just in Switzerland, but in the German-speaking world, if not the whole of Western Europe. Of course, there are always exceptions, but they are exceptions.


The first truly intelligent person I met in my life was my father, a man who possessed what I call a fantasy of reality, the ability not only to see pasts and futures as realities, but to allow the specifics of reality to play out in them, which requires a radical knowledge of the human being that has become rare in our world. In Henri Lauener, I met a philosopher who could not have been drier or more precise, but who loved life to the full and possessed a sparkling spirit that allowed him to accept even contrary opinions without accepting them. The third such spirit I had the pleasure of meeting was Valentin Braitenberg. He read and understood the formalized part of my theory without further explanation and considered it so significant that he congratulated me on it without further questions. I would never have thought that anyone could understand this theory without it being explained to them point by point. Braitenberg was one of the thinkers of biocybernetics, as well as a gifted storyteller and essayist whose challenge was the clever, the hallmark of the intellectual.


I remember that a friend of my father's, Walter Robert Corti, philosopher and founder of the children's village in Trogen, wanted his unsuccessful large-scale academy project to be what is now known as monnaie courante. He wanted to place ethics above ontology and thought that only what satisfies the basic principles of ethics should be thought. His idea has largely prevailed, not because of his work, but because of the culture of remembrance of the Shoah. In the eighties and nineties, decisive things happened here. In Western Europe and the USA, the Shoah has now assumed the position in the debate that was accorded to the reality of evil in the pre-Enlightenment world. Under this chew, it seals the universe of the spirit in the same way that Catholic dogma did before the Enlightenment. Ethically, there is nothing wrong with this - given the millennia of Nazi crimes. But philosophically, it has consequences. It did not promote the Enlightenment, but paradoxically the Counter-Enlightenment. Today, the publicist is once again a Fréron and no longer a Voltaire, but he calls himself Voltaire. The dogma, not a Catholic one this time, but a Human Rights one, is back. Normally, no one is bothered by this. But anyone who ventures into areas of thought such as those explored in this book is in danger of heresy.


In view of this, there is no satisfactory answer to the question of who I am. It is most honest if we agree that this question will be clarified when the book unfolds its eventual effect. Anyone who understands what this book delivers will realize that it could only have been written by a spirit that is sovereign and transcends all visible and invisible boundaries, not to violate them, but to find out whether they rightly exist, or what rightly exists and what does not.


The book is, it must be admitted, an extremely tough read if someone wants to understand it in every detail. And it would be even if I had taken the trouble to spread it out over ten thousand pages and thus perhaps make it a little easier to understand. It is an almost incomprehensible text for the one reason that its subject matter is difficult to grasp. However, much of this book is also easy to understand. But that belies the essence.


This book is a narrated cosmos. Narrative plays a central role in it. Perhaps the most important role of all. In this book, I am not only a thinker, but also a narrator who has lived and is living a full life. Like every intellectual, I am also a romantic, an erotic, an activist, a sinner, and a man of honor. No mind is any good without the man or woman behind it. We live, love, and die.


But let's get started!





9 Jaspers, K., Einführung in die Philosophie, Piper, 1953/1996










3 Summary


The purpose of the book is to comprehensively rethink nature and to add an element that has been missing in all previous natures.


However, this element cannot be made sufficiently plausible without showing which gap it closes. It is like the key that fits into the lock, and as with these, both must come from the same hand. But the whole of nature does not have to be described, that is neither necessary nor possible. The door can be whatever it wants. This is about its locking mechanism, that’s the only subject of my investigation.


Firstly, we accept reality as the only way to engage meaningfully with the world and ourselves10 . But in relation to it, Putnam's antinomy holds that it only exists if it only exists as an idea. We are beings that exist in this antinomy11 .


Secondly, there is an invariant structure underlying all our investigations and life experiences. We call it the situation. We constantly think and act within it. There is no escape. In it there is a dichotomy, between phenomenon and noumenon, between object and subject, between Tale and Quale. We are beings that exist in this dichotomy.


Thirdly, everything in the Situation obeys the law of inclusion. It states that something can only be solved or eliminated at the cost that it remains part of its solution or elimination. This means that nothing can be definitively solved or eliminated, otherwise we call it trivial. Neither the preoccupation with the external, which we call natural science, nor that with the internal, which we call spiritual science, reach their goal on their own. Neither the object as such nor the subject as such can be understood, but only both in inclusive entanglement.


Fourthly, the only criterion for completeness is symmetry. It includes dichotomy, inclusion, and complementarity.


Fifthly, there are only two forms of engagement with the given, with x, infinitesimality (multiplication, division) and autility (unification, self-realization). Infinitesimality means the potentially infinite recursive iteration of the Situation. Autility means a leap from infinitesimality into the finality of suchness, into Quale. In both the external (nature, physics) and the internal (mind, consciousness), the infinitesimal always leaps into the autile as soon as that which is, is something (and thus has a proper name).


Sixthly: The place (or the universe) of the leap from the infinitesimal into the ultimate is - platonically speaking - the Atopon, and we are tempted to add the timeless as well. Externally it is encountered as flesh and internally as consciousness. It is no coincidence that I associate it with the concept of incarnation (which is more than just embodiment), which has remained largely meaningless in science and philosophy.


Seventh: There is only room for the mirror between the external and the internal. Only it belongs to both and neither at the same time. Incarnation therefore means conceptually describing the construction, functioning and performance of this mirror. I will do this in relative detail. With the help of this mirror, we close the cosmos and bring both the externally oriented physics and the internally oriented metaphysics to fruition. The mirror - the incarnation - proves to be the point of Archimedes.


The structure of the theory developed in this book could be summarized as follows, which, however, remains incomprehensible at this point:


Axioms:




	"Li", Putnam's Paradox


	Android = world





Postulates of object theory:




	ES Theory (Ergon System Theory, or Ergon Subject Theory), mirror beings that pass every Turing test are possible. Their construction is possible without metaphysics.


	However, this object theory is incomplete because the basic unit is the Cosmic Ergon (CoE).





Postulates of subject theory:




	If evidence (Quale) is to occur in the object, it must be a Q-event. That is, a complete object theory is a repetition of the Bohr-Einstein debate. In such a system, world = a termination line. That is, the object theory now appears to be complete here (without the CoE). This in turn means that a complete subject theory must be a monadology.





Conclusions:




	The complete object theory contains the subject as a termination point. In it, simultaneity holds everything together (absolute non-locality, QT).


	The complete subject theory contains the object as a monad. Appearance holds everything together ("c", reflection), not simultaneity. "c" replaces simultaneity (relativity).





We are living in a time of profound change, which is taking place under the mantle of a peace that has not existed since early imperial Rome. However, times of peace are not, as one is inclined to assume, times of lasting stability of what is threatened in times of war. Just as life generally rises when there is no wind and it is warm, rot and decay increase until the emerging shadow world displaces the former life from near the ground upwards, thinning it out or destroying it in the process. Such a transformation happens slowly and steadily, it is hardly noticed. Our world is also undergoing a profound transformation, not through progress, which is not what is meant by this, but through the displacement, fragmentation, and destruction of what once belonged together. Everything is affected by this, nothing escapes the force of this change, no one is protected from it, because it is a process of the living, a thoroughly stochastic event down to every crack and crevice. It is mindless and escapes culture, which knows nothing of it. Individually, it is harmless, indeed often good, morally good, and fruitful. It only develops its tremendous power in the crowd and the masses. Since my childhood in the early sixties, I have felt this change like a gentle wind blowing steadily from one direction, not always unpleasant, but often friendly and useful. But I also see that the individual's contact with the soil - with the spirit and culture of those who created the old Europe, to whom that peace was finally granted - from which alone he can draw the strength to reproduce himself, is being gradually diminished, made contingent, and finally openly questioned, so that today he can hardly refer to it as he could fifty years ago. Little has changed in detail, but the thing has changed as a whole.


The individual is in danger. Not the trivial individual who consumes and enjoys, who - on the contrary - luxuriates. It is being absorbed into a new culture that has arrived overnight, apparently still a European one, but alienated from Europe in its depths, a culture that is both cowardly and brutalized, just as Rome cultivated it in its arenas when it had reached the same point as we have today. It is difficult to say when the transition to the coliseum society took place, but it has to do with the end of the Cold War and the global democratization of technology that this made possible, which turned the individual into a module of a new, virtual continuum, alienated from his personal interiority, which looks like a new form of society. In this new home of diverse possibilities to become not oneself but one's own avatar, contemporary man today finds his new meadows and landscapes in which he wants to root himself. It is a collective state of intoxication, highly economically fruitful. The ridiculousness of philosophy in such a world struck me early on. Back in the eighties, I asked myself why we still think at all. The Colosseum society is a society in which thinking - thinking in the true sense of the word, as it has been cultivated in Europe for centuries - can no longer perform any function, even if it wanted to. Things are already thought through to the last detail. In such a new world, in a continuum that resembles that of the "Borgs" from the Star Trek series, it was inevitable that philosophical reflection would only circulate on the market as fragments, as snacks, as vignettes, that individuals would begin to serve each other only such snacks, instead of their own thoughts, which are absent because they no longer have any ground. Today, everything is available as a ready-made puzzle piece and circulates by the billions, packaged, standardized, superficially diverse. Even thoughts, wisdom, meaning and significance. I foresee that it will no longer be possible for original thinkers to build consistent thought structures like their predecessors on the one hand, and on the other to make a name for themselves in the new culture. If you want to be successful there, thinking will also have to be planned, standardized, packaged, and launched as a commodity in the future. The university will transform itself into a place of professional production of such set pieces and will only develop fundamental ideas in the same way as the think tank does today.


As in the Middle Ages, everything will once again become a problem of legitimization. Only subcontinua will be legitimized to think, to intervene in the process of the coliseum society, which will be certified and qualified for this, cleansed of wild growth and free growth, except in enclosures of deliberate free growth, which, like zoos, are supposed to deliver surprises and exoticism in a world where nothing surprises and nothing is exotic anymore, except the collapse of the violent society, in a world where nothing surprises and nothing is exotic anymore, except the collapse of the enormous, arena-like structure in which the future human being lives, like a playful, overfed and perfumed pet rat with an inflationary, oversensitive ego.


My book is the opposite of all that. It was conceived in the forty-five years that preceded it, without my having discussed more than a few details from this cosmos of thought with anyone. I saw very early on that it would be impossible to go the way I had to go and at the same time let others participate in it. The few attempts I nevertheless made ended quickly. The only person who seemed to have understood me was Braitenberg. He would have been the only one with whom it would have been worth working. But that wasn't possible for me at the time.


This book contains things that are objectively needed at the end of our cultural period, without it having to put up with the accusation that it has not thought itself through to the end. My book can become the beginning of a new era in the examination of mankind, if some people are interested in it who have access to the resources of those research institutes and companies that are really needed here. But it is not a book that you can just read. But it is narrated - in parts - and contains references to real life, so that the reader realizes that the person who wrote it has lived and is living and not just thinking.


My life has not been a philosophical one, deliberately not. I have done more than enough to be entitled to say that I owe nothing to anyone. I have lived a life in the spirit and in the flesh. Thinking was and is my hobby. Here, in Europe, thinking once legitimized itself. But only after it had freed itself from the cloak of a theology of revelation, before the freedom of Greece - and thus the freedom of the individual, not only political freedom, but also freedom of thought - could be resurrected. Only what is rightly thought should exist in Europe, not what the supposedly right person thinks.


My book comes in at dusk. The question is whether there is still enough light to finish reading it.





10 Smolin, L., Unger, R., The Singular Universe and the Reality of Time, Cambridge University Press, 2015


11 Putnam, H., Vernunft, Wahrheit und Geschichte, Suhrkamp, 1982










Getting started










4 Let's eat the universe!


1


Σκιᾶς ὄναρ ἄνθρωπος12 , sang Pindar in Delphi two and a half thousand years ago.


Fate constantly serves up new great riddles to the true seeker who is prepared to find without prejudice, the solutions to which turn out to be mosaic pieces in the big picture, the message of which - even in the best case - one only begins to suspect in the second half of life. These are not personal riddles, they are posed to everyone, but only a few find the solution.


If a stone moved observably or changed its shape, and if it was able to absorb and transform the energy necessary for this on its own, and if we as observers recognized in it a pattern or an effort to remain capable of doing all this for as long as possible, we would consider it to be alive. But if we had made it so ourselves, we would also think we knew that it was not alive, and we would call it a machine. Perhaps we would abandon this if it succeeded in reproducing itself infallibly exactly from now on.


This is how we often try to define life today, but in the end we never succeed. Life is something else, something so different that it took a whole century to find one of the most important, indeed indispensable, pieces of the mosaic for the big picture. It was found in quantum physics. I am inclined to say that quantum physics was basically only developed to discover it. It obviously makes sense, even if it is still difficult to make generally understandable, but it makes even more sense in the mosaic laid out here in this book, which begins to come to life when put in the right place. This goes beyond what we usually read about13 and has to do with Bohr or Schrödinger.14


The most important thinkers of the twentieth century were probably Bohr, Einstein, Heisenberg, Schrödinger, Dirac and Pauli, physicists, and mathematicians, not philosophers. The philosophers, on the other hand, reached the limits of their discipline in the twentieth century. In retrospect, the most productive of them in relation to our topic were the phenomenologists Heidegger and Sartre, who were multi-layered for various reasons, and extremely astute, dry-as-dust analysts such as Wittgenstein, Quine and Putnam.


I am self-taught and I don't know if I would have been the same if I had learned all the prerequisites that such a work requires at a university. Is that a reason to assume that it is a work that would have been superfluous if its author had been educated in accordance with the guild? From an academic point of view, certainly. Can - or rather: may - autodidacts produce something that could be decisive for the progress of human knowledge? In 1019 cases, no - but not in all cases.


In my life, there was an uninterrupted chain of amazing coincidences and strange inspirations, my only achievement was to always listen to everything just in time and not to stop my hand from writing something down, even if it meant a lot of work. I refrained from any discussion with others. You don't discuss things during a birth. You're in labor and things must move forward. From today's perspective, I think that the solitary, withdrawn Isaac Newton must have had a similar experience. He suffered and yet wanted this suffering, which others might consider to be self-inflicted, but he knew that if it is comprehensive enough and radically new, you must develop what is decisive past these others if you don't want to give birth to a dead child. It is one of the errors of our time that we generally believe that creativity is something democratic.


Hadn't my father explained to me time and again that human beings are basically incapable of recognizing anything other than beings? Interestingly, in the end I came to this view myself - which I rejected at the time because it seemed obviously wrong to me - through my own work. My father's assertion seems to have been confirmed in my work, without us finding the slightest agreement between us on the concrete structure of our systems of thought, had he still been alive. In the last two years I began to suspect that the philosopher Whitehead, a thinker my father knew, must have come to the same conclusion. Apparently, the view that our knowledge is that of beings is somehow obvious. But what does this mean? I try to give my own answer to this in this book.


