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What About ‘God’?

Some people might be able to be perfectly agnostic, in a 50-50 bal-
ance, but it is tough to always sit on a fence. Balances usually topple,
as people employ probability, whether realizing it or not, plus, beyond
that ‘math’ form, it happens in practice, in everyday life, because it’s
tough to be half one way and half another, so even the slightest sway
could lead to theism or atheism.

The one, perhaps, ‘poverty’ of agnosticism is to think that the ‘God’
vs ‘no God’ chances are equi-probable.

™ | — Byron’s Golden Mean —

Let us have wine, lovers, song, and laughter,
Water, chastity, prayer the day after.
(I would add...)
Such we’ll alternate the rest of our days;
On the average, we’ll make Hereafter!

God is a mathematician?

If math underlies all, which is more than that the universe has regu-
larities to it that are totally amenable to math, then ‘math’ is not a com-
| plex SuperBeing who thinks, plans, and creates. The math would be
| such as of a simple continuous function, like a wave, and indeed the E/
M spectrum is waves and so do particles have a wave nature. Every-
| thing is waves, the brain re-presenting in the 'mind' with a more useful
| face painted upon, such as red or blue from the wave's wavelength/
frequency, direction, distance, and forms of objects from the angles
and concentrations of the photons' source, the brightness obtained
| from the intensity, etc.

After all is said and done about ‘God’ existing, much more is said
than done, but for the believers layering umpteen more levels of struc-
tures upon the first invisible unknown, which is even said to ‘be known
by faith’, which in turns means, after looking up ‘faith’ that one ‘knows’
by ‘not knowing’.



There is no meat to it, and still none, after all the unethical claims,
pronouncements, declarations, and statements of ‘God’ being so, al-
though it’s not a fact, as ever noted, but who’s going to be attracted to
a movement that admits that its truths may not be so.

Yet, the strong believers are unfazed, which demonstrates that, like
a strong emotion, a strong belief can overwhelm or even bypass the ra-
tional part of the brain, for we know that strong emotions do have a di-
rect path into consciousness, bypassing logic. Of course, it is also the
the brain’s wires that more often fire together can closely wire together
to make for a strongly continuing vote.

There is still no meat, but beyond those who became believers sim-
ply due to the social, familial, cultural, and geographics influences, and
‘fake’ feelings ‘God’ because of its rooting, there are yet those who
claim to actually feel ‘God’ in them as a real sensation.

So, finally, there is almost some meat, but it rots away since all
thoughts, sensations, and feelings have a substrate beneath that can-
not revealed by introspection. So, the believers fall for their own
thoughts and felt states of being, which is not unlikely in humans,
since, well, ‘they’ thought of it or felt it, yet the externals of science can

inform them of much more than can be accessed internally; however,
in some people, this information tends to get ignored or neglected, as
it may seem to ‘hurt’, and so we see but the restatement of ‘God exists’
as a continuing response, the near to last resort, the last resort perhaps
being anger, as if that shows to the world that one has to right. Well,
anger has no brains, and neither do fiats claimed as truth with no
showing.

The only reason to believe that is close to almost being reasonable is
| that it can provide comfort, as sense of being taken care of. Martin
Gardner did this, but logically, he did not claim ‘God’.

Many are those whose objects of wishes and affection have been rele-
gated to the Graveyard Of The Gods, where such gods as of Olympus
| from the mountain tops lie below, just as they 'lied' above, and where
all such invisibles are destined.

‘God’ is claimed to be a SuperBeing—the first and only, as funda-
mental, with a system of mind by which He thought, planned, de-

signed, implemented, and attends a universe and whatever else there
is that He made out of Himself or from other material that He con-
jured up, for He can do anything.



What is wrong about this is that merely a statement, a declaration
that claims the truth without a showing, which is unethical, as inno-
cents or the unstudied may be taken in by it. That it is a deception is
bad enough, but is it empty to begin with.

As a idea of a negative, it can still be disproved, but only via self-
contradiction:

The supposed Entity is not just more complex than an atom or a
molecule, but the Being is even more complex and powerful than a hu-
man being, plus many more levels higher, ultimate levels even.

Composite complexities have parts, and these parts always have to
be simpler and precede the assembled form; so, no complexity at all
can be First and Fundamental, much less something very complex.

Many fell into this error because they thought that life required Life
behind it, then made it into a simpleton conclusion by throwing the
template into the river, suddenly no longer requiring LIFE behind the
Life, and so forth.

Or they simply extended the old practice of a strict father figure up
and onward, but that was a conception born in our world.

By continuing to believe or preach, believers wired and grooved
their brains to act as if it were true, these brains ever producing ‘it is’
as the answer that really wasn't, it only begging a larger question.
Other than ‘it is’, they cannot produce much more discussion than to
say that it feels like it is or latch on to Holy Books which by humans
who also made outright proclamation and claims, laying a house of
cards upon the original, negative notion by writing scriptures such as
the Old Testament, only in which some ancient human history may
| have had some truth to it.

Either the tiny things that make up all that is in the universe came
from a simple, eternal state or they are from ‘nothing’, and, if from
nothing, that would not quite be a nothing, since it would have the
| capability/potential to form and emit the little things, and so this
capability/potential would have to have been eternal, as well; so, there
was no creation, either way, and thus no Creator.

Look to the future for higher evolved forms, but they won’t be ‘God’
either.

The origin of all must be a forced, default condition, since, being
causeless, it cannot have any directives coming into it. It has no op-
tions, doing only as it must, and so we have a universe.
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In addition, nothing extra-, beyond-, or supernatural has been seen
in the universe, such as a planet stopping in its orbit, as only the natu-
ral is observed to happen; yet, ‘God’ is supposed to be everywhere, do-
ing everything. We also know that ‘supposed-to-be’ has no basis to be
used from in the first place of the so-called ‘known’ unknown, and so
to still go on about it and its properties goes nowhere.

Now it is for believers to prove their ‘God’ notion.

I noticed that some people believe in Gods who don’t intervene, and
that some people perhaps now tend to use ‘Deity’ for those, which
maybe I wasn’t right about, for I went on to assume the word ‘Theity’
being for a God who does intervene in the Universe and in Earthly af-
fairs, but then someone told me that wasn’t a real word.

Sure enough, I Googled ‘theity’ and all 17 references were mine.
There is no charge if you want to use it.

In Plato's ideal and imaginary realm, anything can be perfect, such
as a pencil balancing on its point or maybe even infinity being at-

tained, but in the real universe I have a feeling that perfection crashes,
else what they say was the really great symmetry of the ‘singularity’ be-
fore the 'Big Bang' should have just stayed that way if it was perfect.

Forgetting about lessor deities, such as the different one that every
village in India has, what the super Deities all have in common is that
they created the universe, but the differences in the further beliefs lay-
ered upon the invention of the invisible make for cultural differences,
and any differences in culture, not just religious, is cause for trouble,
even war, for "How could they be so wrong!", for the difference of an-




other belief seems to cause one's own belief to lose credibility, for they
can't all be correct.

Yes, all usually have 'creation' in common, even the Big Bang mak-
ing the universe, no matter what the language, but there are enough
major differences that can to lead to clashes... Such as whether their
God sent Jesus (as Divine) or did not send (just another human), with
even those who were there at the time not agreeing on it, which differ-
ence also pertains to the status of Mary. Or if their God has a Heaven
or a Hell or even any afterlife at all, or if most of it is of a new Earthly
life of reincarnating upwards and downwards. Or if their God lets a
Devil exist, or if their God wants them to wipe out the infidels, or if
there are angels, and all kinds of more differences that are incompati-
| ble. For many, 'different' equals 'wrong'.

Pakistan and India would seem to have differing visions of the after-
life, perhaps adding to their tense relations; Irish Protestants war with
the Irish Catholics; Sunnis and Shiites fight over what is probably no
more different than Episcopals and Catholics, but I may be oversimpli-
fying it. And Bosnia/Serbia, etc.

It is especially that ideas that are made up will have a lot of differ-
ences, but for the ‘creation’, for there can only be one such, since the
universe is indeed here.

All those 'prophets' purporting to hear God's inspirations can't be re-
lied on in the least, and many of then even 'heard' different, conflicting
things. All scriptures can be ignored, in addition to the chapters al-
ready discarded. That there are so many variations of 'inspirations’
| demonstrates the creativity of human imagination.

If things are spontaneously appearing from nothing (which they
must, to avoid infinite regress) then isn't it simpler to start with a big
dumb ball of energy than a conscious something-or-other?

Yes, this hits the nail on the head. Since actual infinities (not poten-
tial ones) are impossible, not only must the universe be finite in ex-

tent, but also in time, that being better known as not eternal, for an ac-
tual eternity is not possible, either (or the universe would not have ap-
peared).



Something From Nothing is already fully indicated because there is
literally nothing to make anything of. That Something Forever would
be a certain, exact amount of the same stuff having been around for-
ever, with no decision point, is another indication of Something From
Nothing, plus that it is already made without ever having been made in
the first place, a place that never was, for this is an incompleteness,
and ideas that have them must be invariably wrong, as due to the in-
completeness.

Seems to me that the simplest idea about the origin of the universe
is that it was created, not that it appeared spontaneously from noth-

ing.

The simplest state is a lack of anything, and so it would be that this
state couldn't last, doing away with the idea of a chain of Creators and
CREATORS, etc, who must themselves be complex, even a heck of a lot
of it, and certainly not simple at all.

The symmetry of a balance of opposites even carries on into the uni-
verse, as it must; for the essence can't go away, for that's all there is,
making the universe to be a change in form of it.

Since the universe's creation would necessarily imply the existence
of a creator, which must necessarily be more complicated than the
universe, this doesn't make any sense.

True, no sense, and probably just an extension of the human realm
in which we have fathers and our fathers have fathers, many of which
| were the boss in the old days, making for a Creator based on a strict fa-
ther figure.

Evidence is irrelevant concerning truths.

| Well, if you cannot get at the suggested 'truths', it could be, but self-
contradiction can be used for universal negatives that have no posi-
tives. Aside from that, absolute truth is what matches reality.

If one begins with a notion that has no positives to it, meaning that
it cannot be shown in any way, then it is useless to still go on to layer

more upon the notion, such as its properties and doings, for those can-
not be used as inputs to the notion. Thus, it really is that one can go no
further. No one would buy such a bill of goods, for it has no ‘goods’.




Epilog

Alan Watts is right on, about no real cause and effect in life and the
universe, and this leads on to the Theory of Everything, which anyone
can claim, as it is evident. There is a continuity, an unfoldment from
the beginning of the universe, which was a change in form, true, but
from ‘before’, and the essence continues on in it, for its not like any-
thing else could have poked its nose in. Events unfold, but they have
no real boundaries. We buy food because so we can eat, and we eat be-
cause we are hungry, and we are hungry because we are life forms...