2


For over sixty years now, there have been people - basically since Alan Turing and the inventions of the first computer builders - who simply go and build an android according to the principle: let's see how humans - or some other animal - work, then we'll recreate it in our laboratories with the help of technical tricks and see if it works. They would probably all nod in agreement when they read Heisenberg's words: "[...] truly new territory [can] only be gained in a science if one is prepared at a decisive point to leave the ground on which previous science rests and, as it were, to jump into the void. In his theory of relativity, Einstein had abandoned the concept of simultaneity, which had been one of the firm foundations of earlier physics, and it was precisely this abandonment of the earlier concept of simultaneity, which many physicists and philosophers, even important ones, were unable to accept, that turned them into bitter opponents of the theory of relativity. It can perhaps be said that the progress of science generally only requires those involved in it to absorb and process new ideas, and those working in science are almost always prepared to do so. However, when really new ground is broken, it can happen that not only new content has to be absorbed, but that the structure of thinking has to change if the new is to be understood. Many people are obviously not willing or not able to do this"15 . But did they understand what he meant by that? I'm not sure about that. What Heisenberg is hinting at here is something huge, so it is unlikely that there can be more than a handful of people in an era who understand the claim behind it and can muster the radicalism needed to really take this step. To date, it seems to me that hardly any of these researchers have changed the structure of their thinking in the way that would be necessary - and of which Heisenberg speaks from experience - if they really wanted to start building something as incredible, even unthinkable, as androids - or even just parts of them. Robotics has made enormous progress in the meantime, but it is the progress of the sorcerer's apprentice, not the work of the master. What is still missing today is the center, the epistemology, the fundamental setting - and the awareness that it is missing. Only physics has reached the point where it can focus on the situation - the war situation, so to speak - if it wants to, but building androids is not its business.


The difficulty lies in the fact that we have been trying to understand man for two and a half millennia and that all attempts to date have failed or remained significantly incomplete. Minsky's brute method of declaring all philosophers stupid and claiming that only today do we have the tools to bring the investigation to a conclusion presupposes something that has yet to be proven. Nor is it of any use for us to dissect the human being micro anatomically, neuroanatomically, biochemically, and functionally and to search for entities that are taken from everyday reality, such as feeling, cognition, perception, and so on. These terms in turn presuppose the mystery that needs to be unraveled. Feeling cannot be explained by feeling, cognition not by cognition.


The trick of first excluding consciousness from all investigations also achieved little. They wanted to get rid of it because they felt that it could never be explained, since every explanation presupposes it. If you want to build an android worthy of the name, you first have to solve a dizzying and fundamental problem, the mere existence of which is painful. He must complete the philosophy by uncovering the basic structure of its failure and transferring it to a setting that has in fact never been described before. It is a setting of a fundamental nature that can only be equated with the one that physicists have been dealing with for over a hundred years.


Once the approach contained in my book has become established, most of what has been developed in this field so far will be recognized as an alchemical attempt.


3


The main points of this book are perhaps these. But this is only a preliminary summary:




	A fundamental clarification of the position on the genetic structure of the subject as an object. To this end, I draw on everything that has seemed helpful to my thinking over the last fifty years, from the pre-Socratics to quantum mechanics.


	The development of an adequate test facility - the fundamental setting - that is necessary and sufficient for the established position.


	The development of a biological-cybernetic-psychological meta-model of an anthropomorphic being, which can also be considered as a model physics of man (understood here in the sense of the ancient Greeks).


	The discussion of the philosophical, psychological and - even - theological consequences of the overall result.





Regarding the theory of evolution, Stegmüller writes: "The thesis that the emergence of self-reproducing beings with a highly complex genetic apparatus can be explained with the help of physical laws alone is already substantiated if such a model path can be indicated that does not require an appeal to nonphysical principles. Whether evolution in detail has really proceeded exactly as the model path indicates can be regarded as a secondary question." 16


J.R. von Salis wrote: "In the end, truth is only what has been said without reserve."17 In this sense, this book attempts to say what it is all about without reserve.


4


The bells of the Campanile tinkle in the balmy evening breeze. They ring brightly and tell of a time that has long since passed.


Our life is limited. Everything reminds us from afar of the death that awaits us. I walked - I remember it as if it were only yesterday - on this warm, blue evening, at the pace of a stroller. We had only made an approximate appointment, nothing specific. Hagenbusch comes when it suits him anyway, he has never kept to fixed times. I wasn't expecting him as I walked along. 18 Below me, Lake Maggiore shone in its final splendor, with two sailboats gliding towards Ascona.


You can't describe what goes through your mind at a moment like that, it's too vast, too picturesque, too big, and too kitschy. I wasn't thinking anything so concrete, wandering through the shadows of the chestnut trees and feeling melancholy about this moment. Time was running here; I couldn't hold on to it. Where I had just been walking, I was no longer walking. I would soon be in the village, and the way I was walking would be behind me for all time. I would be behind me. Life disappears like a hat that whirls out of a moving car and lands far behind on the road you were driving on.


Given this incontrovertible fact, does it mean anything when we develop theories like this one? We try to hold on to something that cannot be held, but all our efforts are directed towards holding it. Not to be able to hold something that cannot be held, but to lose it, is to hold it. I have long realized that the dilemma of the deepest insight into matter or into the subject is in no way different from what happens in every such moment as the present, that my poetic thoughts are just another full version of physics and physics just another full version of poetry. But it is not the same.


I have spent my life working on the knowledge that has taken shape in this book. I have created something with it, even if it is only a book of a few hundred pages and hardly anyone will read it and even fewer will understand it. And yet I wandered wistfully through the lengthening shadows of this day, heard the fading melody of the church bells, and waited for my cousin to deliver me from my rather vain sadness, which is peculiar to lonely souls.


My cousin was waiting for me outside the church, his walking stick in his right hand, his indispensable companion. His mighty bush of hair, swept back, had turned gray and white and flowed down his shoulders. He had nothing in common with me physically, he was an apparition that no one could pass by without being affected, even moved. He wore the mask of a king, which had become his face. Sometimes the dandy he once was still looked out of his eyes, but otherwise it was his indestructible, serene, radically free humor that forced you to be wise or foolish, as if there were no options in between.


Even today the bells are saying goodbye to us! and we dare to contradict them and meet each other as if it were morning and not evening! he called to me from afar, swinging his stick and laughing. My dear cousin, at last, at last we meet again. You have become a philosopher. I've read your book, a great thing. Where do you get such ideas? Greetings! Step into this church with me before you answer.


He pushed open the door to the nave and let me through before following me in. Inside, it smelled of incense and mustiness. This is your book, he said maliciously, and you don't know it. What was a program for the craftsmen back then is a revelation to us today. The one as the other. What was religion to them is art to us. I was pleased to read that you worship Father Janus, my good man, the “Alsheit” (the concept that something, when it is, is only as something – as something else or as itself). You have spoken of it before, but now you have become a master of it. You have become a master at all. We are both close to death, and soon we will no longer exist, soon the haunting will be over, and the light extinguished. So from master to master. Let's talk! But not here, first let us dine, as is the custom of old, then let us praise those who have gone before us and finally let us circle around the thought, yours! Come! he said and gently pushed me out of the door, back into the evening light over the lake.


We took the route to the grotto that I remembered from earlier. Let's talk, he told me. Yes, dear, I replied and pushed open the wrought-iron door leading into the restaurant's dining area, where there was no one now. I knew then that we were lost, lost in knowledge, and that no one, indeed no one would follow us. I picked up a pebble from the floor and placed it on the table where we sat down. The cosmos is a pebble, Hagenbusch, a pebble and me, a pebble, and you, you and me.


And there's nothing else, my dear," he said, casually looking at the menu he had picked up. Yes, there it is: Saltimbocca al risotto milanese! There's still saltimbocca, my good man. The universe is still una saltimbocca!


Yes, and Merlot, I laughed, Merlot del Ticino.


Here comes the servus! Buona serata signore, said Hagenbusch to the approaching cameriere. Prendiamo una Saltimbocca col risotto milanese, per noi due, una piatta per favore, con una insalata mista ed un fiascho di vino, Merlot di preferenza, se volete bene.


Tutto bene Signori, said the gray-haired man and laid out two place settings after wiping the tabletop with a cloth. Un pò d'acqua minerale, mezzo litro? he asked.


You see, it's complicated, said Hagenbusch. The universe is a dinner for the two of us, served by Father Janus, who is merciful to us.


But only if we pay, I laughed.


Look, my cousin is discovering the blood of the world! he grinned. Certo, only as long as we pay. The universe, my dear, is money. Who would know better than me?


How many billions do you have now? I asked him.


No idea, he replied, Colmann knows. Do you need one?


Well, I could really do with them, I said sarcastically.


Don't underestimate the tax authorities, Hagenbusch laughed. The universe is very quickly a tax authority.


Ecco l'insalata, signori! Il pane, il vino! Buon appetito!


Grazie tanto!


Let's eat... the universe!





12 A shadow's dream is the human being.
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18 Hagenbusch is a pseudonym for a very good friend who has become my alter ego.










5 Two clever monkeys


1


Once upon a time, two monkeys started talking about the origin of things. The first monkey said to the second: Whatever you say, I say it's wrong! The second monkey hastened to reply that he thought so too. Then the first monkey shouted triumphantly: You see, you're already babbling!


We could probably argue forever about which of us is which monkey. Which one would you like to be? At first you think the choice is easy, but then you realize that it's not. However, the two monkeys also represent the two options we have when we face the phenomenon of reality. In the Bohrian sense, the two represent complementary truths.


What sense does it make to talk about physical quantities if we do not presuppose reality? There is no field and no mass - except in reality. If reality did not exist for us, we would not know what we are talking about. But they are not to be found in reality. How can that be?


Reality obviously entails that one always refers to an idea of x in it when one refers to x. The idea comes from Hilary Putnam.19 I will have to remind us of this paradox more often in this book.


For humans, there is no sub-human cognition, an atomic or sub-atomic cognition, as it were. Cognition is always human and macroscopic, even if it concerns hadrons. In other words, reality is always at the eye level of the subject, it does not take place somewhere down there in the subatomic depths or up there in the vastness of the cosmos. It is always here and now, and it is always my reality or your or his or her or our or your reality. This is a crucial insight, as we shall see, which has consequences. If you know the right setting. Then and only then. That is the point. In this book, in this discussion. Worms and microbes have their insight, but it is not ours. What goes on in the microworld is known only to the microworld itself, where it faces a subject, but this is never a human subject. Gluon, Higgs particle, string, and other names for saltimbocca al risotto milanese as soon as a human is involved, or it's nada. Now you can take all the books and see if this is echoed in them. If not, you can put them away, even if they sound infinitely clever and contain super-complex formulas. Then it's just scholastic games like the question of how many angels can fit on the tip of a needle, or whether God can create a stone that is so heavy that he can't lift it. The trap that all very clever people fall into is called scholasticism, and getting out of it is almost impossible. It takes more than that.


Strictly speaking, this applies: A field that is real is a field in the imagination. It does not exist in and of itself, or more precisely, nothing can be said about its existence. This ultimately implies that there can be no mind-free description of the world, regardless of the type of description. A description is a description, it describes something for something else, it is not x itself. In a somewhat eccentric way, we also know this from Derrida: the sign is not the signified, meaning is constantly created anew through "différance", most clearly in the written context20 . But the signified has always already been a sign. Something is not linear and cannot be resolved conclusively and neatly. It is precisely this impossibility of linear resolution that makes me believe that we are dealing with a path.


It is therefore rather strange, even naive, to believe - as the great Einstein once did - that physics describes the world as it is. Bohr, on the other hand, sobered up and said that we could say something about the world, but not grasp it ourselves. Not even as physicists. Physics describes the world for those who describe it, not as it is, but as they understand it. A description of something as it is would be an exact copy of x. However, this is not possible, which Putnam pointed out with a logical argument: something that is true when it is false is always false.


If - assuming we were to follow the crazy people who have been working on artificial intelligence and artificial life for years - we wanted to describe humans in any way completely, we would inevitably have to copy them completely. That would presuppose that we had such a copying process. Of course, you will say, we already do, the process is called sex. Correct, but sex is not a descriptive process. It therefore does not solve our problem. To be able to fully describe people, we would first have to know what exactly we see. And that depends on our theory. Einstein knew that very well. We must have a theory of man that allows us to describe what we see and what we describe to see. But this theory is still missing today. You will be surprised when I tell you that this theory is neither functional nor topographical anatomy, nor biochemistry and cell physiology, nor any form of neuroscience or even psychology. We all have these theories at our disposal and are constantly developing them further, but they clearly do not provide what we need. They show us what we are looking for when we have no theory of the human being, but merely describe what lies before our naive senses. Richard Feynmann once illustrated the problem analogously: if you don't know the rules of chess, you may only realize in a thousand years of watching that under certain circumstances one piece can be replaced by another, a rule that has always existed, but you knew nothing about it. And if he knows it now, he can never be sure that he doesn't know other such rules and may never get to know them.21 The rules of the game cannot be found out for sure by watching. Everything that appears has something random about it. This means that you need a direct line to the chess players, you need the meta-model of the game. Transferred back to humans, this means that we still do not have such a metamodel of the human being and therefore do not really know what we are looking for to be able to describe - copy - it in the end.


This book is about this meta-model. It shows a way, or more precisely: a path, on which you cannot miss a living being - let's say it carefully - while it will certainly be missed on all other paths.


Now researchers and pioneers such as J. Craig Venter22 believe that life is a complex cell with a software called DNA that consists of a minimal set of genes to sustain itself. This is only true if there is an observer who recognizes this, otherwise we would have to take the naive reality of metaphysical realism as guaranteed, and so we would incur criticism of it. Nothing can be described as complete purely 'outside', not even life. Everything is also always inside.23 Venter's works are indeed great, as are those of his opponents, but they do not solve the riddle, they remain stuck on an instrumental level. A sure sign of scholasticism. What we have in mind here is something completely different. And that is difficult to make comprehensible, in fact it is impossible.


2


Ideally, the reader of this book should be a genius, that's what you mean, dear cousin, smiled Hagenbusch. And so, you believe yourself to be a genius! Yes, I'm almost inclined to agree with you. To the extent that you're on the right path. But you leave it up to the reader to decide whether you've made it. Oh God, what are you asking him to do? That he should complete what you have only begun? Yes, that's right, you are asking this book to go through the world like a magic wand until it falls into the hands of the one who can complete it by reading and understanding it. A book that seeks its Archimedes! And what do all the others do? They put it down and say: Well, it's too difficult for me. Why can't these Europeans write like the Americans, at least you can understand their books! But you're right, even an American can't write what you've set out to write. Good luck then, dearest cousin! Let's toast, with Merlot, to the Archimedes among your readers! Cin-cin!


Cin-cin! You're right, I'm looking for the spirit to accomplish what is impossible for me. I am merely the stirrup-holder: Prego Signore, ecco il suo cavallo!


Ecco il mio Merlot! Hagenbusch laughed and emptied his glass.


Lake Maggiore lay below, surrounded by flickering pearls of light.


Signore! Un altro vino! Per favore! shouted the cousin in the direction of the kitchen.


Ladonna è mobile, il vino è nobile! She laughed from the kitchen. Un altro Merlot?


Il meglio che c'è!


It's a difficult path, I think it's so difficult that you can lose sight of it at any time, and even I keep missing it and then have to laboriously feel my way back to it. The story of this path began when I was eighteen and tried to understand what Plato says in his Parmenides. I didn't do this by studying him for months, but by developing what I thought was an equivalent dialog of my own, as only the young and the foolish undertake, I called this dialog Kaleidon, and it led me to a conclusion that at first made me mentally despair for years.24 It was a runaway. It looked as if I already knew then that any future attempt to develop knowledge must end in aporia, so that any further striving seemed neutered, because for methodological reasons alone it could never go beyond the aporia presented in the Kaleidon.
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Heisenberg's idea of indeterminacy applies, I believe - and I hesitate only slightly to say this - even to macroscopic objects, indeed to all x in general. How is that supposed to work?


If you give the idea of x, meaning x, a certain value: Vx→ k, you always miss the chance - in my opinion - to set Vx→ j at the same time. This is because the simultaneity of two different values of x would presuppose that we have defined x in this way: Vx→ kj. But we have not. X would be defined by kj if both values were to be simultaneous, and not by k and by j.


The problem with this is the simultaneity, or rather our belief that Vx→ k and Vx→ j refers to one and the same x. However, it can only be the same x if there is an x in the imagination for which the following applies: Vx (Vx(k) = Vx(j)).


As in the theory of relativity, strictly speaking there is no naive simultaneity here either. To assert that Vx→ k is the same x as Vx→ j is an achievement of the subject S, its conception of x as a persistent x. Whether it can be proven as such or not is irrelevant, since here again only a Vx→ something is the basis. To assert Vx→ k as the same x as the Vx→ j is an achievement of the subject. In other words, it turns out that the term same x is a hypothesis underlying a measurement, and the two measurements would in fact be only one.25


You claim, said Hagenbusch, as he lifts a piece of saltimbocca with his fork, that this is not both saltimbocca and a piece of meat if you look at it closely. If we imagine an Eskimo looking at this thing, he might conclude that it is a piece of cooked meat that smells strange, while an Italian will immediately say that it is a saltimbocca alla romana, and a very good smelling one at that. But isn't it the same, or so you seem to think?


Hm, I replied, we can't find out if both statements refer to the same x if we think very carefully. With macroscopic x, you can see that x is basically the same in both judgments, measurements. In other words, we already know it, and it is assumed in relation to the measurement. You don't find it out. With an x in the world of quantum mechanics, this is exactly what is missing, we are blind, in other words: we don't know. In the macroscopic world, we know that the location and momentum of a tennis ball can both be determined precisely in that we know that it is one and the same ball that flies past two different measuring devices, one for a layman and one for a tennis pro. We perceive the ball as such beyond a time > 0 as the same ball. In the microscopic, or more precisely: in the ascopic, x can only be determined via one or the other Vx. There is only either the Eskimo or the Italian, the amateur or the professional. Existence and state therefore collapse into one. This has to do with the fact that the subject S has no view in this case, i.e. no information about the existence of x independent of the measurement. The fuzziness here is therefore a consequence of the methodical single-channel nature of our view of x for all its possible parameters, including existence.


The Eskimo sees a piece of cooked, for him rather foul-smelling meat, which he tells us about in slight disgust, and the Italian raves about a good saltimbocca, Hagenbuch tried to get to the heart of the matter. But we don't know which of them is right because we don't know what they are referring to. We don't know whether they are referring to the same thing, or whether they are referring to two different things, and we don't know whether they are right in their assessment, because we ourselves have never seen or smelled the thing in question, because when it was the Eskimo's turn, no one else could be there, and when it was the Italian's turn, no one else could smell it, and we ourselves never saw the thing, because that wasn't part of the game. That's one way of putting it, isn't it? By the way, I think that goes beyond the inscrutability of Quine's reference, doesn't it?26


Yes, that also hits the nail on the head, I replied. But it goes further. Einstein's abandonment of the naive simultaneity between moving reference systems is equivalent to the abandonment of the methodical multi-channel view of x. At the time of measurement, we do not know what is one and what is not. Relativity arises because without such an absolute position - without methodical multichannelity - from any position x not only looks distorted, but it is also distorted. In quantum mechanics, it seems to me to be analogous in a very simple way.


Without a multi-channel view of x, x does not exist as such - there is no existence channel - or only it - but only as Vx→ k or Vx→ j. In relativity there is a certain spacetime, in quantum mechanics a certain object-subject. Just as spacetime is not a space and not a time separate from it, the object subject is also not an object and not a subject separate from it. In the theory of relativity, everything appears within a certain limit known as the speed of light. But this is not a limit that can be reached linearly. Everything merely bends towards it. In quantum mechanics, everything appears as a multiple of a fundamental unit. Just as c is not infinite as soon as light is a wave or a particle, this unit is not zero as soon as existence is to be measured and is not assumed abstractly. Even the much-cited Big Bang does not start at zero, insofar as it is supposed to have something to do with physics. Physics does not penetrate to the absolute beginning of everything. However, the speed of light is infinite if things have ever appeared, i.e. if they exist (!) and we can see this. This view is not just a view of a property, it constitutes absolute time and absolute space as hypostases of S, the subject. Thus, the base quantity also becomes zero if x exists as such, as a hypostasis of the subject. Both are the case in naive realism, in the everyday world.
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I therefore think that relativity and the quantum world are basically complementary in the Bohr sense, which is probably why physicists have not found a formalism for them. The unification is achieved by linking x back to Vx. If consciousness is achieved in the setting, then c is infinite and h is zero, whereas if no consciousness is achieved, then c is finite, and h is not zero. We have thus arrived - at least in thought - at the point where the description of the world is one of the worlds of consciousness, even though the two cannot be the same. But it is precisely at this point - the Archimedean point - that they are the same.


I see, mumbled my cousin, looking a little disgruntled. Then, when consciousness is achieved, everything here and now that is otherwise subject to c and h is, to put it very simply. Is it not the case that this is, I would almost say, the operant definition of qualia? And is this not why qualia are not parts of the real, insofar as this means something objective, as in reductionist science, but the only real itself as soon as it is what it is?


Reality itself is a Quale, I replied, delighted at this turn of events, you always forget that. As soon as we know what it is. But if we try to run after it, as it were, all attempts end at c or h. Science runs after it, having always started from it. It has the Quale and - first action - loses it, and finally ends up - last action - with a relativistic or quantum mechanical paradox, which as a paradox is again - new first action - Quale. But all this remains macroscopic, scopic, human, a vis-à-vis, a tête-à-tête.


Nothing for microbes, smiled Hagenbusch.


Probably not for microbes, certainly. Cin-cin!


Cin-cin!


Tell me, didn't you once have a letter from Plato, the thing with the stone? My cousin suddenly asked after thinking about it for a while.


You mean Plato's letter to Dionysius. Yes, I wrote that in the seventies. There are things that can only be developed in a very specific world. You must immerse yourself in that world in order to recognize it, to describe it, basically that's how it is with all knowledge.


That seems to me to be an interesting thought, my cousin said, and it is very close to me, this thought. I only became who I am today by creating the world in which I can be who I am now. There is no suchness outside of the habitat that allows it. You know, that's probably why there are no more aristocrats, their world has disappeared, what's left are aristocrats. No Mozarts and no Beethovens, but musicians, they still exist. No Platons, but you, you still exist, dear cousin, he smiled and ate the last bite of bread left on the table. Your letter is not Plato's letter, it merely creates a world in which there is a Plato who is Plato, who could have written this letter but never did. He left that to you.


Joker! I laugh at him. Plato would probably never have written this letter.


But it's a good letter, I remember. For me, Plato would have been well advised to have written it!


Here is the stone, I said and pushed the pebble into the middle of the table, which the cameriere had cleared in the meantime, the stone of the priest from the Asklepieion.


A stone like any stone, said Hagenbusch, and ordered a panna cotta and an espresso. I immediately went along with this order.


And a grappa! I called after him.


Due grappe! Per favore!" the cousin added.


Le grappe sono due, spiegava Cimabue! came from the kitchen, followed by laughter. Liscio?


Apunto! shouted Hagenbusch.


Plato to Hermogenes27


As a messenger is just leaving for the city, I hasten to tell you the following. Artemisios, the doctor, says we'll soon have to lay Kratinos in his grave if we don't get our friend to go to the Amphiareion. Preferred therapy there, he assures me. To persuade him, I suggested to Kratinos that I would go with you, and we could talk about immortality there. By Apollo, he was willing! Let me know if you and Timon can be at the shrine in two days? I promise you something new. Send the message to my house. As always, be sure of my affection, my dearest!


Plato in his house


Master and friend! I too always thought that it was not proper for mortals to contemplate such things outside the holy place. We are not and never will be, but the gods are, and they founded a place in darkness. You know well what I am talking about! But I am a human being, and the subject therefore appeals to me as much as it repels me, but it tickles my vanity even more and the only remedy for this new evil that afflicts me will be the one you demand. You will soon realize that Hermogenes is coming! Tomorrow I'll leave early, so I can be there soon. But take my sister with you, you know her, she's ailing with body pain, then Meleagros, her young brother and mine, the one you once mocked at the market when he was about to kill himself there in revenge on someone who didn't return his love, Agathocles, whom you know well, for he was your pupil, you called him a fool. I bring him with me, he owes you his life, and, I said to him, perhaps he will have you to thank for his immortality, if only he would come with us to hear you. Your Hermogenes.


Plato to Dionysius


The day came when we arrived at the shrine, which was currently overcrowded with supplicants, the sick, their friends and relatives. Kratinos came towards us across the forecourt of the temple, supported by two of his disciples, and asked us, but in the best mood in the world, to excuse his weakness, to which we immediately replied that he should now bend down under the suffering and show it openly, so that the Heros might recognize it, but this prompted him to tell us his view of illness, and he said that it was the distance from God, and that he therefore always suppressed his illnesses because they were a consciousness, for only in this way could he come closer to God. Hermogenes comforted him and we accompanied our friend back to the Temenos, where we spoke to the priest, who knew us by reputation and seemed to be an exceptionally wise man and certainly amazed us in every respect. We were not allowed to enter the hall, so we settled down in the inn for the time being to rest thoroughly from the journey we had undertaken on foot. Kratinos remained in the Abaton, but always without success, but this did not worry the priest. In fact, the priest spoke to him and wished him patience, for one could not command the gods, and certainly not if one had spent one's life far away from them, as Kratinos had done, which Kratinos accepted for once with a smile, for he could not see why the priest should accuse him of this. If there are gods, he said to his helper, this too was certainly their plan, everything that happened to me! But the priest did not respond, and even told him that the gods had no plan that anyone did not already know, and that they had no purpose, as humans do. However, he said that they did have one purpose in mind, but he did not want to tell his friend so easily. Kratinos penetrated him with all his art of seduction, which had paved his way through the halls of the city, but this time he achieved nothing. A little later, when the sick man was brooding, stretched out on his couch with all the other sick people, the astonishing man came to him again and brought him a pebble. He then left without saying a word and did not answer Kratinos' questions.


Then, turning the stone to and fro, thinking about the rare game, the friend was suddenly overcome by a heavy sleep, and now the Heros appeared to him through the true door in the rock and gave him a branch from the oak tree; but at the same time, he took the pebble away. When our friend awoke, the priest told him that he would be healed if he thrust the branch into the ground so that it could take root. Kratinos then went outside the hall to do as he was told but realized that he was still holding the stone in his hand instead of the twig, so he returned to his place, perplexed. The priest asked him to start again and wished him patience. He slept on it for three hours, Kratinos reported, but without dream or sign, when he came out to us and was quite distraught. He sat down with Meleagros under a plane tree and was silent, then he sought me out and said that this pebble had taught him the world as it was, and he also said that nothing could be explained, because everything had its own way of being, but then he cursed Hermes again in the loudest voice, and everyone looked around at him and us until the priest came and stopped his friend. The man who was never at a loss for an explanation became as helpless as a child before a priest of Amphiaraus or Apollo, who taught him to be silent with nothing. I was, of course, delighted with these incidents, as they were exactly what I had intended to explain. Now Hermogenes came to me, and I began again to show him the Atopon, as I had done in another way in the Parmenides discussion. I told him that this was the navel of all existence, and that all roads led away from it, and all of them led nowhere or to immortality. (...)
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Are you saying there was a Zen master in this Asklepieion? My cousin smiled. Why not? Well, he didn't know, he grinned.


Plato believed we could only recognize and experience something because we already know it, from the perspective of ideas, pre-existentially seen. Knowledge is recollection.


Yes, the x's are all presupposed in Plato. As ideas, not as x. There is a precognitive vision if there is a cognitive one. The priest's stone merely proves this fact. Everything we say about it is only half of what it is, it is the precognitive and the cognitive in one, but only for the observer. This observer collides, so to speak, with the x, which thus divides itself into the precognitively experienced and the cognitively recognized, to immediately collapse into the unity of the one as the other, to collapse into the Quale. But x is not the Quale, and it is neither the idea nor the being. And that goes beyond Plato. It needs the priest, your Zen master, I smiled. Plato couldn't say that.


But Plato is there, he's behind us, leaning back in his chair and grinning, the cousin replied, waving at us and shouting: "Yay! Here I am, you haven't proved me wrong yet! Because you know nothing about this x. You just said it. It's just a crack into infinity, yes: into nothingness. There is only the precognitive, my idea, and the cognitive, the being of Aristotle, and yes, that's where your collapse is in the “Als” (the ‘as’). I must admit, but there is no x!


Hagenbusch, you're clever, I laugh. You don't even know how clever. But that would be instant Plato, as it were. But there is also the delayed Plato, through abstraction, or what is the same thing, through representation. The idea of the horse is what all horses have in common, and in this respect, it is not the precognitive aspect of the actual horse. The theory of ideas of the delayed Plato presupposes everything. Either there is a world behind the world, or everything is a representation in a neuronal network, which in turn presupposes the world in which this network exists. The delayed Plato is the dumber Plato, the clever one who shouts "yay!" is the instant Plato, but I doubt whether Plato could have done anything with him, unlike Epicurus.


I don't think the current Plato, my cousin, would have been stupid enough not to sit in that chair. But he would also know that that tear is the problem and that we can just as well tell him x.


Yes, you're right, I say wisely, and this is where Kaleidon comes in, Hagenbusch. The Kaleidon problem. Another one of mine from the early seventies. It drove me to the brink of madness back then. Neither the instant nor the delayed Plato will get us any further here.


Well, my dear cousin, we dined well and drank well!


And well thought, well said! I added and laughed.


And we must have thought of those who preceded us, the friend explained. Now let's get into the boat we got them all into! It's down in the harbor. I invite you to my palazzo near Stresa. The night is balmy, it will be a wonderful trip back, whereas Hemingway had to row in our direction to escape the Italians, but we are heading straight into their arms! 28


What the hell are you up to?" I asked, pleasantly surprised.


Let yourself be impressed, philosopher, her arms are gentle and her legs delicious, her kiss is fruity, and what we do with them is legend, my cousin, poetry, a gentle waltz over soft parquet, a hot tango in the middle of the night. Rejoice, for I have made provisions. Hagenbusch knows how to spoil his friends like Tiberius once did on Capri.