Everything that happens is the ‘effect’ of the beginning. Its expres-
sion can’t happen all at once, for the speed of light is finite. Events
‘lead’ to other events, yes, though not as ‘cause’ but because that’s what
has to happen. It’s kind of like Einstein’s block universe image if one
wants to try to visualize it all at once.

So, the fundamental (first) basis of the universe had to be a simple,
continuous function, with no breaks or parts, for those would have to
precede. So called ‘parts’ compiling into complexities, such as atoms,
molecules, and beings have to come later, not first, which is why the

base existent has to be simple and continuous, and of a symmetry, as
nature is of a balance of opposites, which as complimentary, as Watts
demonstrates, can only work together, again, this ever reflecting the
unity.

So, we ask ourselves “What it is that everything in the universe has
in common?”

To help, we ‘render’ it as what’s really ‘out there’, so we can get out
| of its re-presentation within out brains.

The answer is ‘waves’, which almost knocks us over, for they are
ubiquitous in the universe. We have accomplished what seemed to be
the impossible task of finding the needle in the very large haystack of

the universe. Oh, it would have been easy to ‘see’ the pinhead of the
| supposed singularity, as it was, before the growing, but it changed into
all that is now around as the cosmos.

The needle weaves the fabric of the universe with the thread of a pri-
mal wave, and a wave is a simple continuous function.

Although we are as tourists along for the ride, as actors in a scripted
play, it still seems novel, and we can ‘perform’, plus, it can be fun, and
so there is still something to be gotten out of it.




Internally, it is a ‘second story’, true, for the states making up the
‘first story’ beneath are not apparent to the felt states of being; how-
ever, although it may be the whole story for some people, others can be
informed by science about the substrate beneath. And, of course, it is
the ‘wave’ that is the basement.

Pandora’s box of truths ever opens wider, no matter who tries to
keep a lid on it, although some may see it as Dennet’s universal acid
that eats away all their folklore and superstitions.

W |
H
Y
X

>

(Cargest)

” gz “»
- -
&

2MTothing

© (O (OISISV (O CEIIS




Believers don’t use sense, but, sometimes, resort to saying that the
sense of their sensations from their nervous system shows something,
but that is either of the non-apparent substrates beneath the felt states
of being, or they just though about things too long, then thinking to
feel them as real, such as we can scare ourselves into ‘feeling’ ghosts.

For example, ‘agency’ was attributed to a wild beast, making it to be
of danger, which showed true, over any laborious consideration of its
constituents, but then some went on to claim agency for the wind and
such, and then onto nature spirits, and to ‘God’.

‘Like-minded’, such as in others wanting the same wishes to be true,
or even claiming felt sensation of the nervous system to be from some-
where else, like God’s realm, is not evidence of anything but the non-
apparentness of the substrates beneath that lead to the felt states of be-
ing; so, introspection, feeling, sensation, and imagination can’t do it
all, for one needs to be informed by science, as to the substrates, and
by cognitive science on how the nature of strong belief works and how
it can beguile a person to keep on making statements, fiats, declara-
tions, and pronouncements as being ‘truth’, or still claiming it because
there may be undiscovered truths out there.

The template of life requiring Life behind it is no sooner employed
than it is thrown away after just one usage, it suddenly no longer to-
tally applicable as it so much had to be in the first place to start the
chain.

Faith and reasoning can be mutually exclusive, and, actually, they
are opposites. That is a kind of a ‘problem’ with the human condition,
but also one for some which has naturally come to be.

Information on how strong belief and/or strong emotion has a di-
| rect pathway into consciousness would be useful.

Strong belief often induces ‘neglect’ to anything contrary. I see it in
forums all the time. Also, the brain keeps broadcasting it, in a big way,

and so it is ever in the way.

Closed minds come in all shapes and sizes.
Learning can change one’s fixed will to a larger but still fixed will,
but one having ‘choices’ based on wider information; however, if the
mind is closed then learning can’t happen, which is doom, and then we
can have compassion for those in this state, but at a debate forum we
might have to call a ‘bypass’, for discussion with back and forth under-
standing either won't happen or won't be effective.



Yet all is what it is and will be, which already includes the present
and future moves, pro and con, enlightenment and not, unity or separa-
tion.

There is both separation and wholeness at the same time, as comple-
mentary. That the universe is this way is reflected in that some parts of
the brain take in the whole, at once, in parallel, and other parts of the
brain zoom in on the details, sequentially. These alternations, like yin
and yang receding each into the other, make for a rounded life.

So, just how complex would a Creator need to be?

During the planning stage, complex intelligence that’s enough to
foresee all that will come to pass, then, during the design phase, match
it all to the plan, and in the construction stage, obtain all the right ma-
terial, get surprised and disappointed at what has been wrought, and
then wonder why humans failed, but throw them out of Eden; and, so,
then start over, wiping out all but Noah and his wife, Joan of Arc, but
it still failed, so then give the Ten Commandments to Moses—still
failed, write a Bible—didn't work, so, send Jesus—failure, so let Our
Lady of Fatima appear—nope, didn't do anything, so, make global
warming burn up the Earth, as only not by flood again was the prom-

ise, when the rainbow was invented to signify the big mistake, and go
back and redo everything, finally learning some real science in order to
become the ultimate scientist.

I was a close friend of one of only two Lamas in the U.S. from ever
dining in their Cafe in New Hamburg, NY, which they later gave up, for
reason unknown, but it did bring them out of their temple in nearby
Wappingers and more into the public, who could identify them by
| their robes.

So, we’d talk, his bodyguards retreating, while being served by the
more personable Buddha Girls who wore regular clothes and exuded
great joy and happiness. It’s not that any one person knows every-
| thing, but their outlook seemed to work to some extent.

It’s not so much that ‘nature’ got it wrong, for we are nature and the
continuing unfoldment of the one big event of the universe, whether it
is real or taken as not real, for a difference that makes no difference is
no difference.

Of course the whirlpool taken as the self is not separate and perma-
nent, but just longer lasting than some whirlpools in a stream, and still
utilizing metabolism to take things in and fairly dependent on what




has come before and what the vision of the future has us doing in the
present.

Some humans will ever manage to bring in the spiritual and such
things as rebirth, even in several realms.

That things are ever changing, to me, is not a cause for dissatisfac-
tion, for that is the way of all, but some people and some Buddhists
might take it as reason to throw out the whole smash, the good with
the bad, for the nature of one makes necessary the other, and so they
are ever joined.

As in good science, they are after the reality that reality is, and not
especially the that is re-presented in the brain, but, of course, the inter-
nal reality is all we have, and so I wouldn’t completely throw out the
| baby with the bathwater.
|  One good thing is to do what is right. For example, both I and a Bud-
dhist would pick up litter because it was the right thing to do, not be-
cause someone or God might be watching.

So, anyway, the Great Lama would always give me a ‘high five’, and
even if it was raining I would tell him that it was still sunny on the in-
side.

As for dealing with troubles by noting that they are not real, one can
seem to remove oneself from the center stage of the drama or trauma,
taking a place way further back in the audience. reducing one’s part
more to witnessing than being right on stage, even going on to let it
pass right on by, through not latching on to it.

So, all is still real, but I suppose it is not to some since what hap-
pens is the continuation of the big event of the universe, the one and
| only cause of all that unfolds.

While dining with the Lama, I showed him a newspaper headline
about the very close votes for Gore and Bush, asking the Lama about
who he thought really won. He gave me the great wisdom of “Who
cares!”

I was hoping to find a connection between the world of ideas and
the world of phenomena. Was hoping to find active forces that com-
pel science to invent ideas corresponding to the reality of our world.
And I had hoped it would be simplified.

Of course we must get into it, for we cannot just go by what is re-
presented in brains as phenomena, but must all the more consider the
noumenona that are ‘out there’ from which the phenomena is ob-




tained. If we only relied on the mind’s eye, no one would know, for ex-
ample, that there are waves and fields, but external of the instruments
of science inform us further than just our introspection.

The noumenona are closer to a deeper reality, or are it, such as a cer-
tain wavelength/frequency of the visible past of the large E/M spec-
trum is re-presented as ‘red’ in a brain.The solution to all is not about
why science or scientists might be ‘compelled’ to invent ideas... nor
really about the methodology of doing science.

And a lot of the core portion has already been simplified for presen-
tation here.

God instructed Adam and Eve not to eat from the tree of knowl-
| edge and they disobeyed him.
| “And so do children even now when you tell them not to touch some-
thing, but ‘God’ may not have been aware of this tendency that He
Himself placed into human nature.

There are few things as pointless as debating the finer points of an
old storybook that is interpreted a thousand different ways. The first

clue should be that not even the Bibles’ devoted adherents can agree
on what it means.

That's a good one. Since there is no agreement, plus the Bible being
shown as wrong in so many places, some followers have gone on to
claim that the Bible is of symbolic language, decodable only by experts,
making it no longer a book written in plain text for the common man.

| [To Balerion, from Wynn/ Oh, yeah, I mustn’t forget: I am what-
ever you say that I am. :bugeye:

For example, the above has flaws. Words posted do tell, and it is
only in that scope that they are referenced as your input, not in the
largest scope of all that you are as a person (“I am”)—which is possibly
| being used to distract from the focus on the words in your posts.

The “Oh, yeah, I mustn’t forget” intro seems as a distraction ‘hint’
appealing to that there is just a superior-type thing going on here
(“mustn’t”), which would lesson the validity of the responses to your
words and also to your words being your words, as in this case.

The “whatever you say” is a further deflection towards neglecting
the response, and the “whatever” part is saying than any and all of
what Balerion says is not applicable to your words.




Responses should have some meat to them. Having them be as
shields doesn’t do it, and that posturing is only going to be uncovered
in this place, although in daily life it may work to some extent.

The ‘bugeye’ icon was another attempt at same.

... would know exactly when you’d come into existence, what
choices you would make, what kind of person you would become and
he could grand you entrance based on that knowledge.

You have inadvertently stumbled into an area that, God or no God,
one does as one ‘will’ do, unless one’s ‘will’ can be shown not to depend
on anything at all, but that is another topic.

At any rate, assumptions cannot go anywhere from a universal nega-
| tive that has no positives, which causes ‘faith’ and its slippery lan-
| guage, that identifies this short-cut word as being something; however,
it reduces to ‘knowing’ an unknown, and so it is not a knowing or a
showing.

Since the ‘God’ notion is not known or shown in the first place, go-
ing on about it, such as layering further structures upon, does nothing
for truth but compound one’s situation by making one feel all the more
that it is so.

Ignore all posts that yet go on to make things up about a proposed
invisible.

Space’s physical (if not material) quantity is volume, and yet space
never seems to be empty, for it seems that virtual particles pop in and
out, although not necessarily from space itself, and space contains
rather enduring things, too, the key word being ‘contains’, as only 3D
| (and higher, but not lower), can fully contain something totally within
it, that doesn’t touch a boundary.

It seems that energy-mass occupies space, and that an absence of
space or empty space would not be anything (nothing), unless space’s
only apparent quantity—volume—is really something (in the case of
empty space). One must also not just consider space alone, by itself,
for it is joined with time in spacetime—and that’s what has been consid
ered as what the Big Bang emitted.

Dogma is carved in stone; the end. Its followers cannot exult in mys-
tery, since all is solved, by fiat; however, scientists embrace mystery,

exulting in it as what can be explored and then understood, ever build-
ing and continuing on, not being ‘all done’.



...Apparently not, as long as a bully can beat a nerd.

You are trying to take something known, such as happens in school,
in a lame attempt to apply it as if it is the same as here, of Science/
Courts vs Superstition, as well as supplying no meat in your posts, as
usual. What a court decides about the Constitution is not a ‘bully’ over
claims of ‘unknown’ as true. The word ‘bully’, as used here, does not ap-
ply. Poor attempt.

It was once thought by the Church that physical illness was caused
by evil spirits, yet science showed bacteria and viruses to be responsi-
ble, which not only damaged the superstition but ended it, and so
some may posit science as the enemy to belief. Science findings are not
| ‘bullying’ either, but are the continuing opening of the box of truth that
the superstitious try to keep a lid on.

The Church still thinks that mental ills called 'sins' are caused by
evil spirits...

Karma, soul, God, etc.
The problem with a universal-negative-type idea is that it is an idea
of the imagination, as is anything added on to it, none of which can be

used as input to what is trying to be shown, plus the showing is not
ever possible in the first place. This bids one to move on to scientifi-
cally study just what it is in the cognitive nature of some to persist in
strong belief and how that belief can even cause one to state opinion as
fact and truth rather endlessly.

Yes, mainstream science is easily referenced, and tells of what has
| been proved, as well as what is likely, although some may wish to learn
it here by blundering, but that is human nature. So, the real excite-
ment is in going into areas not yet proven, trying to make progress
with them or an alternative.

Give us science, but if not possible, then logic, but if not possible,
math perhaps, but if not, then some kind of indication, but if none,
then imagination, but realize that what is imagined is only of the hu-
man basis to do so, but please don't give us nothing at all, which is
what outright claims of universal negatives are—that have no positives,
but this is only human nature, too, and so it bids us to go on to see
what makes this happen, and that gets us back to science.



Going on and on about an invisible universal negative by placing fur-
ther ‘structure’ can’t add anything as input to the notion. What is it in
human nature for some that forces them to do this? This consideration
would get us back to science and knowing, the opposite of unknowing
claims of ‘known’.

...because realizing that we’re just organic beings reliant on or-
ganic processes would be to completely discredit this idiot notion that
suffering occurs to “those who lack creativity.”

The ultimate humility arrives when one realizes that we are electro-
bio-chemical beings, which is opposite to the pride and hubris of wish-
ing for some Divine importance.

| The science of chemistry deals with bonding hormones (for love and
attachment) and opiate-endorphins (for happiness), dopamine (excite-
ment over what is new and novel), serotonin (mood), and more.

We aren't internally aware of the state of the chemical /neurological
substrate beneath the felt state of being above it (but from it), as we
are only informed of it by science, a fact that goes to show that intro-
spection can’t find everything out.

Still, it would not be the best result to think or talk about bonding
hormones during courtship, romance, or making love.

As the ‘God’ notion cannot be shown, some people have still
grooved on it, and so they begin to feel it as a sensation within, here re-
lying only on internals, but it is no wonder that people can fall for their
own thoughts, feelings, and sensations.
|  One time I let myself ‘believe’ (go along with) a legend of a ghostly

(dead) lady who was said to appear by the side of the road, high up in
the misty Pali Mountains of Oahu, Hawaii, and, well, we went up there
after midnight and sure enough I began to feel the sensation of being
scared, as well as an almost kind of presence.

Believers often state the existence of ‘God’ as being truth and fact,
such as in preaching and in churches, which is not ethical, for ‘God’ is
just a belief—‘faith’ ever being spelled out in its definition as ‘an un-
known invisible’, which adds nothing to it being known, although it
tries to by ‘faith’ proposing the ‘unknown invisible’ as actual and exist-
ing. So, there is really no by faith’ knowledge, but just wishes and de-
sires for ‘God’ to exist, for perhaps the idea grants comfort.



Now, too, who is going to join a religion or a church if they say that
‘God’ might not exist?

Science can investigate why strong belief/emotion can overcome/
bypass the rational/logical brain, and already it is known that emotion >
has a direct path into consciousness. (And worse when someone is hav- &
ing an outburst and can't be dealt with.)

Many decisions in life are based on emotion, such as getting a house
that has a lot of openness, with cathedral ceilings, at the logical ex-
pense of a great loss of square footage, but, of course, not all based on
emotion, for one may note that a bedroom could be added in the base-
ment.

Emotional/belief decisions on what can’t be shown to exist would
| seem to be a different story, but all are free to do as they do; however,
in debate forums people freely ask and comment about things.

On debate forums, when confronted with something contrary, al-
though it has great merit, one may be offended, since the position may
be undone or dented (‘hurt’), and thus the person may feel it, too, if
they are closely identified with the position, so they might then use an-
ger and insult as an ‘answer’, since there is no other resort, to try to
show how right they must be, by the fact that they got mad.

Faith speaks before reason speaks, for good reason. Remember be-
ing a baby, what did you believe?

OK, that’s good proof, so I'm a believer now, which I forgot that I
was as a baby. On my first day of life, I was a bit discombobulated. My
new world was very bright and so I asked for sunglasses. I am a writer,
so I was already able to speak. On the second day I realized by the very
great reason of faith that God’s system of mind had planned, designed,
and created everything. I deduced that God is First, eternal, and the
boss of everything. On the third day I noted that God had done noth-
ing to earn His position, having been lucky to be in the right place at
| the right time. Boy, talk about a ‘silver spoon’. So, there was God sit-
| ting around forever, most of which time he wasted searching for His
earliest memory, of which there wasn't any. So, approximately
13.573976453106388118204 billion years ago, He implemented the
universe, but it didn’t work out so well, most of it amounting to a load
of crap. He was disappointed with Adam and Eve who had been
around for 13.573976453106388118204 billion years, so He threw
them out, but still tried some more, sending a flood, then the Thirty
Commandments, then His son, followed by Our Lady of Fatima, and




soon to do, the burning up of the Earth via global warming. So, any-
way, now I could pray and worship, crawling on my knees to Church.
On the seventh day I rested, sleeping 18 hours, and became atheist.

But... and here’s the shift that creates the inconsistency... this hypo-
thetical intelligent designer is where all such explanatory regresses
must then stop, because the designer is supposed to be sufficient unto
itself in all possible ways (a gratuitous assumption, seemingly
adopted for entirely religious reasons).

That is a very dramatic change in, and seemingly a contradiction
of, the original argument -- forms that perform functions must (for
some reason) be interpreted as examples of intelligent design, and de-
| signs must in turn point inexorably beyond themselves to the exis-
| tence of a separate intelligent designer.

ID is dead, by the above, and so any continued support of it is but
blather that ignores the contradiction brought about by the change of
direction in mid stream. This show that identifying a ‘God’ of ID or any
‘God’ was of a simplistic, simpleton assessment that couldn't even get
beyond itself.

BB from nothing?

Or of a change in Something Forever. We have narrowed the
choices to two, or rather, logic forced it. Since one must be true, we
give much more than a cursory glance to the only two options, each of
which appears to be paradoxical; yet, there can be no paradoxes, for
there is a reason for the universe. The 'meat’ is about to arrive.

The ‘one’ (total solidity) cannot be, nor can ‘zero’ (complete vacu-
| ity); thus, the in-between sum-thing state of positive and negative has
to be...

That a unseen force was guiding evolution. These birds got up into
the trees and flew - there must have been some help?

Evolution consists of accumulations of adaptations upon already sta-
ble organism platforms, for example, flying evolving after gliding,
which evolved after something else, etc. Birds did not arrive intact, in
mid-air, flying. Evolution has triple confirmation, via fossils, DNA, and
embryonic stages, all matching each other. To deny it or that it hap-
pens naturally is born of out a wish for a Creator, and a Creator is im-
possible, via self-contradiction.




‘God’, as First and Fundamental and making All is an impossible no-
tion because anything higher is composed of the simpler and simple
that are ever closer to the fundamental, for parts must precede. Not
even a molecule or an atom can be the ultimate basis, for they are com-
posites. Nor even the ‘elementary’ electron, for then how did it get its
properties? And certainly not a being or a Being (even higher), as
those are very complex systems. Look to the future for higher evolved
life forms, but these will still not be ‘Gods’. So, the notion of ‘God’ is to-
tally eliminated, via self-contradiction. The complete wrong direction
was being looked to, which couldn’t even be more wrong, for complex,
composite entities cannot be fundamental, much less higher ones and
some really higher one. An ultimate complexity of a Being is not going
| to be just sitting around as the First.

Fake definitions of ‘God’ cannot be used towards what one is trying
to show, for this is circular. Sure, ‘God’ is a nice wish, for some, bring-
ing comfort in the sense of being taken care of and having meaning,
but this desire does not make for a ‘God’.

Some have gotten so grooved and embedded in the ‘God’ idea that
they deceptively and unethically state ‘God’ as truth and fact. They
might even go on to fight other religions that have differences in what

was initially made or further layered on, feeling that their own credibil-
ity is lessened by the mere existence of other beliefs. And some may go
on to fight against the non religious, too, and science. All because their
flawed goods of what was ‘good’ and ‘true’ causes them to label any-
thing contrary as ‘evil’.

And some become extremists, making war, which can only come to
a bloody end. All because of a wish.

so you are saying that a figment - god - doesn’t exist?
‘God’ cannot exist in reality The notion is but a figment of the imagi-
nation. There are many figmentations for which no actuals can exist.

figments...
Into the realm of supernatural figmentations
I drifted off, within my newest imagination.
To interview all the living Gods there;
Some who'’ve left and some yet ruling everywhere.

Notions of ‘God’ are of the wide purview



_

Of the inquiring mind confined, their ‘why’—

That wide expanse of fables, faith, hoaxes,
Lies, imaginations, fictions, guesses,
Foggy notions, concoctions, phantasms,
Fantasies, falsehoods, conceptions,
Decrees, fiats, misrepresentations,
Dead ideas, magic, proclamations,
Wild tales, anecdotes, revelations,
Untruths, revelations, hearsay, scrap heaps,
Yarns, and fish stories stated as beliefs
In that unseeable supernatural station
Through faith’s without knowledge ration;

These are all figmentations of the imagination.

I agree, nothing is beyond science to answer, and that is why 1
made my magic explained thread

True, for science ever continues, finding answers, while Dogma can-
not, being carved in stone, it showing nothing, an Olympic-size shut-
out ‘game’.