We both burst out laughing. Standing, Hagenbusch settles the bill, then we descend through the nocturnal chestnut forest, following a dark path and a few steps to the shore, where the boat is waiting in a small harbor roundabout, and on it the captain, with champagne and small, Andalusian-sweet delicacies.


The engine bubbles, then howls, and we are underway under the stars, bewitched by the smell of the lake teeming with fish - or not.





19 Putnam, H., Vernunft, Wahrheit und Geschichte, Suhrkamp, 1982


20 Derrida, J., Grammatologie, Suhrkamp, 1983


21 Feynman, R., Sie belieben wohl zu scherzen, Mr. Feynman! Piper, 2008


22 Venter, J., Leben aus dem Labor, S Fischer, 2013


23 According to Maturana and Braitenberg, but also Kant and Hegel.


24 Fröhlich, A.W., Kaleidon. Ein Dialog. 1976 (unpublished)


25 As far as I can see, this refers not only to Heisenberg, but also to the EPR experiment and Bell's theorem.


26 Quine, W.V.O., Wort und Gegenstand, Reclam, 1986


27 Fröhlich, A.W., Platon an Dionysius, Brief, ca. 1976 (unpublished)


28 Hemingway, E., In einem anderen Land, Rowohlt, 2015










6 The Kaleidon problem


1


A theory is a pretty sophisticated thing. It does not develop some complex, networked final form, but always follows the same algorithm, like a plant. Even the most complicated theory is quite simple when it applies. It consists of a single formula. But describing it is quite difficult if you don't have a flair for it; indeed, it often proves impossible. And then there is something else that Bohr discovered: The full truth always consists of two truths that complement each other. A theory of the universe - TOE, the Theory of Everything - would have to consist of two mutually exclusive formulas, in a logical space, of course, in which they are not contradictory but complementary. We have already guessed it: one of the two formulas would have to concern the subject, and that logical space would not be that of spacetime. Therefore, this TOE cannot be what physicists are still looking for today. What physicists can develop lacks the actual complement. Many physicists know or suspect this, like Shimon Malin, whom I will refer to frequently in this book when it comes to such questions in the context of an overall physical picture. 29


Stegmüller summarizes it as follows: "(...) a quantity [is] called T-theoretical if the determination of the values of this quantity is based on the assumption that there are successful applications of this theory".30 This specification introduced by Sneed overcomes the linguistic argument of Carnap and others that a distinction should be made between an observational and a scientific language. Sneed's variant has the advantage that a theory for which it is true that all T-theoretical propositions occur in the fundamental law of the structural core is irrefutable by empirical falsification à la Popper or otherwise. Stegmüller gives the example of Newton's law of F = m * a, where m and a are T-theoretical quantities. This law cannot be disproved by experiments. These T-theoretical quantities must be represented in empirical statements as variables with an existence quantifier. According to Ramsey, the entire empirical content of a theory must be represented in a single, monolithic statement.


This solution is based on a distinction between the fundamental law of a theory and the structural core, which can be extended by core extensions in the form of scientific hypotheses. Popper's conviction that a theory can only be falsified, and that this is the main scientific work31 , only refers to the core extensions, but is not the only criterion there. Carnap also believed that scientific hypotheses could also be proven inductively. Kuhn rejects both32 . If Popper alone were right, and if his falsification method applied to all statements and structures of a theory, then there would never be an irrefutable theory, everything would always be wrong.33 Also, the distinction between normal and extraordinary research would then be obsolete.


The fundamental law of the theory developed in this book is: Immanent: The Situational Law (Li) or the structure of the cosmos with the Q-collapse. Emanent: the Cosmic Ergon or the M-Loop-Termination with consciousness. Autile: @/(immanent as emanent). The T-theoretical entities are: O, S, Ergon (with its basic structure). A primary application is carried out in the circuit proof (see the corresponding table below). Areas of application are all sciences.


I believe that a theory is always based on a single formula, which does not necessarily have to be mathematical. This formula cannot be further divided. In relation to it, Sneed's law must apply (T-theoreticity of the quantities it contains). I would like to add that whenever a theory concerns the "whole", the "totality" or the "universe", the formal structure of symmetry, including complementarity, must be fulfilled. Its fundamental law must have the autile structure, otherwise it is incomplete, trivial or meaningless.


The Kaleidon dialog34 , which has already been quoted several times, gave me a first taste of this situation. I would like to introduce it by means of a thought experiment.


Let's look at the table in front of us and imagine that it is an empty surface, as white as anything and without any blemishes. We now want to form the world into this surface.


For the sake of simplicity, we will start by setting x. But I don't mean the x that we talked about in the previous chapter. Or at least not yet.


At first, it's just a marking. We use a pen to mark a large x anywhere on the table surface. This is what always happens first in such cases: A literally x-any place is highlighted - by us, as if we were God - it becomes the place par excellence. We usually call something like this an x. That fits purely graphically.


Let us now look at the snow-white, in our imagination infinite and unlimited surface in front of us and discover this x on it. What does our mind do now? It wanders around x and searches. It tries to relate x to something that is not there. There is only x and the white surface. We can now come up with the idea of naming the surface 'not-x', which would not necessarily be a wrong second placement. This non-x can itself be of type x, i.e. denote a place, a position, or - if we take the idea further - pretend to be a thing. Or it can be what we can call empty space. Then x would be in empty space. Otherwise, however, x would also somehow be opposite non-x, there would be no empty space, indeed no space at all on the table, which for us is infinite and unlimited. X and non-x border each other airtight, so to speak, and only this one border is anything at all. Seen in this way, it is the only one. A first gap in the '? We don't have a word for it, because before x was set, the surface of the table was, and for us it was as good as nothing (yet). So, a first crack in nothing? It separates x from non-x, whereby x was first, because we drew x and not non-x. So, it's not a simple crack after all, if we look at it more closely. The matter is already enormously difficult.


Non-x appears extended, it is infinite, but still limited against (and by) x. What is expansion for us here? A space that is not nothing, we could say. It seems to be a continuum. But how can something that consists of no structure be connected? It is pointless to talk about a continuum if there is nothing that can be connected. If there were such a thing, it could not be connected. Indeed, it would necessarily have to be discrete. As soon as something is connected, it is always separate from each other. Separated from each other to be connected. We are already back to Leibniz and co.


The original crack was the result of an impact, our impact, on the immaculate white of the tabletop. Everything that later resulted and will continue to result from this must now obviously replicate this original effect, even within itself, otherwise it can neither be extended nor delimited.


We wanted to bring the world onto the tabletop. Did we succeed? There was an initial setting - by us (we could also say by God) - and everything else practically arose automatically from that. This presents us with a new problem. Such a placement is either an action (we draw x on the tabletop) or a thought (we merely imagine it all). Both presuppose an agent, our own or that of a god. But such an agent belongs to the very world that we are developing! God and we are both of type x ourselves. This means that as soon as we say we or mean God, we are x. An x to which we later mysteriously give all the attributes we have at our disposal to fill the infinite hole into which the original creation threw us. But in a world that consists only of a tabletop and an x painted on it, where does a later being, a time, come from? God explains everything later, but only because we are first. But we are neither from God nor actually before in a world that knows no time, even though we ultimately claim this, as if the x on the tabletop had created us and not the other way round, we had created the x. Perhaps it is already clear here what role asymmetrical mirror processes play when we develop a - literally any - theory of the world. But what is an asymmetrical mirror process?


Let's step back from the table for a moment! What has happened here? We thought that the basic structure of the world was based on a distinction between x and non-x, between discretion and continuum, between place and space, between a setting and the setting itself, between a point and a vector, or however we want to summarize the matter in a picture. But now we see that none of this would have happened if we hadn't existed. At least something of us must have ever existed.


The developed structure does not exist without consciousness: not without cognition, not without the feeling that something is, more precisely: not without a silent outcry when x appeared to us, which we anticipated when our hand drew it on the table. Every positing of the world - even if it is merely an x- already presupposes it.


Somewhere at the very beginning there is a kind of flash, it happens around the setting x. Just as the pen makes a mark on the empty white surface when it writes x, there is a flash in us when the mark is created. But not in us as a person, because we are not yet one. We are only the tip of the pen, the stain that appears, and that flashes. When we say placatingly: Yes, of course, that was me. I painted the x that I wanted to paint with my hand after I saw the white surface, then that is already something that presupposes the whole theory that we are only just beginning to develop.


Every theory of the world is reducible to a speck - x, the object - and a consciousness - me, the subject - that are simultaneously and inseparably connected. We realize this for a baby, but it doesn't change, it stays that way, even if we find it outrageous.
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This brings us back to the problem of realism. The things out there only exist if I relate to them in terms of ideas. It can be reduced to the following minimal formula:


Outside is not without inside - and vice versa. I use the symbol @ for this and use it to denote the fundamental inclusion or autility: @ / (outside as inside)


This is the basic form of every theory about the world. Ultimately, this is Bohr's triumph. Complementarity is one of the basic characteristics of every closed theory. And it is symmetrical, as we shall see.


I first developed this idea in Kaleidon in 1970. I asked myself, what happens when there is something? This something is different from what is around it. I called it isolated at the time. X is isolated from non-x as soon as x is. Of course, I wasn't interested in just any x, but in the first x. So, the question seemed to be: What does it mean if there is anything at all? The point was that there must be a first positing of x, in the sea of night-black indifference, so to speak. During the darkness of what neither is nor is not, something suddenly lights up: x! So, if x is, is everything else around it also? First, it seems that x has isolated itself from the dark rest, and nothing else. But this remainder has not been isolated from x, only the reverse is the case. And if only x is, as what I called a proposition, a thesis, even an axiom within the framework of every further development, then the dark surrounding it is what? A thesis, a proposition too? No, certainly not. And what is isolation? Does x isolate itself from the dark rest, or is isolating itself a thesis like x? Certainly not, because how would they isolate each other if that were the case? And how does the dark remainder isolate itself from x? If it were isolated from x, it would also be a thesis, a positing like x, but this remainder does not seem to be so. The formation of such theses seems to be impossible as soon as we understand them as a process. Such a process would presuppose many other things that do not yet exist at such an early stage in the universe35 . The only thing that can be said is that x sets itself, and that we as recognizers cannot set anything, even though we pretend that we can. It seems as if we can form theses and develop a space of theses, but in reality, every thesis forms itself, and it is always necessarily the primal thesis, which I have called Archethesis. Theses form themselves, but this is only possible if what I called the topic is already predetermined. I wrote: "Now a thesis that forms itself is different from the Other, but the Other is not different from it. But since through the thesis the other becomes the antithesis, etc., let us assume: Isolating is an achievement of every thesis (every topic). Now follows: Theses are not formed, they already are. Now isolating first brings the other to light, but before it can be isolated, the “what” must be known (there must be a topic). Accordingly, the theses are predetermined in man, he does not form them." 36


It is true that the objective can be separated from the subjective, but only in such a way that the two occur in pairs. To claim with Descartes that mind and matter are two separate principles goes too far here.37 In principle, Jaspers also goes too far when he speaks of the subject-object split, as this can only ever exist as a subject-object pairing.38 All this already appears quite clearly in the Kaleidon. This pairing is again what I symbolize with @.


In the Kaleidon Dialogue, the beginnings of which date back to my eighteenth year, I developed my first, self-contained theory of the world. Unlike later, however, I did not yet recognize the actual problem with it, and I was in the best of company. This problem - which is a mechanism - is hardly ever recognized. The failure of isolation in the Kaleidon as an activity ultimately even has to do with insights that, for example, committed Quine to holism.39


Today and in this book, I call the mechanism Situation or transformation. It will be discussed in detail later. In other words, I did not yet see my theory as such before me and therefore did not recognize what it could be reduced to if you like.


The Kaleidon problem is the dilemma of philosophy. The problem that Kaleidon and Scipio faced in my dialog can basically be reduced to the following antinomy:


If x, then -x.


(x and (theory of x)) → -x


(-x and (theory of -x))→ x


The cosmos cannot be thought or recognized without contradiction. The contradiction that arises at the end lies in the basics of cognition. Holism of any kind is impossible without contradiction. X is not completely analytical - if there is anything analytical at all, there always remains a residue that continuously undoes what we think.40


Quine's inscrutability of reference, his indeterminacy of translation and his underdetermination of theory are an expression of this basic fact.


This all looks like a final justification for realism, or naturalism: x exists, or x is real. Or expressed with a quantifier: There is an x for which [...].


But this is a deception. Realism cannot be secured in principle. It would be a petitio principii in any case. The problem is fundamental. It can only be represented, take on a form: that of the Situation.


Because this is and remains the case, all philosophical penetration is ultimately doomed to failure. Instead, we must embark on a completely different, new examination of x.


This is what I am trying to open in this book. To put it ironically, you could describe it like this: This book opens a new casino for thinking, and I am the first croupier in it.


Well, my dear, isn't that perhaps the most abstract version of the immaculate conception? my cousin said maliciously, stretched out on his bath towel next to the wonderful swimming pool in the park of the old palace high above the lakeside road and the shimmering lake. I think there is a bloodstain on the white linen of the maiden's bed. At first it looked as if it had been caused by penetration, you drew a cross. But then the linen stained itself when the spirit entered, and blood flowed. The virgin is pregnant with the world, but no one had mounted her. It made itself, of itself, by itself and for itself. Aha! I see, we only pretend to penetrate, but penetrating, it arises entirely of itself, and indeed, we would pass the paternity test unscathed. The child is not ours. Very good, very nice!


A fine wind blew up from the lake and rippled the otherwise immaculate surface of the pool, and the palm trees and chestnut trees rustled softly.


Sergio! Hagenbusch called out and sat up, brushed his mane out of his face and motioned for the servant to come closer. You were a priest, weren't you, Sergio? Tell me, can it be that the world is the result of an immaculate conception?


Excuse me? I don't understand...


Who makes the world, us or God?


God, of course, Signore.


And how does he do that? Hagenbusch looked at the middle-aged man with amusement.


He created it with everything in it, he replied.


Yes, we know that, but how did he do it?


Oh, that! Well, he made them, he created them, out of nothing. Out of nothing.


And my backside pressing on the tiles, who does that? Do I do that, or is it part of creation?


Oh, Signore, the things you don't ask! Sergio smiled. I think, since it's your backside, you do it, but it's anticipated as a possibility, your backside is also part of creation, so it’s touching the ground is also part of it.


Thank you, Sergio! It was wise of me to hire you. Please bring us that part of creation called the pool bar! After all, it too is one of the possibilities that are anticipated, isn't it? If so, let us not stand back, but let it work, in humility, Sergio, in humility! Bring it to us in humility so that it may work!


I laugh, and Sergio, too, pulls away with an amused expression on his face. You're priceless, my cousin, a fraud, I shout.


Be humble! I am only one of the possibilities of creation, I am anticipated and immaculately created, he replied.


Our roaring laughter could be heard throughout the park, like the rattling of the iron wheels and the clinking of the bottles of the serving boy that Sergio pushed along the flagstone path. Ecco Signore, il Bar!