Well, medicine started out as magic, and now too many people cite
| that as the way magic interferes with science. It all started with some
| little plants...
Yes, and was useful toward curing physical ills that the Church once
| said were caused by the magic of evil spirits. And Church still thinks
| that mental ills called ‘sins’ are caused by evil spirits.

Okay, and where did this ‘science’ come from? Where does all sci-
ence come from, originally? The shamans, and they consort with
gods? I hope you can now see the value of this figment.

‘God’ has been disproved, and you didn’t refute any of it or undo
any part of it, nor did you substitute your own proof of ‘God’.

You are just merrily continuing on, out of ‘neglect’, due to belief—to
state, proclaim, and pronounce the figment of imagination as having a
real, true, and actual object behind it—and that does nothing at all to-
ward the idea. Zippo; nil; nada.




Figments bear reactions, so exist. The crusades were, according to
you, based on a figment, and seeing as how there were reactions
from this figment, it exists, as nothing that causes reactions cannot ex-
ist.

Of course imaginations happen, even when their objects cannot ex-
ist. The Crusaders existed and so did their opponents, fighting over
their differing figments of their religious imaginations, plus over the ac-
tual cultural differences.

Slippery language may work out in the world, but here on forums it
can't get far. A figment of imagination can exist, yes, as imagination,
but this doesn’t force the object of it to exist.

| Well, my theory for god is not like you might expect. I think that
god evolved, out of energy circulating on itself until it learned, like a
muscle learns, to do things. If life can evolve, why not a god?

That ‘god’ would be just a higher evolved life form, not fundamen-
tal, not a basis for everything, but just for some lower life forms like
us. Calling it ‘god’ only causes confusion, for it would only seem like
one.

God is the universe.

A ‘God’ who is equal to the universe, is first of all, not a ‘who’ and
thus not a Being, and whatever is the same as the universe is but a
synonym for the universe, meaning that a rose is still a rose by any
other name, such as a universe is a cosmos is a whatever.

‘God’, as a Being, is said to have made the universe, and ‘God’, as a
| Being, being the universe, would be limited and restricted to doing
only what the universe can do, which, again, is not the idea, plus it
adds nothing, as it is only a synonym.

What you may really be doing, given your non perfection stance,
and no feelings or directing, is just having all that is, and its basis, such
as waves, oscillations, and forms, such as found by science, to be called
as ‘God’, since it is a source, or just is, but this greatly and gravely over-
loads the common meaning of the word ‘God’ with something else,
such as the natural universe, with no extra-, beyond-, or supernatural
about it, which is not the idea of ‘God’ at all.

A physical and natural Ground Of Determination, even with the ini-
tials, ‘G.0.D.’, is not God as an intentional Creator, perfect or not. Your
best hope for someone who created or started us going by planting a




microbe (since evolution is true) is some highly evolved alien out there
in the universe.

So, you are saying, something that causes reactions in the real
world does not exist? okay...

No, still wrong, for existent figments of non shown things don't
cause their object to be true.

I think god exists because there are no other creatures showing the
thrashes of evolution. There are no neadrathals left. There was a
tribe in the amazon that was lost to the world, and when they saw a
helicopter they thought it was evil and threw spears at it. So...
| Why is there no evidence of evolution? There are theories, but no

| hard skeletons showing the evolution in great numbers. Hell, there
should be zounds of skeletons available for study.

There are plenty of bones, even full skeletons, such as recently
found near Johannesburg, which even show a mixture of ape and hu-
man traits, but surely not all of the dead fall in a place where they can
get fossilized. Evolution even has triple confirmation. Read up on it. It
has evidence galore, even in transitional forms of creatures.

Okay, well, consider that due to young earth creationists, the
amount of people on our planet is nearly exactly what it should be?
Consider that population typically grows at a rate of 2.5 per genera-
tion or something - someone explained this to me much better - and
then with that many million years on earth there should be way more
| people then seven billion, yes?

Population both rises and falls, and there have even been near ex-
tinctions. After once such near wipe-out, the population of our ances-
| tors was down to just a thousand or two hardy souls, as told by Marine
Isotope Stage 6, and it thought that they may have subsisted on shell

| fish in South Africa, but the location is still being worked out.

...why does an atheist have a personal view of god in the first
place?

Some may have changed from theism to atheism, or, if not, happen
to be well informed.

It’s also good to learn a subject of debate from both sides, and so
atheists at large may may know even more about the notion of God



than theists, who may have just accepted it outright, since atheists had
to get deeper into it to talk of it.

I was Catholic until I abandoned in in 5th grade, and then my study
of science combined with reading about theism had the side effect of
proving God not to be true in several ways, each of which could stand
alone.

In 6th grade I fell in love with my nun teacher, Sister Theophelia,
through her personality and what I could see of her, which was only
the front part of her face. In 8th grade we found out that Theophelia
had run off with our priest, Father Kramer. Cripes! I didn't know in
6th grade that I might have had a chance with here. I could have car-
ried her books and walked her home to the convent, though it was but

’ iu thirty feet away.

Okay, if you dig deep enough, and a meteor wiped out the dino-
saurs, then there is not enough fossils - near each other - to be seen.

We find lots of dinosaur bones; others decayed or are still to be
found.

The dinosaurs were around for hundreds of millions of year or so (I
didn't look it up), seeming to be the ultimate Kings and Queens of For-

ever, but something wiped them out, as well as a heck of a lot of other
life on Earth, and so all of the sudden one day the dinosaurs were no
more.

A nervous shrew-like creature peered out of the forest where it had
to hide, and said, "Holy Christ, they're all dead! Yea! Now there is
| space for me to evolve!"

And the population dynamics? Well, it has been hard to debate this

| with other people because they just ignore me, seeing as how i pump

| trolls.

If there were supposed to be so many people, and there are, accord-
| ing to a start with a man and a woman, then why do cultures vary so
| much on things like genetics? I mean, look at the is realites, they are
pale while the turks, closer to europe, are 'darkish." How did people
get such a great variety of looks in such a short space of time, even
with the millions of years of evolution? If the people were in the right
climate, why is it so different across the pond, from europe to north
america?




Actually there is very little genetic variation among humans, all

things considered, and what there is is over millions of years, and not
overnight or a short period of time

Death is the ‘chooser’ of the wise’ from the ‘silly’, the pointed from
the pointless, as Robert Ardley noted, sifting the rest from the best (I
say).

The ‘cause’ is that of the environment and how things operate in it.
‘Random’ can't even exist. Creatures are fine-tuned to the Earth by evo-
lution, this fine-tuning limited to what is handy to pull off of the shelf
at the time.

‘Chance’ is not the scientific alternative to Intelligent Design; natu-
ral selection is.

Y
J—

So, if they had long to evolve, then why are there so few of them? I
know i am repeating myself, but it seems to be a paradox to me. The
only answer can be aliens guiding the life here, or, a force of con-
scious nature. And how did they cross the sahara?

We all descended from the few hardy souls remaining after some
near extinction or perhaps even from just one of them, if DNA analysis
can show this.

The answer is evolution, even of those prior aliens who may have
come here.

They took a jet plane across the Sahara.

The tricky theist (or agnostic) doesn’t volunteer any of God’s attrib-
utes, since they can be contested, but waits for the atheist to speak of

| them, so the theist can deflect away from the main idea of ‘God’ exist-
ing, and stall the whole discussion, into details that don’t really mean

| anything, so as not to have the other side win, for the theist position

| cannot even get off of the ground.

The tricky theist tells that God is undefined, which is really not tell-
ing what God is, but what He isn’t (isn't defined); yet, the tricky theist
is still saying that God exists as the Fundamental Creator Being who is
the source of all, including the universe which God thought up and im-
plemented. This is inherent in Theism, so the tricky theist cannot deny
this. In Deism it is nearly the same but for that this type of God no
longer intervenes in the universe after He starts it going.



First of all, a mere definition, as above, doesn’t prove that its object
is true, so there are no facts behind the claim to work with, which the
atheist notes as worthless, so, it the theist still doesn't add anything
else, it gets on to proving that God cannot exist due to the God notion >
being self-contradictory, which is only based on the theist's unavoid- -
able Creator Being position, and not on God’s further attributes such
as benevolence and all-knowing, etc., but one can still note that those,
if given, are merely layered on to the original, unsupported claim,
which, along with the original claim, cannot be used as input to prov-
ing the claim, for that would be circular. “Could-be’s” don't count, ei-
ther, for the Theist must still say how God “could be”.

So, first, to expose the tricky theist’s non basis, we ask for facts, but
| he may not have any, or think that he does have something, but that it
won't go over, and is so tricky that he just still says that God exists, but
is otherwise undefined. Then we might say that we’ll take logic since
there are no facts (but he adds no logic), and then say that we’ll take
philosophy since there is no logic (no philosophy arrives), and so we’ll
take imagination since there is no philosophy (but none is given), and
so we'll take feeling or sensation of God’s presence within (not given).
Nothing was ever given since it could be contested and undone.

By this time the tricky theist might realize that he cannot present
anything at all, and so we can tell him that his basis has done worse
than flopped, for there isn’t any, and since his score is zero, he has lost,
because the onus was on him to back his proposition.

We can then ask why, then, is the theist for the notion of God as the
Creator Being, we being careful to remain silent and wait, ever steering
back to the question if the theist tries deflections.

We can’t wait forever, so we could leave, but the guy keeps hanging
around, and this is a place that we are at for debate, plus we have not
used up all of our ammo at once, for it is best to pace it out.

At some point, after it is for sure that it is that the tricky theist
| doesn't have anything, which is quite a bad reflection on his proposi-
| tion, we note, as not a trick, that while he has nothing, that we have
plenty to show for the impossibility of God’s existence, which he will
have to not only undo but replace with his own information. After this,
he will have to engage, but not via that his notion can adapt to any and
all turns of events, for he has nothing to show for that.

So, yes, once we take the position that God cannot exist, the onus is
now on us to show the truth of that proposition. Plus, the theist will
still keep on preaching, of at least the ‘God exists’ part, which is unethi-




cal, for it cannot be shown, which we remind him of, gaining more posi-
tion, ever only by honesty, for people may be taken in by the claims, es-
pecially young children, other innocents, or adults who tend to accept
‘authority’, which doesn't help the world, but even harms it, for any-
thing contrary to this flawed bill of 'goods' gets labeled as ‘evil’, and
that just goes on to cause larger problems.

We can deal with the theist’s admission of being immoral in his stat-
ing of truth without fact, or anything like “the end justifies the means”,
but the theist continues to deflect, and at some point asks us to dis-
prove the notion of God, but knows inside that he has lost a lot of
ground, which we can continue to bring out as an obvious result, one
which has to stand if he still says nothing for his position.

So far, we have only used just the identification of the fundamental
Creator Being, and nothing else, and so will continue with that ap-
proach in disproving God's existence, s that is the only information
given.

If this was an official debate, there would already have been ‘drops’
all over the place.

So, after the intermission in the debate, the tricky theist returns,
still handicapped by not be able to expound and expand on his posi-
tion, which the audience notes and rightly talks about, and now faces
points based only on his premise, which he has to own, which faces ei-
ther its full disproving (preferred) or quite enough to crumble it. We
have at least destroyed the credibility of the practice of preaching the
unknown as truth and fact, which is really the main problem. Yet, it
still continues, albeit to a lessor degree, and so God’s existence must be
| disproved.

Believers who have become totally robotic will not be reached, as
their brain wires that have so long fired together have become very
strongly wired together, forcing their claims to ever be just proclaimed
| again and again, which at least may give them something to think
about and something else that they have to respond to and undo, ex-
posing their basis; however, the tricky theist just wants the other side
not to win, which seems to give his side a chance, as a 0-0 tie game,
even though his side has nothing potential in it to score.

The game goes into extra innings, though, and we have actual infor-
mation from reality, while the theist only has fantasy to draw from,
and cannot draw from that, but will have to try, or else we will say that




our points have not been undone and replaced by anything but a magic
statement of magic.

1) Composites can’t be first and fundamental, such as proposing
that atoms, molecules, or beings (such as us) are, nor Beings (such as
Gods), all the more, to umpteen degrees even, because their parts
must come before, and the parts of the parts, they getting ever closer
to the simpler and the simplest that is first and fundamental. So, the di-
rection being looked at for the Creator Being God notion is completely
opposite, which couldn’t be more wrong, rendering the God notion to-
tally beyond repair.

Plus, a believer cannot demand that life has to come from Life and
then throw the template of the demand right out the window to then
all of the sudden say that Life wouldn’t then require LIFE behind it,
and so forth.

The God notion was but a simpleton idea that just went one level up
and then inexplicably halted, “case closed”, ending all thinking, but
that’s what dogma is. Our karma has run over the dogma.

For those who still doubt, we will identify that humans still use prob-
ability, to decide, as they must, in practice, for one cannot really be on

and off the fence at the same time, plus sitting on a fence can be un-
comfortable. They begin to see that the possibilities of ‘God’ vs ‘no
God’ are not equi-probable, as perhaps they mistakenly thought in the
first place.

The tricky theist may say that ‘God’ is an unprecedented happening,
God just happening to be sitting around eternally as the First, with all
His power, having done nothing to earn it (we would add), but at least
the tricky theist had to claim more attributes of extensions, but has
| nothing to show, while we do have something to show, and even more.

2) Basic ‘somethings’, or just ‘something’ are either as Something

| Forever or From Nothing. ‘Nothing; is not ‘God’, but its opposite, and
| if as Something Forever then they were never made, and so they had
no creation, and thus no Creator.

The two and only two possible options above even conjoin, in that
each indicates the other, for Something Forever did not come from any-
thing, and so the notion is incomplete, and we can only complete it by
going on to note that when something doesn’t come from anything
that this is akin to saying that it comes from nothing.




And for the option of From Nothing there had to be some default (a
forced ‘capability’) to make it turn into something, or as ‘sum-things’,
positives and negatives, that still sum to zero overall (and we do see
this balance of opposites in nature). Yet, the forced defaults’ ‘capabil-
ity’ was potentially eternal, as unexercised, but not actually eternal, for
it changed into a universe, plus we already know that what is said to be
‘forever’ is as from nothing.

‘God’ is now gone twice over. Intermediate managers have been laid
off, they adding nothing, and not First.

And still the basis of all has to be simple, for it is not the basis if it is
complex or composite, with parts. The Creator Being would not be sim-
ple, for it would have to have a system of mind that thinks, plans, de-
A signs, and creates.

All that’s left to be as ‘God’, but not a ‘God’, is but a highly evolved
alien life form making us or putting a microbe here that evolved into
us (and evolution has triple confirmation).

So, a 2-0 shutout, although 1-0 would have been enough. It was also
a perfect game, since the theist had no hits. Balks were many, though.

Responses to ‘attributes’ that may arise by mistake

‘Infinite’ extent is impossible, as an actual, for it can never attain
completion, being a short-cut word for just that, so the universe and
| what is its basis must be finite. What if the finite Being is said to be all

| the amount there is and can be, still making it the All, with nothing
else beyond? This is fine, but since the Being idea can’t be supported,
it adds nothing, any any ‘infinite’ extent or power has been chipped
| away, in case that ‘attribute’ finally comes up.
If the proposed ‘God’ is supposed to be everywhere, doing every-
| thing, then we note that it is seen nowhere, doing nothing extra-, be-
| yond-, or supernatural, since all can be naturally explained. No planets
suddenly stopped and froze in there orbits with nothing flying off of
them, etc. Nothing supernatural happens, high and low, nor near and
far. Absence of evidence thus becomes evidence of absence.




‘Cliff Notes’ Summary of the Solution to All:

From science, I noted that what everything in the universe has in ™
common is waves, which is a kind of a 2D term, but in 3D they can be -
as vortexes, which are again, ever present, but real thrust is that they
are oscillations. Since, by logic, the essence of All as one big and con-
tinuous event must carry on into the universe (only a change in form),
the fact of waves/oscillations/vortexes everywhere informing us of the
nature of the essence, for nothing else can come into play.

I have the primal wave to be involved with apparent nothingness
(no other source), but as produced from apparent nothingness, thus
| making the wave to be a something, not as e/m waves being apparent
| nothingness itself—the default situation. It is a default ‘capability’ that
forces an potentially eternal state to have a probability of changing
form (into the universe), although not in a way that violates energy con
servation, nor gets something from nothing, nor has an unacceptable
infinite rate of change. There are plenty of examples of oscillations in
higher nature, so we need not go into those, plus the goal is to add
more at the low end.

The so-called ‘bang’ is one that happened ‘everywhere’, although
size can lose its meaning when there is no scale, for the primal wave is
as large as the universe. There must be an opposite, negative, primal
wave, too, to preserve nothingness and conservation, which are really
saying the same thing, and the two primal waves envelop about 10”85
similar wave patterns until meeting a bandwidth limitation (an actual
infinity cannot be), at which point the universe becomes in the form
that we know it. 10" 85 is also the number of ‘particles’ in the universe.
The primal wave and its opposite are both existent, although we might
call them a ‘something’ and an ‘anti-something’.

The primals are much like a giant neutron, and this gives rise to two
| and only two stable matter particles in free space, the electron(-) and
| the proton(+), because there are only two ways to make them, as one is
of the wave envelope’s oscillation and one is of the wave’s oscillation,
both being of a cosine form, as those derivatives and their derivatives
do not have an infinite rate of change. Other trig functions were ruled
out. Only cosine was left (forced). Forced default conditions ever wave
us on.

Everything has a wave/vortex nature, even humans. we, as whirl-
pools, taking things in (and out) being just longer lasting than a little




whirlpool in a stream. All that happens in the universe is the unfolding
of one large event rather than local causes and effects that we only can
claim as such (wrongly) because we make boundary points upon what

is continuous.

Note that the basis of All has to be a simple, continuous function,
and a wave is the only such. We can’t have a basis with parts making it
up, for then it wouldn't be the basis, the parts having come before.

Another, forced, key is that infinity can only be potential, not actual,
and that supposed ‘eternal’ situations have to change, or not anything
would have happened. And of course that there is literally nothing to
make anything of

All I needed was the math part for all this, and I found it from Roger
| Ellman.

The ‘needle’ that we were forced to find in the haystack is what knits
the fabric of the universe with the thread of the wave. Science (the
good part) informs us, logic guides us, math provides, and the necessi-
tated ‘default condition’ ever waves us on.

The aim is toward the base existent, but further on up there are new
spins (vortexes) arriving, too, such as, say, a particle sends an influ-
ence to a second particle, which then has a response towards where the

first particles was (but it has moved on a bit), and so this induces a
whirl effect, as the first particle also may respond to where the second
particle just was (but has moved in the meanwhile).

IMHO, fathoming in our physical reality that all physical things
have limits, indeed it can be concluded that all must happen (change)
as it must, as in both in physics and in human life.

We may not like the idea of a fixed will, but to show the contrary,
| one would have to explain how one's 'will' doesn’t depend on anything
at all, so then it is that the other shoe drops with a really big thud, for
that is not observed nor would it work, plus we dislike that option

| more than its opposite, so, now, we still don't like the first option of a
| fixed will all that much, yet we've come to understand that it’s the only
way things can be, so we are pleased that we gained the information,
and having more information is learning, which makes for a wider and
newer, but still fixed will that has more directions as ‘choices’. We are
are ourselves and no one else because our will deepens on our learn-
ings, experience, memories, and associations. So, ‘determination’ at
least works, and it now seems less of a ‘curse’, for its opposite would be
‘undetermined’ action, which would be an abomination, but it can’t be




so anyway, for there is no ‘random’ anyway, not that ‘random’ acts
would do anything but produce chaos.

Fixed will is a view obtained from information about reality, not a re-
sult of not wanting ‘God’ to be true. What we want or don't want can
only get in the way of the search. The information about fixed will
gives birth to compassion for those who are stuck, those having the in-
ability to learn, for that is doom.

I recall a story on someone asked Buddha on is there anything that
does not change in this ever changing world, Buddha replied that the
act of nature for the change in this ever changing world, does not
change.
| Its capability is still is here, and everywhere else, some of these
| ‘places’ not in our universe, and it could produce more, of things that
change, which is an ongoing expression of itself, but still itself, at
heart, for it is but a change in form. The ‘capability’ of potential cannot
remain unexcercised, remaining that way for an actual eternity, and
did not, for change is inevitable.

A system cannot be first, nor can even any thing be first, not even an
electron as an ‘elementary’ particle, not even the waves, fields, and os-
cillations that compose it, nor even one solitary wave, which I propose
as the first actual thing, for there is nothing to make anything of and so
that is what was truly first.

Let’s see, as I recall, Meleager’s trap was that it’s unreasonable to be-
| lieve that god can be disproved beyond all possible doubt, so there-

fore, being an atheist - someone who denies without question the exis-
" | tence of god - s, by definition, unreasonable.

God - of some sort - has been proven to exist to countless people for
thousands of years.

...one only has to have a first-hand experience of god.

Let’s remember, that the existence of god is proven by definition if
that person finds the evidence to be compelling. It doesn’t have to be
good evidence, and it doesn't necessarily mean god is real.

Also, one can be brought up in a church and be taught specific
methods for achieving ‘grace’, or communion with God, or salvation,
which lead to certain life results that become quite apparent in one's
life. Many people have tried and these methods have failed for some,




leading them to falsify the existence of that or another god. Other peo-
ple have succeeded, thus verifying (proving) the existence of that god
to them.

Is there any reason why I should close my mind to the possibility?

Yes, for even the ‘possibility’ / ‘could be’ indication is not indicated
or shown to be possible, merely presumed. So, it matters not what
someone’s version is since no ‘is’ can be shown. I'll deal first with the
one basis of the main religions—that God is the basis of all, and with
other versions as they come up, those which do not have God as the ba-
sis of all.