God be praised! said Hagenbusch and made a gesture of blessing. You see, you're more Catholic than you think. What will it be? A good whisky, a drink? Or would you prefer a glass of ice-cold Prosecco with olives?


To be honest, I'd prefer a cold beer right now, I replied.


Una birra! Ma, certo! laughed the cousin and opened the icebox in the lower part of the car. There it is! Anticipated and untainted. A possibility that is now becoming a reality. Let us rejoice, my cousin, in creation! How God called so wonderfully, as one of his possibilities: Skol!


Skol! I echoed, twisted the cap off the neck of the bottle and drank.


Where are the women? Hagenbusch asked, as if he suddenly remembered them.


Shopping, I meant. They left two hours ago.


And how was it last night? Hot tango on spotless linen? I hope you were all man, and not too short! Or to put it another way, how was your encounter with the Archethesis?


Rhythmic, my cousin, rhythmic she was. I shook my head with a laugh.


Hagenbusch ate capers and worked on his smartphone at the same time. What you need, my dear friend, is not a billion, what you need is Colmann, he said, lost in thought, while tapping the smartphone with the thumb of his left hand. I'm writing to him right now to ask him to plant a little garden for you and grow a few billions. Or do you have something against it? The guy is worth his weight in gold, you know that.


Ohh, pffff, no! I could use a little garden like that, I said and laughed.


The guy is so good that in three years your little million will become a little billion. Just don't disturb him! Keep your paws off, let the magician work and don't look too closely at what he's taking for himself. We are gentlemen. Rhythmic, did you say? To the beat of knowledge? In the pulse of experience?


I laughed and said that Whitehead would be turning in his grave if he knew what kind of jokes we were playing.


He's dead, my cousin, he's dead, and soon we will be too! What could be more beautiful than the pulse of experience? In a fragrant bed, as wide as a road and as soft as a plum, and in an archetype that only God can create? Freud was right, my dear, all art and culture is sublimated sexuality, whose unsub-limated form redeems us. Is it not the case that all this philosophizing can only lead to us standing in front of the same gate as with every orgasm? So, what can we find? The Zen masters call it the breakthrough. Skol!


Good heavens, in your world everything is intelligent, beautiful, true and free, I exclaimed. How do you do that?


I am who I dare to be. I never hesitate, he replied, almost bored. And you?


I hesitate, I said.


You should forget about that, he said, otherwise you'll remain a latecomer and Nietzsche will laugh in your face.
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7 Aristotle's Ergon in the Turing test


1


At the time, I derived my own term Ergon - as I use it in the main part of this book - onomatopoeically from organ to connect it with this term, but also to distinguish it from it. Ergon and organ should form a pair and only make sense as such. My constructivist core theory shows what was meant by this and should not be explained here in advance.


My Ergon therefore initially has nothing to do with Aristotle's41 . However, a closer look reveals that there is an unexpected and significant relationship between the two terms. The ancient Greek word means the essential task inherent in a thing. For Aristotle, the question of the Ergon of man was answered in the context of the ethical concept of the good. The Ergon of man, in contrast to that of the animal or the plant, was to be rationally - in a fundamental sense logically - active.


Then as now, it was generally believed that the basic riddle of the world, the question of what is, could be solved at some point through semantic analysis. Aristotle, for example, believed that he could determine the Ergon of man by comparing him with plants and animals and that he could reach a conclusion based on the specific difference. Intuition told him that there must be such a thing as an Ergon, and his mind provided him with a clever answer in the conventional way, by proceeding like a botanist or a physicist, looking at the matter more closely and more precisely, breaking it down and abstracting it, but always maintaining the large semantic arc. Every step of the analysis had to make sense in his mind. This is still the way philosophers - and most cybernetic scientists as well - approach the problem today. The result is what I called an immanentism solution in my 1984 theory, something traditionally referred to as idealism.42


The problem with such solutions is that they are unsuitable if you want to use them to try and recreate the human being. The immanentism solution already presupposes what needs to be built. Thus, such approaches usually lead to representationalism, to depicting reality merely in and through something.


Of course, Aristotle did not ask himself in his time how man could be recreated in a constructivist way, but only by posing the problem in this way would it have been theoretically possible for him to find something like his Ergon. His question was not, what do I have to do so that an artificial being looks like a human being, acts like a human being, thinks, and speaks like a human being and can no longer be distinguished from a natural human being? He therefore did not ask himself the question of a creator god, because at that time - apart from in Canaan - such a thing did not occur to anyone.


But this is precisely the question that should have been asked. Only someone can claim to have found the Ergon of the human being who can imitate a human being in such a deceptively similar way that no one can distinguish him from the latter. Conversely, those who try to do so recognize that they could only ever define the human being in this way anyway, namely by being indistinguishable from other human beings.


What appears to him as essence is the completion of an illusion. Just as the continuum is the impossibility of (further) division. However, anyone who, like us, attempts to reproduce the human being reaches a semantic limit. It is not what we imagine a human being to be (theories about his biotechnical functioning), but what can awaken our imagination when we interact with him. That is not the same thing. In between is the abyss of the inscrutable.


Not having recognized this, or not having recognized it with the necessary clarity, is the warning sign of previous efforts to create intelligent systems in computer technology and robotics. If you take a closer look, all previous efforts - however ingenious they may seem and however technically successful they may be - lack the correct setting between man and machine, which creates the division of tasks without which everything is in vain.


Aristotle could not yet recognize this step as such, as feasible and as necessary. What he must be forgiven for, however, is the fault of current thinkers. They are not doing their job.


Philosophy proves to be a technically premature preoccupation with the primal object of all investigation par excellence, the human being. I remember hearing this once from Marvin Minsky, who despised philosophers, yet he remained trapped in the same error, which he was unable to recognize as such. He obviously had the right intuition, but his reason (Greeks would say his logos) was not enough to find the entrance to the labyrinth of the setting. He thought he had found what he was looking for in his theories, but this was wrong.43 This book also provides an answer to Aristotle's question about the Ergon of man, without that being my initial intention.


In terms of content, one of the essential foundations was laid in 1991, when I developed the core theory under the title "Plastware - das Spiel der Spiegel", which forms the main part of this book and is discussed and commented on sufficiently, which was not yet the case in the original.44


In the meantime, I have gone further and completed the then incomplete work, published in 1996, on a point that was not yet manageable at the time. This was the theory of inclusion, which theoretically formulated what I called the Great Game - or more precisely, its fourth round. I only fully realized that I had already provided myself with a theory in 1984, but in 1991 I still considered it too metaphysical to be reconciled with ergonomic systems. I was wrong on this point, as this approach turned out to be the last building block that I still needed.


Even in its current form, my theory is still unfinished. It will have to remain so. Further progress would require research projects that are impossible for me.


I'm not sure whether it would be ethically justifiable to implement my theory technically. I wrote: "In view of what humans do, you have to be skeptical. For me, the only decisive factor is that I was able to prove that such beings are conceivable. In principle, they are feasible, but not with today's means. Perhaps in a hundred years it will be possible to start building ES (Ergon systems), assuming the framework conditions are still the same then, which is highly unlikely. The book solves my own problem with this world, it is my philosophy, it is what I thought I could say about the world if I wanted to take questioning to the extreme. I had to take it to the extreme because I felt this urge inside me that I was never able to avoid. It was like an assignment that I had to fulfill to calm down. Is that me? Of course not. My theory was initially just a mind game to me: "Neither philosophy nor science and no statement about real biological systems, even if I occasionally pretend that we are investigating them".45
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Of great importance to me was Braitenberg's little book Künstliche Wesen46 , whose bold approach gave me the idea of a game with vehicles. However - and this was the decisive idea - these should not contain any situational semantics, but function as mere mirrors. I wanted to bring them together to form complex entities and see how far I could get with them.


Braitenberg's little masterpiece encouraged me to focus my own thoughts on a specific setting, on a game. This freed me from the compulsion to come up with a finished system, for which I had prepared many folders full of text sketches between 1985-91. Now a system was also created, but it turned out to be so different from anything I had hoped for up to that point that it bordered on a miracle, and in a certain sense it was finished. The theory of the Ergon systems was created in less than six weeks, its core in less than three. The drawings contained in this book are the original drawings of this original version from 1991 and are indispensable for understanding it.


A universe of an unusual kind emerged. Zen wisdom applies here:


We fell apart many thousands of kalpas ago, but we were not separated for a moment. We look at each other all day long, but we have never met.47


For twenty years afterwards, I was unable to work on popularizing my theory, which I wanted to do by paraphrasing it, because I felt that I would not be able to describe it in a way that anyone could understand. I knew from the outset that I could not develop and write it in the formal language of the scientific fields it touched on. It could only be developed successfully if I took nothing into consideration, least of all existing formal conceptual systems. For in them lies a limitation that makes such a project unfeasible.


In 1991, I was in a state of agonizing, mental despair, with unfruitful attempts to approach the basic problem (which filled several folders and might have been mistaken for theory by others), so that I finally gave up all resistance to what wanted to come out of nowhere. At this moment of zero, I remember it well, I went for a walk on the North Sea, it was windy, the waves broke with a roar and left a wide strip of spray and seaweed on the beach. Then I remembered what I had to do. I hurried back to my room, which I hardly left for three weeks. I wrote standing up, sitting down, on scraps of paper and on the Macintosh, almost without interruption, with very little sleep, listening to opera music and drinking port wine. Since I was alone, nobody bothered me.


Six hundred manuscript pages and over a hundred complex graphics were produced in six weeks. The text, which was corrected and completed in the same year, was around three hundred pages long. After some hesitation, I sent the manuscript to Valentin Braitenberg in Tübingen. He found it so interesting that he suggested I rewrite my theory in a written exam using conventional scientific language to understand it completely. At the same time, however, he also recommended that I publish it unchanged.


But it didn't come to that, a new version had to mean for me at the time, so I was rightly afraid of leaving the working life that I had only entered years ago after a few difficulties. It had given me the financial independence I had longed for, which I didn't want to jeopardize again. I was also afraid of not being up to the task and possibly agreeing to a reformulation that would falsify the theory. I wasn't sure I could prevent it and wasn't yet ready to approach the matter with a certain inner distance and engage in a collective thought process. I should have been truly brilliant at communicating thought processes. The Braitenberg reformulation project was too difficult for me at the time.
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8 To be or to become?


1


The fact that the speed of light is a constant was already apparent from the Michelson-Morley experiment of 1866 and followed from Maxwell's theory. Einstein concluded that if Maxwell's equations apply equally in all reference systems with constant speed, then c has a constant value that is invariant to the reference system. The principle of relativity, that it is impossible to determine who is at rest and who is in motion, makes c a constant.


Einstein defined two events that take place at the same distance from the observer as being simultaneous. There is therefore no (or only a very specific) real world at time t. Simultaneity itself proves to be relative. Malin demonstrates this with a thought experiment.48


It was raining that morning. Reality looked hazy and a little sad through the high windows of the dining room. The tapping of the ice cream echoed on the draped walls. Spoons tinkled, every now and then there was a slurp, a shift of chairs, someone went to the breakfast buffet, poured a fruit juice into a glass, or exchanged a few words with Sergio, who then disappeared, only to return shortly afterwards with what he had requested.


Hagenbusch sat there and pondered, his large face wrinkled, and his hair slicked back. The girl sitting next to him, barely twenty years old and drinking coffee, looked exhausted, a young, deep brown beauty he had brought with him from Mauritania, one of his mistresses who lived with him in a princely manner. He didn't control them, they all did what they wanted, but they were devoted to him, even if not necessarily faithful.


Tu vas bien, ma chèrissime? he asked her and didn't seem to care about her answer. She looked at me meaningfully with her big, nut-brown eyes and continued to drink from her large cup.


Tu vas aller à Milan aujourd'hui, he told her in the tone of a patriarch, chez Olivia. La collection vient d'être terminée.


Aujourd'hui? she asked, somewhat disappointed. Her reluctance was clear to see.


Mario va vous conduire. Ginetta will accompany you. Le casting est à une Heure, il ne le faut pas rater. Surtout pas! En plus, il pleut. You want to do something here? You're not going to.


She looked at him, then they kissed. She pressed her lips wide against his mouth. Vas-y! he whispered, il ne faut pas manquer cette occasion.


Je t'aime, she said, stroking his hair, then she got up, stood behind him briefly and took his head between her breasts, smiling. I watched this scene in amazement at first, then I had to smile too.


Et vous? Vous discutez toute la journée? she asked mockingly.


Eh bien oui, s'il le faudra, Hagenbusch replied and gave her a hug. Nous avons des cerveaux, ma belle.


Her laughter sounded liberating, suddenly the dark, huge room brightened, rays of sunshine fell through the windows, it stopped raining. C'est ça ton cerveau, she said and reached between his legs.


Hagenbusch gave her a slap on the butt. Vas-y, tu vas être tard!


You could hear the dripping of the trees and the blinds after the rain had stopped, the sweet smell of citrus fruits and exotic plants wafted through the open windows from the park, as heavy as a perfume.


Sergio cleared up and we went to our rooms to get dressed. We hadn't agreed anything, but soon we were sitting in the lounge. There was an old record player and a pile of slightly scratched records. I had picked up a recording by Glenn Gould, the Goldberg Variations, which I hadn't heard for at least twenty years, neither by Gould nor by any other pianist. I wanted to play it, at least for five minutes, just to let that sunken world of Bach resound, creating the emotional pain in me that I was longing for right now.


It was wonderful. Golden temple of art, ancient cedar beams, sweet bread in the oven. Truth, clarity, justice, freedom and humility. Everything upright, nothing bent. Sublimity without affect. Glass in the light.


My pain was immense, as if I were remembering my father and mother who had long since gone home. Man possessed something overwhelming in this music, and he has lost it. The fool!


My cousin stood at the window and smoked a cigar. He rarely did that, in fact hardly ever anymore, even he had become a non-smoker. As if he realized what I was thinking, he stubbed it out in the ashtray on the windowsill.


Augustine, he said in passing, seems to have been the first serious thinker to include God in his calculations. He noted that time must have come into being at the same time as creation.


God is timeless, I agreed.


When he created the world, Hagenbusch said, he also created the time of the world.


There was never a time when God did nothing, says Shimon Malin49 . Past, future and present are creations of the human mind, but for God there is no such distinction. For God, reality is not divisible in time.


God is the concept that relativizes everything else, Hagenbusch emphasized. Plato and philosophy did not have such a concept until then, apart from Epicurus, of course, who sees everything relative to the moment that has just been experienced.50 This moment of experience takes on the position of God, as it were. That is why he could not regard death as anything, because, he thought, if Epicurus was, death was not, and when death was, Epicurus would no longer be, so there was no overlap and therefore no need to deal with death, which is an empty word. This is just as radical a position as Augustine's.


And in principle a theory of relativity, I added. For Einstein, reality cannot be demonstrated by proving the simultaneity of events. For him, all events in the past, future and present are equally real. The past is determined, and if everything is equally real, the future must also be determined.