‘Rational faith’ is a trust that a known repetitive happening will oc-
cur again, such as the sun ‘rising’, whereas religious faith concerns an
unknown that cannot be said to have happened, so, while ‘faith’ is also
a general term beyond its religious use, a word like ‘trust’ (or a better
one) will prevent confusion from the overloaded word of ‘faith’, for a
theist might mistakenly say to a non-theist, “See, you employ faith,
too.”

God has already been shown to be impossible (a complexity cannot
be first), and soon there will be another disproof. Meanwhile, theists
can’t even show ‘God’ as a ‘could be, much less beyond that, which isn’t
even a ‘that’ anyway.

1) Composites can’t be first and fundamental, such as atoms, mole-
cules, or beings (such as us), nor Beings (such as Gods), all the more,
| to umpteen degrees even, because their parts must come before, and
the parts of the parts, they getting ever closer to the simpler and the
simplest that is first and fundamental.

So, the direction being looked at for the Creator Being God notion is
completely opposite, which couldn’t be more wrong, rendering the

| God notion totally beyond repair.

; A believer cannot demand that life has to come from Life and then
throw the template of the demand right out the window to then all of
the sudden say that Life wouldn’t then require LIFE behind it, and so
forth.

The God notion is but a simpleton idea that just goes one level up
and then inexplicably halts, “case closed”, ending all thinking, but
that’s what dogma is. Our karma has run over the dogma.




For those who still doubt, such as agnostics, we identify that hu-
mans still use probability, to decide, as they must, in practice, for one
cannot really be on and off the fence at the same time, plus sitting on a
fence can be uncomfortable. They begin to see that the possibilities of
‘God’ vs ‘no God’ are not equi-probable, as perhaps they mistakenly
thought in the first place.

The tricky theist may say that ‘God’ is an unprecedented happening,
God just happening to be sitting around eternally as the First, with all
His power, having done nothing to earn it (we would add), but at least
the tricky theist had to claim more attributes of extensions, but has
nothing to show, while we do have something to show, and even more.

| 2) Basic ‘somethings’ are either as Something Forever or From Noth-
ing. ‘Nothing; is not ‘God’, but its opposite, and if things are as Some-
thing Forever then they were never made, and so they had no creation,
and thus no Creator.

The two and only two possible options above even conjoin, in that
each indicates the other, for Something Forever did not come from any-
thing, and so the notion is incomplete, and we can only complete it by

going on to note that when something doesn’t come from anything
that this is akin to saying that it comes from nothing.

And for the option of From Nothing there had to be some default (a
forced ‘capability’) to make it turn into something, or as ‘sum-things’,
positives and negatives, that still sum to zero overall (and we do see
this balance of opposites in nature). Yet, the forced defaults’ ‘capabil-
ity’ was potentially eternal, as unexercised, but not actually eternal, for
| it changed into a universe, plus we already know that what is said to be
‘forever’ is the same as from nothing.

‘God’ is now gone twice over. Intermediate managers have been laid
off, they adding nothing, and not First.

And still the basis of all has to be simple, for it is not the basis if it is
complex or composite, with parts. The Creator Being would not be sim-
ple, for it would have to have a system of mind that thinks, plans, de-
signs, and creates.

My Complete Solution To All shows how the forced default condi-
tions came together as the universe. ‘God’ was not required.




All that’s left to be as ‘God’, but not a ‘God’, is but a highly evolved
alien life form making us or putting a microbe here that evolved into
us (and evolution has triple confirmation).

So, a 2-0 shutout, although 1-0 would have been enough. It was also >
a perfect game, since the theists had no hits. Balks were many, though. &

3) The Final Solution

There is literally nothing to make anything (actuality) of
and so that must be what it comes from, in an expression of it,
as a distribution, for no other source is possible. ‘From nothing’
is not from ‘God’; it is from nothing—from nonexistence. It is every-
thing that existence is not.

That’s it. Done. And it cannot be undone. No actuality can be the
first source. All things must have beginnings, from nothing, and
‘things’ includes beings.

Confirmation isn’t even needed, but we have it in spades, as an over-
all zero-balance of ‘sum-things’ as somethings... which summation to
zero is the basis for the conservation laws, now as well as before, for
they are inherent in the perfect symmetry of nothing. The opposite po-
larity of charge, matter vs anti-matter, and the negative potential en-

ergy of gravity balancing the positive kinetic energy of stuff all together
constitute the nullification of existence in the overview, although one
of them would be primary, but all are intertwined, such as gravity/
mass/matter/energy operating from one another.

And, finally, lo and behold, the universe does appear to have come
from nowhere and nothing, for just before it was here it was not here.

Because the universe happened, we see that change is inevitable.

Only the simplest possible actuality could be first, as a thing, but
not First, since nothing must be the source of it, and so Nothing is ever
the First. The simplest actuality produced from nothing would have to
be a continuous function (no parts), such as a wave, and its counter-
| wave, for balance.
|  What about that the base actuality was around forever, its exact
amount just happening to be such and such, no more, no less, already
made in its certain form, but never made, that same exact stuff in its
original amount still here and ever will be?

While this ‘forever’ result would also disprove ‘God’, since the stuff
was never created by anything, much less by a Being, it is an incom-
plete solution, and thus an invariably wrong solution, due to its incom-
pleteness. Something being not from anything is akin to it being from




nothing. Things cannot be causeless, leaving only nothing to be cause-
less, as the default, simplest state.

So, no thing be can first, not even an electron as an ‘elementary’ par-
ticle, not even the waves, fields, and oscillations that compose it, nor
even a solitary wave and its opposite, which I propose as the first ac-
tual things, for there is nothing to make anything of and so that is what
was truly First, and its zero-sum balance of opposites shows in nature.

So, now, atheists have something, which is better than just the the-
ist’s feeling/sensation born of repeated exposure to the God idea, or of
the nervous system, which felts states of beings are not the whole
story, but only a second story, as they are ever of the non-apparent
first story substrates of the levels of physical and neurological states be-
~ | neath, on into the basement beneath those.
| A 3-0shutout.

An external world exists, for we have senses to take it in, the senses
being spy outposts that directly contact external reality. That we have
an understanding of reality is shown since we can manipulate it out
there using stuff out there to make things that work out there.

And what’s up with probabilities? Do probabilities exist in reality
itself, or do they only apply to our imperfect knowledge of absolutely
determined events?

Since we cannot predict from ‘chaos’, which doesn't imply that the
happenings are random or even that ‘random’ is possible, the probabil-
ity thing is a ‘prediction’ of the possible happenings overall, during
some duration.

Causality has been a major topic of discussion since David Hume
criticized the concept. If all we can observe is constant conjunction be-
tween cause and effect, even if we shrug off the problem of induction,
we still have problems accounting for what the connection between
cause and effect really is, ontologically speaking. In some cases it
isn't even clear how cause and effect should be distinguished one from
the other. If all that connects cause and effect are observed constant
conjunctions, then what is it that distinguishes scientific laws from ac-
cidental correlations?

We make what seem to be useful boundaries on the flow of things to
note 'cause and effect', but there is only the one initial, circumstantial,
cause ever continuing to unfold as the one big event.



It’s still that once one uses a specific word, one has to declare the
word in all its specifics. I know we all have a vague idea of what ‘God’
means, but ask ten people ten questions about God, and one may find
that there may be ten ideas about god out there. If one uses a word,
one must fully explain that word, and in light of the Theory of Every-
thing, one must also do that on scientifically satisfying grounds.

Many have said semantically impossible things in which the words
sound good, but make no sense, like, say, “God is the Universe”, but,
like a rose, the cosmos still the universe by any other name (a syno-
nym). Some even said what God is not, such as being undefinable, but
that only supported the ‘claim’ that to say that this notion of ‘God’ says

| nothing, for it indeed defines nothing.
; All of these are now moot:

p—

1) God intentionally created the universe. He is a Being, first and
fundamental before all.

2) God is involved in every happening, every interaction. Nothing
goes on all by itself without God.

3) God is everywhere.

4) We are God’s special creation.

5) God listens to our thoughts.

6) God operates from a supernatural dimension.

7) God places a soul in every human.

8) God published a true book, via inspired humans.
9) God performs miracles.

Austin, this UVS philosophical quote might be suitable for your
.| TOE on the nothingness of space.

“In the physical universe, space as a nothingness
is an intrinsic feature of nature,

is a prerequisite for any physical entity to exist.”

- UVS inspired

All physically things are existing in a nothingness of nature.That
sums it up very well.
‘Nothing’ is the prime prerequisite, for it is the only source for the

physical. The unexercised potential for its change becomes actual
when probability catches up with it, as it must, producing two opposite



wave oscillations of plus and minus ‘1-cos’ (so no abruptness), basi-
cally, so as not to violate energy conservation, making it more as a dis-
tribution or expression of nothing rather than getting something free
and clear from nothing, more waves and their envelopes forming »
within larger waves and envelopes, to not have an infinite rate of -
change, which are to be all the particle oscillations in the universe.
which formation tends towards infinite, but ‘infinite’ can never be, so
there is a finite limitation, plus there are bandwidth limitations, and so
the symmetry blows up, which disallows complete annihilation, and
out comes the universe, the two and only two stable matter always
charged particles in free space still being the original two types of oscil-
lations, that of the wave and the envelope, as the electron and the pro-
| ton, with one and only uncharged, neutral energy particle, the photon
| being an out of phase (by a half cycle) wave oscillation conjunction.
(Why are there exactly two fundamental particles not one or sev-
eral? There had to be exactly two because there had to be the wave at
some frequency and the envelopes at some other, lower, frequency.
Why are the electron and the proton stable whereas almost everything
else appears to be unstable? 20th Century physicists have hypothe-
sized that the proton is unstable and decays with a very long mean life-

time. Experiments have been conducted to detect this decay (by detect-
ing an associated form of radiation called Cherenkov radiation). The
experiments, although conducted under conditions and over periods of
time that according to the physicists’ theory should have detected pro-
ton decay events, have yielded no such events. The proton and the elec-
tron are stable. The reason is that they are simple centers-of-
oscillation; there is no simpler form to which they could decay and
their structure is so simple that there is no imperative to attempt decay
to a simpler form.)

Wave frequency is energy, wave amplitude is mass, and matter/
antimatter and charge polarity are there having to be two opposing pri-
| mal '1-cos' waves.

The answer to the ID vs Evolution ‘dilemma’ is that there can
be no ‘random’, for that means that not anything was depended on.
What was depended on was the environment, to which survival was
fine-tuned, via genetics. That’s not enough, though, for, in turn, nature
had to have the capability for creatures to form and adapt in the first
place.



So, the capability for our existence was absolutely inherent in the
universe all along, the universe having had to be such in particular to
be able to produce life. If not, we wouldn’t be here to discuss it. A dif-
ferently formed universe may not have had this capability.