Hm, grumbled Hagenbusch. But it seems to me that there is an objection to that. Everything is only determined for God! Determinacy is not an attribute of the physical, insofar as it is for an observer. There can be no physical theory that eliminates chance, except for God. This means that x can never be absolutely determined or absolutely observed, but this should be possible if Einstein were right. The future differs from the past precisely in that it cannot be observed and is therefore not real, i.e. it does not exist in the present. For the observer, the present itself must contain both the determinism of the past and the randomness of the future at the same time.


So, Einstein's mistake must have been, I thought, if you are right, that he must have believed that God's world could ultimately be observed by us, and is in fact observed, that complete certainty must be demonstrable, or even is demonstrated.


If he had been right, Hagenbusch smiled, he would have come up with a theory. It would have been easy for him: He would have been God.


The hallmark of a theory of the real must be the opposite of this, I summarized. It must be a theory that identifies chance in the determinate and the determinate in chance, reciprocally. It must be situational, at the same time infinitesimal and paradoxical through the leap - or as I say: autile -, must correspond to a conscious event, must immediately demonstrate form and completeness, or be evident in Heisenberg's sense51 . Bohr's complementarity is what must characterize a theory that is put forward by beings who are not gods precisely when Einstein is right, and everything is deterministic for God.


Hagenbusch had sat down and was drinking tea, which Sergio brought us while we talked. I had taken Glenn Gould off the plate and put it back on the pile.


My theory contains both points of view, I said to him. God's position corresponds to parallelism (or metachronicity, qua his existence in configuration space). It cannot be grasped, cannot be interpreted, is not in the sense of what exists as soon as x is. Bohr's position, on the other hand, is complementarism, represented in my theory in the cosmic setting S-ES (subject-Ergon system). Parallelism or metachronicity are not objects, but they are the precondition (past) and consequence (future) of the object. Einstein's complete determinism is in the same sense a precondition and the future of complementary physics, the quantum mechanical setting.


Heisenberg describes the indispensable, instantaneous insight (or evidence, one can also call it the Quale) in every form of cognition as follows: "The origin of cognition is a transcendental experience, an intuitive insight that is incompatible with the workings of the ordinary, dualistic mind of opposites and distinctions. The formulation of insight occurs when this ordinary, dualistic mind meets intuition and does its best to put intuition into words and symbols in a dualistic way."52 .


Heisenberg is expressing something here that is excluded, denied, even hushed up in practically all academic debates about cognition, perception, feeling and experience. In my opinion, even Wittgenstein seems not to have been understood, as he remarked - and he was not alone in this - that any description of an apple, however good, must still be a description of the apple if it is to be correct53 .


The evident is the obvious, the revelatory, that which - to paraphrase Heidegger - is at the same time hidden and revealed in the aletheia54 . The Quale. The evident, for its part, needs no proof; it is itself the immediacy of knowing that it is so and not otherwise. Evidence is the point of presence. What Heisenberg means is that thinking, philosophizing, science itself can only ever try to "put into words and symbols" what is evident as precisely as possible. But knowledge is not what is put into words and symbols, that is the problem. Twentieth-century science is a dance around the evidence, around the Quale, to avoid having to place both at the center, even though they are always at the center of all efforts. There is a reason for this. Centering science around evidence makes it metaphysics in the sense of those idealisms that were adopted from the nineteenth century and sought to overcome.


On the other hand, it is this dance of avoidance that cores science. Only in quantum physics was this recognized, only there was the evidence brought in, in an unmetaphysical way that was and remains scandalous. It found its place in Dirac's dictum of choice55 , which nature makes when the quantum state collapses. Nature "chooses" in real time what we believe was already there beforehand. This thinking, brought to the point, is not metaphysical because it remains physical.


The quantum physics debate is significant for me because it undertakes within physics what I, in turn, allow to become physics (in the ancient Greek sense) in a different way within the framework of my own theory. I also try to reject metaphysics, which must succeed, otherwise all is lost. You can tell who understands - and who doesn't - by whether someone knows how to avoid the metaphysical turn without at the same time overturning Heisenberg's evidence - the key point of which he called intuition.


When Malin writes about the electron in a measurement situation: "On the one hand, our description refers to a quantity that is isolated and therefore inaccessible. On the other hand, it is only because it is isolated that we can describe it separately from the rest of the universe"56 , this is the quantum physics equivalent of the Kaleidon problem. I only realized this when I started to deal with the Bohr-Einstein debate in recent years, as far as it is possible for a non-physicist.


Malin describes two situations that are mutually exclusive: Either you measure the electron - or you leave it alone. An initially banal juxtaposition. "We are not in a position to describe the electron itself, as there is no boundary between it and the measuring apparatus. In the second case, we can describe the electron, but this description is abstract. It cannot be verified because it refers to a quantity that is not observed."57


This is the Kaleidon problem. If the Archethesis is isolated, it is inaccessible. Any description of it is abstract. If we interfere, however, everything arises at the same time, the cosmos isolates itself in myriads of theses. By thinking or acting, we pretend that there are theses, but in reality, there is only the Archethesis, and it creates itself at the cost of leaving us behind. This sums up the problem I faced at the age of eighteen.
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At the time, I knew nothing about the problems of understanding quantum mechanics; apart from half a dialog by Cicero, I had only read part of Plato's Parmenides, nothing more. But my very first philosophical work took me to where science ends. But I didn't know that at the time. I thought it was my own failure. I couldn't discuss it with anyone, there was no one who would have recognized the catastrophic nature of the matter, I was quite sure of that. I had to solve everything all by myself. From the very beginning, it was a kind of inner mission that separated me from any life that others lived next to me. Nobody understood why I was so different, why the usual wasn't enough for me. And at the same time, no one understood why I couldn't make my inner mission my profession. That would have been just as impossible.


Bohr's solution was of course clever, as clever as only a genius can be. For one thing, as Malin aptly points out, there is complementarity between different measurements and thus settings (which is known in relation to the uncertainty principle), but this complementarity alone is not what most people believe. Bohr also places the Kaleidon problem in the same context. "(...) the other type concerns the complementarity between the description of a system while it is subject to a measurement process and the description of an isolated system."58 Bohr realized that the structural element of complementarity can only have a specific application (case 1, where one measures properties that are complementary) if it also has a general meaning (case 2, where one contrasts measurement with non-measurement).


In my opinion, this stems from the fact that Bohr wants to conclude something with his conceptualization. He wants to short-circuit a potentially infinite state of affairs with itself in such a way that finiteness arises, but which also contains infinity.59 He wants to grasp totality.60 He strives for what I call autility: the problem should be given a face, it should be able to be seen as such, it should be an image. Autility, however, is always a paradox in relation to theory. Most scientists are hunters of the infinitesimal, they reduce the problem by multiplying it at the same time, until they can no longer do so. Then they invent something to close the gap. The genius, on the other hand, gets into the picture much earlier61 and recognizes the systematic nature of the gap, making it a building block of the theory without obstructing it with an arbitrary invention, as this always proves to be an illusion in the end.


Malin then tries to do Bohr even more justice. Bohr's concern was to describe nature as the description of the poles of our experiences. Malin then develops the subject-object dynamic in such a way that he can show "(...) that the dividing line between subject and object is fluid."62 He states: "In the case of quantum measurements, the measuring apparatus can be assigned to the subjective pole of the experimenter, and the measured system to the objective pole. But here, too, the dividing line between the measured system and the measuring apparatus is variable."63 He summarizes Bohr's intention as follows: "According to Bohr, a 'description of nature' should be a representation of all events that can take place between the poles of perception and measurement, which are distinguished as objective and subjective." 64


In principle, this is a possible explanation of the range of performance of the Cosmic Ergon S-ES, which I use as a setting in the main part of this book. This is where quantum physics meets it directly and the two merge. That is why it is justified for me to deal with the interpretation of quantum physics in many places in this book, even as a non-physicist.


In principle, quantum physics does the same thing, only it investigates the particle world (an expression that is wrong) by opening up matter, while I open the black box - the systematic gap - without a detour via physics and reveal the mirror in which the quantum state event of the collapse corresponds to the (subjective) evidence. In anticipation of the complex relationships, it should be noted that in my ES theory, the quantum event corresponds to the establishment of subject inclusion through the termination of a so-called Möbius loop in the ES (Ergon system).65 At this point, this must still be completely incomprehensible, I said as I watched Hagenbusch sipping his tea and he could see that my mind was somewhere else entirely.


Watch! he said, and laid seven playing cards on the table, all face up. This is the world, and now tell me what it's made of!


At least not from these seven cards, I thought, glad that he gave my thoughts a concrete twist, as if he had guessed them.


From what else?


Also from their arrangement, for example, I said.


Hagenbusch arbitrarily pushed the cards across the table and destroyed their order. And now?


The same, I replied.


Now he turned some of them over so that you could see which cards they were.


The same, I said again.


You're a tough nut to crack, my dear! He laughed and waited.


If the world that Hagenbusch created consists of these seven cards, then it also consists of their entirety, their arrangement, their meaning, the gaps between them, the base on which they lie, the hand that shuffles them, that pushes them around, puts them down and takes them away, the time in which all this happens and the observer who witnesses it and for whom it is what it appears to be.


Good, smiled my cousin, good!


And it also consists of the edge opposite everything else, I added, although this cannot be determined exactly. Do the gaps between the cards all belong to the world, or are some, those bordering the open space around the cards, no longer or no longer entirely part of the world? We do not know. It cannot be determined.


My dear swan! Enormous! Hagenbusch leaned back in his chair. Then I'll ask you the next question: what exactly does atomism do?


That's a damn good question, a very good question. I mean, it doesn't do what it claims to do, at least that's what you can say.


So it has never been the solution to the riddle of the world from the very beginning?


No, it never was, even though that seems strange to us at first. It is not really a solution at all, but it is part of a solution that we do not yet know. After all, your world also consists of the seven atoms if you like.


Hm! So can the world that God created consist of hadrons, fermions, gluons, Higgs particles, strings and so on? I don't know much about it, but there are now quite a few of these things, as well as supposedly four forces at work, if I'm not mistaken. This reminds me of the four elements of the Greeks and amuses me a little, which I can hardly blame myself for. Even Empedocles had fun with it and invented two more elements, love, and hate, i.e. the gluon and its counterpart, as it were. Splendid science, isn't it? Tell me, where is the progress?


There is none, except for the instruments.


Then let's keep popping! Because I'm not interested in his instruments. Hagenbusch stood up. You're fucked, dear cousin, or rather, your theorists and scientists are.


And there is another problem, which has recently been addressed by Unger and Smolin, among others66 , I'll double down. The rules used to describe the internals of a system cannot be applied to something outside of which there is nothing. The question of what the world consists of cannot be answered in a conventional way, because otherwise we would also have to practice an external view that does not exist.


So, it's about explaining something to yourself - completely, isn't it? said Hagenbusch. Radically, completely. Or in other words, there is an exclusively relational-relative thing that must be given an absolute explanation to be exclusively relational-relative. Thank God, carissimo, there is God. God is this explanation, in other words: this explanation has been called God for thousands of years.


A proof of God?


Indeed, that's what it's beginning to look like, smiled the cousin. And you know what problems I have with HIM! He sighs and pours himself a whisky. He loves me, I know it, but I'm not gay enough yet to reciprocate that love.
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Bohr, for his part, escapes the metaphysical turn. "Bohr recognizes that man has a need for a description, a need to find 'the right words'. However, by pointing out that the description of an isolated system is 'abstract' [author's note: the description of Archethesis in the sense of the Kaleidon problem], he distances himself from the ontological idea according to which such a description represents a concrete image of real nature. 'There is no quantum world', Bohr claimed. 'There is only an abstract quantum description'."67 In the terminology of the Kaleidon Dialogue, I would have to rephrase it like this: There is no Archethesis, there is only an abstract description of it (or an acting as if). We act as if we know something and not nothing. But this is only valid knowledge in the bracket of the complementarity that Bohr claims for physics.


Malin extends the scope of complementarity to all areas, and rightly so. He writes: "The 'thingness' of all objects, including tables and chairs, i.e. their substance-attribute description, is in principle only an approximation; it does not stand up to scrutiny. If we really want to describe an object accurately, we always end up at a point where we realize that the properties are not only attributable to the object, but to the 'whole phenomenon' (i.e. the object and the measuring apparatus)." 68


There is no object O that does not merge into an inclusion series (@) (((O as S) as O) as S); ... The quantum mechanical considerations thus coincide with the findings of my theory of the cosmic Ergon. The structure is the same.


The discussion of the double-slit experiment also has an ambivalent outcome. "Every single electron that passes through the double slit leaves a dot somewhere on the screen, as if it were a particle. It seems as if a single electron illustrates the particle aspect, but the joint behavior of many electrons illustrates the wave aspect."69 The sentence: "This combination of order and chance is characteristic of statistical events" is not as simple as it sounds, nor is it entirely accurate. The experiment that Malin describes70 is the classical one, but it indicates a possible defect in the quantum mechanical discussion. It does not necessarily seem to give what quantum mechanics usually claims. It is not the case that the electron (the particle of matter) is real at launch and at impact, but merely potential in between (as a wave phenomenon of its probability). The experiment can be paraphrased - mutatis mutandis - with a simple shower. Water only consists of drops (which would correspond to the particle) if something produces these drops. So the world only consists of things if something produces them. And that is the cosmic Ergon, or in this case the quantum mechanical experimental facility. The thing is in the ES by termination of subject inclusion. In a shower in which the shower head contains two holes, a similar interference pattern to the double-slit experiment is produced when water is allowed to shoot through it at a high enough velocity. In addition, to be sure that we have already shot drops, we can install a drop-producing device behind the shower head, which is shot onto the perforated disk. So, what is a drop of water? The one that splashes on my skin at the point marked x? Yes, but water does not simply consist of drops, as everyone knows, they are only created here by the device of the shower system (as well as by the force of gravity and the surface tension of the water, among other things). It turns water into something like the sum of all drops. Malin quotes Aristotle: "For existence is twofold, partly actual like form, partly potential like matter."71 Aristotle hits the nail on the head. What he calls actual like form is, mutatis mutandis, what Heisenberg calls intuition, and what I call evidence, which in the cosmic Ergon is the establishment of the Möbius loop, instantaneous exploration, what Aristotle clarifies as form, and what I call autility. While the other, the infinitesimal, is what he calls potential like matter.


Not a bad choice of words. The quantum phenomenon only exists because we have no direct sensory perception of matter and the particles of matter. If we do, as in the macro world, then something exists independently of a measurement. The measurement is then not the bringing forth into sensuality as when we measure quantum events. In my theory, the double slit screen corresponds to what I would like to call an attractor.72 In fact, the double slit is what conjures up everything that is measured on the screen. It is the shower head that produces the droplets and their statistical distribution. And as in the double-slit experiment, it's not just particles that hit my skin, but also entire rays. In the double-slit experiment, too, only that which is measured as such is an electron or a photon. The individual photon in the light beam is just as virtual as the individual drop of water in the water jet because both only become what they are on the impact surface.


Malin's formulation: "An electron is something that produces a point on the fluorescent screen in the experimental set-up of the double-slit experiment, the location of which in turn depends on a wave-like probability distribution"73 is essentially trivial. "According to Heisenberg's ontological interpretation, the electron only exists as a real thing when it is measured. In the space between the electron gun and the screen, where it is not measured, it exists merely as a field of possibilities."74 We can say the same about the drops of water in the shower.