We will always look back to see what we at first think are fortunate
events, such as asteroids wiping out the dinosaurs and much of other
life, but asteroids (and their basis) were ever on the way here.

The universe also had to be very large, which it is, and so then there
are places, amid all the junk’, like the Earth, where all the conditions
line up just right, which is a lot of them, such as even there having to
be a moon for stability, lest the Earth wobble too quickly in and out of
hot and freezing zones.

It is all still a design without a Designer, since a Designer could
made the right place and put all the creatures on it intact and fully
formed.

Evolution took ages, which is yet another indication that it is true,
along with fossils, DNA, and embryonics all matching each other,
which is an undeniable triple (even quadruple) conjunction of confir-
mation.

So, all, now, is what it had to become, the outcome already guaran-
teed by the particular arrangements of nature in the beginning, which
amounts and more were circumstantial, not existential, unless it is
that tiny things of any properties can always combine and amount to
higher and higher composites and complexities, these tiny things un-
able to be ‘inert’, due to the forced default condition of the Beginning,
such as that actual infinities are impossible, such as infinite density,
forcing things like waves within waves to ‘blow’, from the bandwidth
limitation, waves having to be so since they are continuous functions
without lessor parts, and so they can be the first ‘thing’, with an oppos-
ing primal wave so that all cancels to nothing, which is the only source
of existence, so that something is not actually obtained, free and clear,
| from nothing, and that, while much annihilation of the opposites did
occur, the remainder could not once it all blew up. The zero-sum bal-
ance of ‘sum-things’ remains apparent in the universe today as polarity
of charge, matter/anti-matter states (ever produced in pairs), gravity’s
negative potential energy canceling that of the positive kinetic energy
of stuff, and there being two and only two stable matter particles in
free space—the electron and the proton, hinting that there are only
two ways to make them.




In our case, in our universe, whatever happened in the Beginning is
what happened, but is was such that we had to become after 13 billion
years. No choice; no luck’ no ‘random’.

And, too, we do what we must (determinism), which might be dis-
heartening to some, that is, until the other shoes drops, and we look
into what the opposite of ‘determined’ would be, which is ‘undeter-
mined’ events, which are not possible, but if they were, in our imagina-
tion, then that would lead to complete chaos.

So, now, the former disheartened are perhaps a bit happier that our
will does depend on things such as our memories, experiences, learn-
ings, and associations.

We are in a ‘scripted play’, yes, but at least we get to be in it, and it
| is fun. We also like that we have found truth, even though it’s like Den-
net’s universal acid that eats away all our superstitions (if we had any).

There is no ‘random’, not even a probability-statistical one. There
are no intermediate mini first causes as ‘random’ beyond that of the
original and main ‘random’ of bottommost causeless state of ‘nothing’.
All that then goes on is an unfolding of that.

One cannot even make a truly random number generator, for, when
one tries, such as in computers, one must even keep a history to main-

tain its regularity of randomness (when designing certain computer in-
structions for rounding, or for other reasons). I used a computer ran-
dom number generator once to shuffle a deck of computer cards for
the game of Hearts, but it always went on the same if the initial seed
was put back in, which was at least good for replays.

Atheism is false.
| This is saying that there has to be some kind of ‘God’. ‘God’ was a
fine idea, although a simplistic extension of the human family, and it
onward spurred the investigations of Cosmology, Logic, and Philoso-
phy onto and unto the identification of the simpler and simplest basis
of All, which expectedly proved not to be all fancy and complicated,
and perhaps even boring to some, but it's still exciting to find the an-
swer to the most often asked and wondered about question. Our de-
scendants may evolve to become much higher forms in the future, be-
ing ever more “in the zone”.



— Sanctuary —

I ran breathless through meadow and forest,
Fast pursued by the stings of wind and rain;
On and on I wandered, wild without rest,
Searching for a haven from life’s dull pain.

— The Library —

The storm chased me till I could go no more;
I stood helpless, backed up against a door,
And fell through it before harm could touch me,
Cushioned by dreams within supporting me.

— Romantic Poetry —

I found a garden half as old as time,

In which poets could live and write their rhyme—
While the nightingale created the rose,

By moonlight magic, from the thoughts sublime.

— The Secret —

My quick thoughts rose, mist rising from the dew,
As living dreams unveiled more than I knew.
From poetry’s light a garden grew,
Revealing mysterious wonders new.

— Vastness of Information —

The scene unfolded before me, such as
Music often approaches and surrounds
And builds on the vibrance which in one is
To fill all that lives with beautiful sounds.

— The Awakening —

I brushed aside the webs of gossamer,
As came to life all that I remember:
My quick thoughts fell, condensing into dew,
As living dreams revealed more than I knew.



— Keats —

I wandered down memory’s path,
Aglow in the soft beauty that it hath.
I saw Johnny Keats kissing Fanny Brawne,
As he spoke more than words but less than song,

— More Romantic Poets —

And Byron, endowing form with fancy,
While Wordsworth penned his thoughts to Lucy,
And Shelley, plumbing the depths of mystery;

I read them all; now they’re a part of me.

— Listening —

Deeper still I probed, looking in on it,
And heard Mrs. Browning reading a sonnet.
Poetically, I took them all in, even
The shadowy Emily Dickenson.

— Vassar College —

So, there, I rested, up against a tree,
Savoring the feeling of their poetry,
Where all the flowers used in Shakespeare’s plays
Grew together in a living bouquet.

— He’'s O.K,, I'm O.K. —

And, there, beneath the rose tree, Old Khayyam
Wrote his verse, looking younger than I am,
And lived the proof of his philosophy,
The writing of which was but secondary.

— Life Now Comes First —

All this I remember, and much more,
But, I shall not write as I did before,
For living and feeling come first in life,
And now I've a garden I can’t ignore.



— This Rare Earth —

Oh, never has there been a time more rare,
But that I could truly say “I was there
On that Heavenly sphere of blue and green;
Yes, I was there in life extraordinaire!”

— The Theater of Life —

At first, it was like a moving picture show,
Attended by mysteries, row upon row,
That were faceless, laughing, in the dark below;

’ 1. So, I laughed, too, and better enjoyed it so.

Consciousness is the ‘it’ of our inner reality as expressed from the
correlated ‘bits’ of the neurological states, for the ‘bits’ must come first.
Still, it is as if the same information has two forms, as water turning
into wine, unless the firing of the neurons across the synapses of the
‘bits is the ‘it’, the wine being the same as the water.

The best argument for Atheism is one that cuts out the possibly of
God at the source, which would be a Theory of Everything, although
the TOE is undertaken an unbiased search for the truth, with the non-
existence of God as a fall out of it, and so the TOE can be used for the
God area.

There is a unity to the Cosmos, it all being of the big event of a
change in form, known as the ‘bang’, with nothing else being able to

| come into play, and while it cannot be felt, it can be figured out.

| At first, separation seems to be apparent, such as electrons vs
protons, positive and negative charge, space vs stuff, space vs time, the
weak nuclear force vs the strong nuclear force, past vs future, electric

" | vs magnetic, gravity’s potential energy vs the kinetic energy of stuff,
and more, but, deeper, these are seen to be paired opposites of a single
| balance, as two sides of the same coin of symmetry.

There is not so much a string of individual causes and effects as
there is a continuing unfolding of the one basic, initial effect from the
eternal Ground of Determination (G.0O.D.), which has to be nothing,
for all sums to it, which is an unfortunate set of initials since it
overloads the common meaning of the word ‘God’.



So, there has to be a Ground, and as there can be no ‘infinite’, what
it produces must be finite, it exuding the universe because density has
a finite bandwidth limit, this accumulation happening because
probability must eventually catch up with nothing’s potential eternal
duration’s unxercised instability that is by default restricted to
expression as two opposing primal waves, as waves are simple
continuous functions that have no parts, another default, so as to
maintain (and invent) the conservation laws.

That what all of nature has in common are waves is evident, as well
as that an interruption or change in the potential eternal nothingness
that could not stay as an actual eternal resulted in the universe, as
truly seeming to come from nowhere and nothing.

One can be thankful that this Ground had to be, since we have life
from it, and even call it ‘God’ since it is the source, but it is all what
naturally had to be, not anything extra-, beyond- and supernatural.

Anything added on is by human mammals, of their imaginations,
who are notorious for making things up, for the mind keeps wanting
an answer.

Those who meditate seem to get rid of the self, but the ‘seems’ is
still to them, feeling at one with the Cosmos, calling being with God,

but it is that the quietus induced also quiets the neurons having to do
with self-identification and one’s bodily boundaries (Buddhist monks
were monitored by electrodes).

So, the felt states of being are a second story, being not the full
story, for there is a non-apparent neurological substrate first story
state beneath, along with sub-levels of basements below that.

Science can inform us of the non-apparent states beneath, and so
introspection alone doesn’t cut it (all), and that is rather the poverty of
| falling for one’s own thoughts, based on, well, nothing more than that
one thought of them, which is a very likely pitfall.

THE MATERIAL WORLD Our so-called ‘material’ is but penulti-
| mate, secondary, and, thus, non-elemental, as emissions of opposite
particle pairs from the opposing primal waves of ‘sum-things’. All this,
such as its other forms of positive mass-energy and negative gravity en-
ergy, plus opposite charge polarity, sum and cancel to a big zero, liter-
ally, being but the arbitrary and fleeting phantoms of the temporary
particulars of specifics sprayed from the uncaused, eternal, fundamen-
tal, and necessarily indefinite ground-state of ‘nothing’, beneath, that



could have no real intent or direction to it; for there could be no ‘be-
fore’, but itself, nor of causes beneath causes of an infinite regress.

Life is the glorious result, a ‘freedom’, although still within our form
limited, of course, but with no strings of meaning attached, and so it’s
much better than having a constraining ‘purpose’, yes, when you really
think about it.

Now and Zen

Everything that is part of us—our cells, tissues, organs and organ
systems—has come about over billions of years because it proved suc-
cessful in the great survival stakes during our perilous evolutionary de-
| scent (ascent) with modification. The brain, being no exception,
evolved, in part, to allow a creature to learn from what happens in its
life, to retain key elements that could influence future actions.

We are geared for self-preservation. We will do anything to avoid
facing the possibility that who we are now cannot continue. We our-
selves are mainly the cause that we are interested in. The self is preoc-
cupied with staying alive, which is why our species is still around to-
day. It is a prime biological function to be afraid of death, and, so, the

self, as thus contrived, is able to fully play its crucial survival role. We
want to equip our brain with a ‘soul’ that offers us an escape when the
brain dies since the self cannot come to terms with its own extinction.
From a subjective standpoint, we are all born equal and undifferenti-
ated (before that, ‘we’ were dead), but, as mature selves we make a dis-
tinction between the individual and the surroundings. Still, the brain
keeps changing throughout life, in a pattern of the shifting flux of its
neurons; we gain and lose memories and feelings, essentially creating
| a new person over and over again. The self is thus not so rock solid as
it seems. These moment-to-moment changes differ from death only in
degree. In essence, they are identical, although at the opposite ends of
the spectrum. So, we are not static things.
| Other neural networks will come to be in other, future people, albeit
with an ‘amnesia’ of what went on before in the brains of the previous
others. Why should we be happy about this? We never can be, because
the ‘I’ cannot operate outside of its own boundaries. The only viable al-
ternative is to think of a way in which it is possible to ever continue on.
What will it be like to be a part of someone else after we die, with our
own particular narrative of life cast aside? This is the ‘zen’ of now and
then and when.