The only question is: why do we consider the drop to be an element of water? (If we were so bold as to do so). Apparently, however, we now consider the electron to be an element of matter. Malin states: "There is therefore a fundamental difference between ordinary measurements and quantum measurements. In everyday life and in classical physics, a measurement makes statements about the state of the measured system, and this state is not significantly influenced by the measurement process. In quantum physics, on the other hand, the measurements are creative: They bring forth the electron, which previously did not exist as a real thing, in a very literal sense." 75


But this is also true for water droplets in the macroscopic world. The dubious thing about the quantum physics discussion seems to me to be the wave-particle duality it illustrates. Neither is the water droplet a particle on the one hand and a kind of wave function on the other, as the electron or the photon supposedly are. If the electron is not a particle, it is not a wave either. Only the potential distribution of matter is wave-like, again understood as the mass of electrons on a screen and can only be interpreted statistically in this respect. If water is not a drop, then it is not a wave either, it is rather matter in which wave phenomena appear, and these in turn have something to do with the statistical frequency of possible drops on the skin.


Seen in this way, there is no wave-particle duality, but rather a matter-particle duality, whereby wave phenomena can occur in matter, but not in individual particles. To even consider the particle as a wave packet is to be misled by the image - and thus by a topologically premature autility. A wave packet is obviously a kind of blurred particle.


The probability distribution of the water droplets on my skin follows wave laws under interference conditions because of a special shower device, but the individual droplet (mutatis mutandis the electron, the photon) is not one time a particle, the other time a wave. And just as the individual droplet only exists as such when it is fired and - as a different droplet - only again on impact, the individual electron or photon also only exists when it is fired and only again on impact. Incidentally, it only exists when we prove - i.e. measure - that we are firing electrons or photons. In between, however, it did not not exist insofar as it was matter (or water) but was only non-existent if we mean exclusively the electron (exclusively the drop), i.e. the form of which Aristotle speaks (see above), hence evidence, suchness, autility.


Strictly speaking, Heisenberg's assessment is correct, but what was meant by non-existence - probably also by himself at times - ultimately went beyond this - beyond the Aristotelian form (particles) - in an inappropriate way and means sheer non-existence.


The only difference between an ordinary measurement in everyday life and a quantum physical measurement is that in everyday life we also have a sensory concept of water (evidence), even if we are not showering, but in quantum physics we have no comparable concept of matter, unless we are operating a measuring device. And when we operate it, it is precisely not matter that is revealed, but what we expect: an event at a certain place at a certain time in a certain medium.
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Physics in general became the victim of atomism. Since then, matter must necessarily consist of something. That would be like believing that water must consist of drops and that water can be explained by reducing it to drops and their dynamics. However, we cannot explain water by drops, but we can explain the effect of a certain measuring device for water. For example, matter cannot be explained by electrons (or protons, photons, hadrons, quarks, etc.), but rather the other way around: these explain far more the apparatus that measures them.


Transposed to the Cosmic Ergon - an anticipation of the actual theory in this book - we can say that what we call the human being, meaning the concrete individual that we have defined as an ES, is not the extremely complex machinery of the myriad-like circuit, nor the millions of simultaneously triggered subcircuits of Ergons, Parergons, etc., but the never-ending inclusion of the subject in the ES, experienced by the ES itself as consciousness and in the circuit as a flowing transition point in - arbitrarily complex - Möbius loops76 .


Just as the ES consists of its building blocks and their activity, physically speaking, matter consists of particles and pseudo-particles, of energy and fields, which we are talking about today (as abstracts, as-if theses), but the individual does not consist of these, nor does nature consist of hadrons. The individual basically consists only of a floating point in the ES - but a very special one - and of what it knows about itself, and so nature consists of what we recognize - and that can be anything or nothing - and of what it produces itself.


Bohr's legacy, as he himself had recognized, is that complementarity extends across the entire reductionism of our observation: The world only consists of - for example - hadrons if it also (here, now) consists of - for example - trees. In other words: hadrons do not replace trees and trees do not replace hadrons. Anyone who thinks that we don't need hadrons because we have trees is just as mistaken as those who claim the opposite.


Hagenbuch has now covered the playing cards with a cloth. Now the world is enough for itself! he shouted. From now on, evolution will take place in it, life will emerge! Great Manitou may your hunting grounds flourish!


Four billion years, I said laconically.


At least! replied Hagenbusch, I would say eternities. Let's be honest, dear cousin, it takes forever. Unless...


Unless?


Unless this is not the world at all, what is hidden under the cloth.


What would it be then?


Nonsense, my dear, garbage.


So there is only God: you. Bravissimo!


It's just me! That's right. But what does that tell you?


What strikes me without ifs and buts is that you have understood me. Not only have you studied my book, which we haven't even talked about yet, but you've processed it in such a way that you can vary it in your own confident way. I had forgotten how clever you are! Just having written the book for you alone is enough for me. You understand me, not just what I write, but what I mean. That blows me away. You are what my father was to me in my youth, only better, cleansed of all opinion and politics. You are the one I have always been looking for. It's a wonderful feeling. The feeling of not being radically alone. The company of people never freed me from my loneliness. But you do.


Hagenbusch took me in his arms. I realized that I had tears in my eyes, which I wiped away so as not to be seen.


I'm just a fiction, my dear, he said, just like God. As long as you exist, I only exist as a fiction. The task of this fiction is to understand and let be what wants to be. I have this greatness, that's right, I have completely understood and accepted the fictional nature of my existence. This distinguishes me from everyone else who pretends to break up loneliness. They are all thieves and vagabonds, both male and female. Never let any of them catch you in your loneliness! I am the one you need.
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Schrödinger's idea of objectification states that all science always endeavors to exclude the subject from the object, and that the subject is nowhere to be found if one has an object in front of him.77


Malin writes in the second part of his book, where he moves towards Whitehead's process philosophy78 : "The more we deal with the possibility that we are only figures in the dream of a higher being, the less easy it is to dismiss this idea. For if it were true [real], we would think, feel and do exactly what we are thinking, feeling and doing at the moment, and yet there would be no independently existing reality." This is basically Putnam's 'brains in the tank' argument, which he puts forward against metaphysical realism and which leads to internalism. 79


Bohr's complementarity is most clearly explained by Malin as follows: "Bohr's argument leads to the conclusion that the two complementary modes of description do not refer to the same quantum quantity. The first mode describes an abstraction, namely an isolated system whose properties, or even its existence, cannot in principle be experienced. The second describes an interaction in which the interacting parties are inseparable. The view that particles A and B in the EPR or Bell experiment are small entities that are localized in one place and have their own properties is outdated."80 This is the situation that was developed in the Kaleidon dialog.


Schrödinger's process of objectification - according to Malin an atemporal process in Whitehead's sense - says nothing more than what is operationalized in the setting of the cosmic Ergon: on the one hand there is exactly the subject S (to which nothing objective is attached) and on the other hand exactly everything else (to which nothing subjective is attached). In the cosmic Ergon, however, this now has the fundamental structure of a mirror, and only if we take the infinitesimality of objectification as a process to its conclusion and come across the ultimate black box, thanks to which the collapse occurs in the first place, i.e. the transformation into autility, into image, into form, or more precisely: into t-meaningfulness.81 The inner structure of the black box is a mirror.


However, this means that Schrödinger's radical exclusion of S from the object becomes the radical inclusion of S in the ES. These two processes are enantiodromic in the Heraclitean sense. But how is this possible? The ES can only learn from the S if the S has a face. This face is common to both, it is an interface. What S signals becomes the configuration of this interface, which leads to immediate reflection by the ES. The more seamlessly this succeeds, and the more uninterruptedly, the more enantiodromically the S-exclusion from the ES for S proceeds with the S-inclusion in the ES for the ES. This is of course still hermetic at this point, but the reader who knows the book will return here and find it confirmed.


The interface is the first and most important problem. In the ideal case it is 100% error-free, in all others it is faulty. In this way, t-meaning enters the ES, even though nothing enters the ES, because the ES only outputs what was entered into it, it is a mirror. In extreme cases, the point machine of quantum physics.


So, what does our knowledge of the cosmos mean? Reality is t-meaningful, and therefore belongs to S, although radically objectified. In relation to EPR, Bell's variant of it and the double-slit experiment, this means that so-called nature consists in a binary proof of x or not x. Everything else is real, i.e. t-meaningful. Everything else is real, i.e. t-meaningful. The fact that the EPR experiment is a system of two enantiodromically functioning particles that fly away from each other is a t-meaningful fact, and is therefore objective, but what it proves is only whether enantiodromy exists or not, i.e. what was initially stipulated. (Malin tells us that it is the same act of creation, not the genuine nonlocality of an effect). On a superficial level, it does indeed appear: Yes, the principle of locality is violated. But this does not mean that an instantaneous, atemporal, faster-than-light transmission takes place between two enantiodromic particles that are light years apart, because that would only be the t-meaningful explanation. It means that all realism remains internal.


Nature itself is only a yes or no, or more precisely: an asemantic event - or no event. As Rian said: "Nature does nothing and knows nothing". There are only galaxies and black holes out there in a t-meaningful way, this kind of being is never independent of S. But their existence is nevertheless not subjective, it is not S that makes things exist, as Malin and many others want to suggest, without really being comfortable with it, the whole thing is not solipsism. The existence of the stars is objective. But only within the framework of the cosmic Ergon. The world is therefore objective if there is a subject. If there is no subject, then nothing exists in the sense of objective givenness (t-meaningful existence). I can therefore claim that the LHC at CERN does no more than any given moment. But with it, the cosmic Ergon is reduced to such an extent that the ES becomes the minimum possible mirror, the provider of events in and of itself. That is the eminent benefit of this facility.


My theory does the same, only in reverse with the largest possible mirror, the human being himself. In physics it was found out what the object ultimately is: the indispensable element that is needed for the development of reality, one could call it a re-entry phenomenon. My theory tries to show what the subject is: an ES that constantly includes itself completely via an interface with another. But even the ES is still a t-meaningful construction. If one of them is switched off, that in which it took place continues to exist, about which - about the continued existence as such - no statement is possible. We can only form a t-meaningful picture of it: The parallelism of ... in subspace (configuration space) continues to exist, but what that is, ES can never discover.


Only death provides knowledge of this, but it cannot be transferred into the cosmic Ergon, which is extinguished by it. Death is no longer about subjective, human knowledge - but neither is it anything else that we could name in any way. Let me remind you of Epicurus.


In the second part of his book, Malin tries to develop a new perspective, but he doesn't quite succeed. In my opinion, he also makes mistakes. He writes: "Through the interaction with the screen, which is a measuring device for determining location, the electron has changed from a potential to an actual existence. This transition is called the 'collapse of the quantum state (or wave function) of the electron'."82 As I have already shown, there is no potential existence of the electron, nor does an electron ever have a wave character. We understand what Malin is trying to say, but he remains too attached to realism.


Like all physicists since Pietschmann and Capra who have written about the new world view that draws on physics and esoteric knowledge, Malin falls prey to metaphysical realism by talking about the vitality of nature.83 However, nature or even a table can only be alive if we hold on to a reality that is not appropriate to the level of quantum physics and that affects us from somewhere out there. But Malin's mistake is forgivable, because he lacks what I set out to develop in this book, the view into the real sanctum of all science, into the black box, the contents of which would never be even remotely the subject if it were up to the mainstream.


Malin stipulates Whitehead's "real individuals" or "pulses of experience"84 as the actual atoms of this world. I agree with this, but he goes beyond it. "The objective aspect of Whitehead's real individuals corresponds to the process of collapse that leads to the appearance of an elementary quantum event in space-time."85 This event is called the "flash of being" that emerges from the atemporal process of collapse, such phenomena are called "the fundamental building blocks of the actual physical universe".86


What Malin formulates too unclearly is the fact that both the quantum state collapse and the associated actual entity mark the transition between subject and object that takes place at the moment of the event. By this I mean that the collapses do not happen somewhere out there (in some kind of metaphysical reality) or in a quantum-physical measuring device, but sensu stricto in the unfolding of subject and object as the moment of the event.


Malin makes further questionable mistakes, which are forgivable because the matter is too unfamiliar to be understood in the usual philosophical-physicalistic way. For example, he believes that the identity of an object is an impression that we have because real individuals "continuously produce similar patterns".87 That is metaphysics. What is such a similarity? What would it consist of if everything is completely discrete? Malin's thesis is metaphysical because it is psychological.


Such a metaphysics presupposes what is called ES in this book. Without such a setting, all knowledge remains metaphysical and thus below the level of quantum physics. At least Malin recognizes that identity is based on the "conservation of form".88 However, this is a null statement in his context, because he does not recognize any setting in which such a form could appear. However, he correctly summarizes that Whitehead's philosophy implies that reality is atomized because it is pulsed in units of experience (of a subject), in the so-called real individual beings, which are each again complete processes of self-creation. Individual beings because they always encompass everything that constitutes an x, they are the instantaneous confrontation of the subject with its object at time t from a common primordial ground that is overcome by this appearance. And all this always has a form (Aristotle's form), and qua such a form the event is also complete, or - as I say - autil.


The fantastic thing about this seems to me to be that both the paradigm of the collapse of a quantum state and the paradigm of Whitehead's experiential pulses described by Malin (and Heisenberg's intuition cited earlier) correspond in my setting to what generates consciousness in ES - to put it somewhat casually. The termination of a loop system of any complexity at the location of a Möbius loop (M-loop) is the collapse of a quantum state, at least that is what we can stipulate. Now, all communicating and electronically interfering subcircuits within the ES collapse in response to an event that I call an overflow event, which is only possible in the M-loop. I will discuss this in more detail later.


It would be a mistake to believe that such things point to or can be traced back to something that happened beyond the ES, pointing into a metaphysical reality - into the universe, so to speak. It is the other way around: it is through such events that the place where the whole thing takes place comes into being. Everything that we can name comes into being at the same time, and every such naming is again the result of a further collapse, the further termination of an M-loop. Termination corresponds to what Dirac expressed with: "Nature makes a choice", namely when "interference is no longer possible." 89


The collapse of the interference is more likely the more subcircuits are involved, and the more likely the establishment of an M-loop becomes. In other words, it seems that the larger an ES circuit is, the greater and deeper consciousness and thus reality are. At the same time, however, this also means that not only the parameter of brain size is explained for the higher development of hominids, but that all beings with an ES structure experience consciousness and thus reality.


The performance of my model does not seem to me to be primarily limited. But it is enormously difficult to understand and quickly turns into a metaphysical speculation if it is not fully grasped. What I summarize in the chapter on mentalization is also of great importance for understanding the performance of the ES in the Cosmic Ergon S-ES. Philosophy, psychology, and science, as we know them today, and religion are mentalizations on the basis of an S-ES. They are by no means, according to their claim, fundamental sciences of man and his spirit. They do not reveal human structures, they are more like what is called application software on a computer. They are meaningful programs that limit and sharpen an ES in terms of what it should be able to do. But we do not yet understand this at this point.
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9 The Holy Grail of the rest


1


Braitenberg's black box is an essential component of all human knowledge. Human knowledge consists fundamentally of infinitesimal, t-meaningful elements. Transcendental or t-meaningfulness corresponds to meaning as we use it as conscious beings in everyday life. I define this meaningfulness in the core theory in relation to other forms of meaning. Qua infinitesimality, the process of t-meaningful knowledge formation can continue indefinitely and attain such refinement as it has attained in quantum physics. But there always remains a residue that has not yet been grasped, no matter how small it may seem. It still contains the whole secret, even if one may believe mathematically that it is negligible.


This remnant is the black box that allows us to carry out infinitesimal investigations in a meaningful way. At the beginning of hominid evolution, it was huge, today it is comparatively small. But what it contains is still everything. If it could be opened, all knowledge would autilize, there would be a final collapse and the last consciousness. This is also the reason why physical theories about the origin of the cosmos are vain - forgive us - in that they will never crack the black box, no matter how ingeniously someone tries to tackle this problem. Things only become meaningful thanks to this residue.


I call it the impossibility of solving the problem in a frontal attack. Science to date is a naive frontal attack on a Grail castle that will not reveal its secret to such an attack. It is logically impossible.


Your theory, Hagenbusch said, is special. You realize that over time. It became possible because you never discussed it throughout your life - just like Newton, who is now fashionably referred to as Asperger's. I don't think you're far off the mark. You have discovered something that is not only captivating, but makes one giddy, suspecting the consequences. I'm not sure if it's good to think the things you did, and if it was good to remain silent for so long. Because in the end, your book will end up in the hands of those who can neither keep quiet nor really understand what it says. Who have nothing else in mind but to develop new instruments of power, as they always have, to rule over people, to exploit, rape and enslave them and become infinitely rich in the process. The man wants the woman, the woman wants the man, and then there are the gays and lesbians, but they help themselves anyway. All you can create, dear cousin, is just a new method for the somewhat less exalted minds among the thinkers to get to women or men. For you it's insight into world events, proof of God, who knows what, but for those who read you and later put your thoughts into practice, it's power, money, and sex. From the beginning of time and until the end of time. That's why your theory will ultimately be a disaster for humanity. It will be implemented by brains that also understand religion. In other words, you will achieve the opposite of what you want to achieve.


If you look at it rationally and without sentimentality, he was right.


2


The following insights strike me as both dangerous and stale. They seem to have already been snatched from me, I can already hear them from the mouths of others who are using them to build their machines, because of which they will be paid, and with whose help a new era of inauthenticity will dawn. They are my words, but they could become instruments of evil:




	
I call infinitesimal one of the two possible solutions to a problem. Infinitesimal means the basically infinite reduction of the problem by division and multiplication. This is usually called reductionist. However, this term does not exactly describe the problem.


	
Dividing a problem always means separating it into a solved and an unsolved part. That is why reductionism is not the right word for it. Solved means the part that is logically or semantically true. Unsolved, on the other hand, is the remainder that shows the original problem again, but usually at a reduced level of observation. And reduction is only an adequate term for this.


	
Division is initially dichotomy and thus reduction of symmetry (according to Wolfgang Pauli, the 'argument of the devil'90 ) before the restitution of symmetry by shifting the dividing cut to that fictitious place that enables a solution on one side. This automatically creates the situation that one is trying to escape on the other. Overall, it re-establishes itself, so in a correct theory it always occurs on two levels simultaneously. This also corresponds to the necessity that complementarity must be both specific and general, as explained above.


	Symmetry understood and restored in this way is complementary in Bohr's sense.


	The second solution is the paradox or the autility of the problem. I call any solution to the problem that is not infinitesimal a paradox. It preserves the situation and claims to be the end of meaningful division. The infinite regress of infinitesimality is not a meaningful further development for it. It accepts the situation itself as the solution, i.e. it does not solve the problem posed, but emphasizes the original problem posed in it by representing it and allowing it to be accepted. It thus achieves the same as the infinitesimal solution: doubling the situation, and complementarity in symmetry. But it ends the search by revealing its structure as the basic problem that cannot be solved because it is experience, knowledge, consciousness. Bohr and Heisenberg preferred this variant and accepted that the object can only be fully grasped in complementarity. This is also the philosophical secret behind the uncertainty principle.


	The Kaleidon problem is: As soon as we have x, we also have the absolute complement to it. The absolute complement is initially not 'non-x', it is merely a complement. However, x cannot be set unless it sets itself, because otherwise the set itself would have to be an x and would still be before x. But if x sets itself, then everything would set itself. What is posited is based on something that must be given before x, but not as x. I called it the subject. Ultimately, only the primal positing exists, it has nothing to do with me. But I act as if I were positing, which is a deception. The self-setting and I as the setter are in truth symbionts.





If we apply these things to biology, it becomes clear that the genetic code, as we understand it today, cannot be the sole source of life. As such, it would only reduce the symmetry of the problem without solving it. Genomics alone will not achieve the breakthrough. And that is why everything they change in the genome today is a criminal act, because we cannot yet understand the consequences.


We play croquet on the now dry lawn on the lower of the park's three large terraces. An old-fashioned game, leisurely and boring. But it suits us. We concentrate on the individual shots and together we want to win. Who gets the laurel is unimportant.


Alberto is mowing the lawn further back; Sergio is shopping in Stresa. It's two o'clock in the afternoon. In Milan, the beauty is probably dressing up in fumble after fumble and strutting down the catwalk. It's amusing to imagine her doing this while knocking a wooden ball that rolls through the gate of a curved iron bar - or, as just now, not.
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10 Li and the situation


1


What makes us so sure that our world means even the slightest thing, that we know even the slightest thing? Is it books and writings? Works by people like you and me?


I am not talking about methodological doubt. My doubt is far more fundamental than that of Mr. Des Cartes!


My cousin sat in the director's chair he had planted on the narrow strip of gray sand, which in some places was just gravel, and gazed out through jet-black tinted sunglasses at the reflective lake, on which countless sailboats and pedalos were cavorting without making any headway, unlike the motorboats that drew their spray-fringed furrows between them. I lay next to him in the sand and kept myself in the shade of the parasol. The sun was burning hot. Behind us and around us, children and young adults lolled around or bathed in the shallow water. Our women were also lying there, one as deep black as ebony, the other amber brown, their bodies glistening and sand sticking to their skin where they were still wet from bathing.


Hagenbusch and I were drinking beer and weren't really in the mood for philosophizing.


I still must understand something, said Hagenbusch. Tomorrow I'm going back to Seville. And you to your doll's house Switzerland. What's out there? What are we talking about when we talk about God? Does mental zooming bring us anything? Getting closer, cutting up, unraveling, replacing A with B, the one with the many, the many with the one. Where do we end up when we do this, and what do we end up with? No, I don't mean at the end. I mean: What do we keep bumping into? Isn't it always the same?


Is that what you're asking, or do you know the answer? I asked him.


Man has known the answer to that for thousands of years, answered the cousin. That’s also something like that. The further we go, the more we realize that there is nothing new, or very, very little. I'm sure the Cro-Magnon already knew as much as we do about the important things. The human world, my dear, is always complete. Where the questions arise, there have always been answers. There was never any actual ignorance. It is a fiction of the moderns that we are advanced.


Let's do an experiment, I said, leaning on my right elbow and starting to write in the sand with my left index finger.


a is the unbroken, preconscious wholeness, the totality, a like the apeiron, the unlimited, a like the alpha.


But now a is unthinkable as everything I just wrote. For as soon as we think it, it proves to be structured and is no longer a. Although we know exactly that it is a, namely that which is no longer a when a is!


a proves to be something in a form. Something like this:


a / @ as the sum of x (X=1→ n); @=inclusion


Contained in itself, therefore, as the in principle infinite sum of all x from 1 to n, a appears.


Qua being closed in on oneself means that:


a / @ as (@ as (sum of x (X=1→ n) )


The ancient Chinese supposedly knew a basic structure for existence, which they called Li. As nothing really reliable is known about this to my knowledge, I would like to redefine the term Li for our purposes below91 . The above structure could be something like our Li for a.


Would you please write that down on a piece of paper! You can't do it in the sand, it's too complex. Here's my folder, take a sheet of paper and a pen.


I sat up and opened the scuffed dark brown leather folder and took out the paper and pen. I quickly traced the formulas.


As you have noticed, my dear, Li - according to the formula - is without end, terminable only by the arbitrary, extrinsic, contingent act, by positing, by collapse. I'll just call this the term. Whatever may be to the right of the vertical line, it is a setting. The number of nestings that Li has appears to be set and does not follow from the formula. This must be the case because the whole thing is only an idea. Li, the world formula, cannot be - a contradiction - without there being something else, something that sets. I call it the subject S. S does not appear in the formula itself and yet is contained in it, namely in the actual structure.


First of all, we have the primitive structure of every theory. We cannot explain x except by another x, up to the infinite regress. Incidentally, the same would also apply to S when S becomes x. Jaspers already said this.92


And yet, this is the miracle in the formula, we can explain x (and also S as x) conclusively by S, for which we need this formula.


However, the sum of x (X=1→ n) is strictly speaking an illusion; in reality, there is only something - represented by the number 1 - which in turn only occurs as an x containing itself:


a / 1→ / @ as x


The splitting of the world removes x and amplifies its inclusion to infinity. In the end, everything is S- i.e. @ and x- the object itself (x) is untraceable because it is infinitesimal. It is no longer even atomized. It can no longer be found. So what looks like a theory of the object ultimately proves to be a theory of the subject.


And now comes the solution, my dear. Li looks like this:




[image: Fig. 1: Li, the structure par excellence]


Fig. 1: Li, the structure par excellence





The graphic figure y refers to the basic structure of the same One divided into x and S. This proves to be a unit in the duality. It can be called the situation. I also call it the transformation here. About a because in y the a shines through, so to speak, an a that does not exist, insofar as there is something - and "nothing" would also be something in this sense.


By the way, you could also put x in place of a, and O, the object, in place of x. That's not what matters. What matters is the shape.


2


That would be, to use Whitehead's words, the cousin asked, something like the shape of a pulse of experience.


As a picture. Only as a picture. I nodded.


So, after being divided into two things, something meets again in something, and yet remains two things?


Yes, things are a mirror of themselves. But this requires the subject S. The world of knowledge is a hall of mirrors. There is either a single step between the entrance and the exit - or a whole maze. There are always both paths, the sensual single step - the autility, the paradox, the agony - and the mental endless loop, the infinitesimality, the theory, the science.


Input equals output because of the mirror structure, but at the same time input is not at all equal to output because of S, even though everything inside the bubble is literally nothing. It is S, the subject, that makes a machine work and constantly complicates it, so that in the end input equals output only for alpha and omega, for the primal situation and the final situation of the whole never-ending process. Have you understood that?


Aha, said Hagenbusch and drank from the beer bottle. Well, yes. When Zen Buddhists slap each other, this is one path, the other is the cosmos, or what the unenlightened person tells them, me for example, or the scientist, the theory.




[image: Fig. 2: The two paths, which in reality are one and the same]


Fig. 2: The two paths, which in reality are one and the same





Explanation of German expressions:


Die Welt als System, worin „in“ praktisch unmittelbar in „out“ übergeht: The world as a system in which "in" merges almost immediately into "out"


Die Welt als System, in dem zwischen „in“ und „out“ die ganze Welt liegt: The world as a system in which the whole world lies between "in" and "out"


That's right my dear, either you give an answer to a question, as complex as you like, then you wander around in the hall of mirrors, but in the end, everything can be "shortened". Or you throw a stone in the air or bash someone else. You leave the cabinet with the same step you took when you entered it. In is out. This is the transformation that Dürrenmatt described, the one that made him a poet. What looks like something trivial is in reality at least a catastrophe, because it looks as if the entire cosmos means nothing. We shall see what that means.


Clever little fellow! Hagenbusch laughed. So, at best, wandering in the garden of mirrors leads back to the exit, so that theories mean nothing, except in the technical sense that they point to nothing that any slap in the face could not also point to, so that theories are actually - in a very deep sense - meaningless.


True knowledge does not lie in a theory of the world, I confirmed to him. It lies in the structure that such a theory must have, lies between the entrance and exit from the labyrinth, this structure is my Li. If a theory cannot have the Li structure, it is either wrong or trivial:


But you said something else important. There is also a technical aspect. It is technology alone that makes us believe that our theories mean something. We believe that anyone who knows how to build CERN's Large Hadron Collider knows infinitely more than someone who just sits on a mat and meditates. But that's not true. He has a rather complicated knowledge of the labyrinth in which he is wandering. His ability to drive Li into the infinitesimal is impressive. But what he really achieves with it is not beyond what the Tibetan monk knows or can do.


Kamal! Hagenbusch suddenly interrupted me and stood up, waving to a bearded Arab who was walking along the beach in swimming trunks and looking out for us. Did you manage to get it off?


Lord, it will be difficult. It will probably only work in Medina or Jeddah. The prince can't leave the country.


The two now stood opposite each other and spoke to each other for a long time in Arabic, both hidden behind their black glasses, with tired gestures. It was obviously about something important, political, about money.


The Arab then moved away again and disappeared down a flight of stairs onto the street, where a large SUV was presumably parked.


Sorry, I had to discuss this briefly, said the Count, who fished another beer out of the cooler and dropped into his director's chair. But I don't want you to think that was more important to me than what you said, it's just more important for my people. You have your obligations.


No problem, my dear Hagenbusch. None of what we know means anything beyond knowledge.


How charming! smiled the cousin. We held our beer cans together, toasted each other and drank.


Reality is not the epistemological problem, I continued. There is nothing in it except symmetry, it is insurmountable. We are in a cage whose outside we cannot know. Everything runs back into itself. Even ourselves. What we call the universe is the biggest mirror of all. What we call sense is a feeling. Beyond symmetry there is no world. a exists only before and after the moment, but it is not one for us, nor is it one in itself. It is that before our birth and after our death, and no human being will ever experience it. It is death that allows us to experience it, at the same time as the end of all experience. But it is neither sensu stricto the thing-in-itself, nor is it Plato's idea.


Which brings us back to the covered playing cards from yesterday, my cousin said.


But this universal model is still without grace. The non-model correction in grace makes the difference. Grace as the absolute complement. In the situational view, grace corresponds to salvation in agony. It is possible because the situational universal model contains the subject. Our playing cards are not face down.


Christian grace? Hagenbusch was amazed. Yes, my dear. In Christianity, the term appears as grace. Because Christianity is a narrative that makes use of people, a play. Grace plays the same role in it as the term or collapse does in my play.


I'm already looking forward to our next meeting in Seville, said my cousin, beaming. Talking to you is simply wonderful. There is no one else like you. I'm surrounded by moochers, chatterboxes, scholars, clerics, mullahs and great orators of all kinds, and by women, God knows, but there's no one like you. When you talk to someone, you get the feeling that someone really wants to say something!





91 Li does not refer to the Confucian Li. The reference to the Li that I would like to redefine here, which has provided a basic structure for existence, was given to me over forty years ago by a Chinese acquaintance.


92 Jaspers, K., Einführung in die Philosophie Piper, 1953/1996
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