Everything happens, even over and over again, if not in this uni-
verse then in the others that could be...

Mission Impossible

The Infinite is nowhere to be found as an actual, for it defeats it own
aim of being so by an extent never being able to amount to it, so, only
the finite is possible, and thus the universe is finite, as well as what
gave rise to it—the opposing primal waves/envelopes within the same
that were of it and are still in it today.

Eternity tried to be, as well, but couldn’t make it, as the state of
sameness before the universe, for the universe became, it being all that
the pre and potential ‘eternity’ was not.

The third Impossible, of Nothing Forever, could not stay as such, be-
ing perfectly unstable, but it is the basis of All—Nothing, that lack of
anything that must ever precede the ‘sum-things’, for there is literally
nothing to make anything of, which is undeniable.

The Impossible of Things Forever failed, too, for what is claimed to
not be of anything is thus from Nothing.

Of all the supposed elemental fellows, only Nothing survives, but as
unstable, thus producing Everything. when probability catches up to it
in a big way. It blew because infinite density is not possible, as well as
by the cosine wave function reaching the limit of its bandwidth, and so
the annihilation of the opposing primal waves could not complete, the
remainder becoming the universe.

THE EVER VICTORIOUS

Over Man came the Triumph of Love
But Chastity gave it quite a shove;

However, Death then all conquered,
But this was not the final word,
For Time happily reigned over all,
Or so it thought—as its thrall,

But, Divinity vanquished its trend;
Yet, still, this was not the end,



For, as ever, the basis was left to sting,
Since Nothing overwhelms everything.

Matter and Energy Particles

Electrons and protons, as centers of oscillation of the waves and
their envelopes, are only only two stable matter particles in free space
because their are only two ways to make matter, along with their corre-
sponding anti-matter particles from the opposing primal waves. Elec-
trons and protons have opposite charge, making for the dance of the
atom. Energy/mass is wave frequency/wavelength, and related, and
charge is the wave amplitude.

A photon is the only possible energy particle in free space, necessar-
ily neutral, of its 180 degree out of phase waves allowing positive and
negative to live in peace.

So, there is a symmetry here, as ever.

All of nature is waves.

The default conditions forced the universe to be. No option; no
choice.

Something had to be because Nothing couldn’t (stay).

Y
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Beneath, Below, and Further

In succession due does the large give way and rule to the ever
smaller, the tiny, the minuscule, and onto the negligibly insufficient
‘AWOL’ of not really much of anything there at all. Yet, it is at this bot-
| tom herefrom that the all of the upward progression begins its call,
and so here the answer lies, to the sprawl, at the boundary where na-
ture wrote its scrawl of existence upon the non, and back and forth, a
| place not necessarily like that we thought it is, a lawless, formless
realm that’s ever been the quiz.
|  Stability, too, does decrease, downward, woefully, melting within
| our descending journey, and so we must meet the perfect instability of
the potentially perfect symmetry that cannot be, for, not only is it that
everything must leak but that there can be not even one more antique
of a controlling factor lurking about, for of anything else we’ve totally
run out.

Here, then, the pulsations and the throbbings that must ever swing
between being and not, ever averaging to nothing in their rise and fall,
alternating here-there, varying.




Eternity and his elemental fellow rhymes of anything and every-
thing bide their times, of which they have and always had continually
all of the time of everlasting perpetuity, and, so, then, if one waits long
enough, which is but an instant in forever’s trough, say, for a month of
Sundays in donkey’s years, then not only do the rarest of events come
to pass, but, eventually, so do all things possible that last.

And then, somewhere, sometime, it does the same all over again.

The TOE in Two Hands to Now in Hand

We always had the TOE in one of two hands, either as From Noth-
ing or Something Forever, which was already a great accomplishment,
and now we have the TOE, as From Nothing, and on the other hand we
have, well, five fingers, for the other hand is now empty, but it signifies
that universes can be ever and ever again.

Let’s hear it for Roger Ellman and his math!

In everyday life, it is often “Live and let live”, about beliefs, as we go
about more important business; however, on debate forums people

like to get to the bottom of things, and so here we can, for this is the
place for it.

Theists can’t know ‘God’ but they hope there is one. ‘God’ as sup-
posed is the creator and ruler of the universe and source of all moral
authority, or at least a superhuman being or spirit worshiped as having
power over nature or human fortunes. They may invent more details
and layer them on beyond the basic notion. This is all what human na-
| ture does sometimes, which was more often in the old days when
much less was known about nature.

Atheists not only reject unsupported declarations but also counter
them, along with investigating why strong belief can gain a persistence

in some believers. It is no matter if all are reached or not.

Vedanta shows my God.
The dream notion, if it be held, must be carried through and
through. If so, the old Indian dream writings on dream paper cannot
just be seen as the only real thing, and therefore meaningful kinds of
ideas, when other dream writings on dream papers are not, for all
would be but writ on water with the feathery quill of smoke and fog.



There is really no ‘chance’ or ‘random’, for that would mean that
events don’t depend on anything at all. The potential for life was inher-
ent in the universe all along. The Earth, and other places, were always
going to have the right conditions. The asteroids that killed off the di-
nosaurs and much other life to give mammals an opening were always
on their way here. Two monkey chromosomes fused, and we became
the third type of chimp, no longer able to mate with the other types.
We can always look back and call it “good fortune”, such as also our
not being near the dangerous galactic core, and having a moon for the
stability of the seasons passing slowly instead of a planet wobbling in
and out of freezing and hot zones much too quickly, but we really don’t
even have to look, for we already know that all had to come together
for us to be, since we are. We still look, though, ever finding and not-
ing the ‘good luck’ that had to be so.

So as an atheist you're saying that you have some magical un-
named ability that makes your disbelief in god somehow more valid
that of anyone else's disbelief? Somehow being able to label yourself
atheist validates disbelief.

That if a theist points out why someone else has a false belief in a
god their argument can be immediately dismissed just on the basis
that they are a theist?

For me, the theist has nothing, for unsupported ‘magic’ doesn’t do
anything, and s/he is deceptive for preaching it as truth. Two strikes.
The reasons for the persistent nature of strong belief can be shown sci-
entifically. Three strikes.

So, we go on to seeing if ‘God’ is even possible, for the preachings of
| notions as fact can cause big problems in the world (which is a fourth
strike).

The atheist uses science, not a magical unnamed ability, showing
that complexities cannot be First, but must even come way later, as
| just higher evolved beings, and thus not ‘God’ This is a home run.
Strike five on the theists.

We accept that some theists can’t change, and that some even be-
come extremists. Drones wipe them out every day, not because of their
beliefs but because of the harm that they do.

The atheist continues to use science and reason, while the theists
cannot, we showing the reasoning that universe has to come from noth-
ing, this confirmed by the zero-sum balance of opposites seen in na-




ture, as well as knowing that there is nothing to make anything of. This
is the second home run. Strike six.

Some theists can’t change but they begin to die off. For the rest,
church attendance drops, even in the once stable U.S. Northeast. Some
churches and schools close, consolidating. Religions begin to stress hu-
man support systems over the God dogma of the mythic age.

Debates continue, though, as ever, only the atheists being able to
employ non-magic. The theists still want ‘God’, for the notion is a com-
fort, but can only have it via magic.

Some, like William Lane Craig, realize that that all things must have
beginnings; however, this would include beings and Gods, but this
doesn’t fly for them, since ‘God’ has to be First and Fundamental, so
they wish to exempt ‘God’ from their own realization. Strike seven.

They want eternal things, namely ‘God’, but eternal things don’t
come from anywhere or anything, which is the same as from nothing,
and only simple, continuous functions as things without parts can be
first, as things, giving rise to very tiny ‘elementary’ simple particles
that can recombine and go through phase changes to form more com-
posite and complex stable structures on up to beings, but this takes
many billions of years.

Looking back, and downward, we see that the simpler and simpler
gets more and more unstable, the more and more stabler being in the
other, upward direction. The simplest state, which we can easily con-
ceive of, is the lack of anything—nothing, and so that state has to be
perfectly unstable. Strike eight.

Even if we grant that the simple, base existents could have been
around forever, then they were never made, and so there was no crea-
tion or Creator. Yet, whence their overall amount, and their individual
| properties, as so made and defined, if never made and defined?

‘God’ has been disproved via self-contradiction, for the complex can-
not be first, and disproved again, by having no presence in the origin
of the universe as either the base existents being from nothing, as
| shown, or they have been around forever (an incomplete notion, but
the only other option).

Some theists still continue, as they must, having grooved them-
selves, but get bypassed, by many governments.

More and more books come out against religion and theism, which
was once unheard of, at large, the readers ever learning more. Theists
retreat to saying that the Bible, once claimed to be of plain and simple




text for the common man, is really but symbolic, with only experts be-
ing able to decode it.

The notion of ‘God’ is in full retreat. Science and observation shows
that spirits, good or evil, do not cause good deeds or ‘sins’, that praying
for the very sick does not help them, that amputees do not grow back
their limbs by any miracles, that evolution is true, that nature operates
naturally, with nothing extra-, beyond-, or supernatural going on—
with no such things as planets freezing in their orbits, or anything.

The theists have nothing, while the atheists have everything, and
the agnostics don’t even have probability.

Now it is up to the theists who want to engage not only to undo the
analysis, but also to replace it with their own, but magic will not sell a
A bill of goods, nor even produce one.

Case dismissed.

Whatever.
Either the ‘what’ was ever or it is of nothing. ‘God’ struck out.

Hey, I just went ahead in time, entering the future, and there are
more waves of the future already nearby and about to arrive. It’s a Star-
Gate. See you in the near future.

The hypercube is of 4D, four distances, as so is spacetime as Ein-
stein's block universe. Internally, the 4th dimensional distance con-
verts to time, via the speed of light, c, as seen in these dimensional

units:

dddt (internal spacetime) = dddd (hypervolume) / d/t (speed of
light)

What harm is there in believing in god? It makes you do good
things, for a reason, yes, but good things abound. charity, absence of
| crimes - if there is true belief - and so forth.

Some do behave better, out of fear, but the civil laws have the same
principles, and people may not like to end up in jail or Hell. Such mo-
rality long preceded Moses.

On the other hand, the non-existent ‘goods’ of some believers
causes anything contrary to be labeled ‘evil’, and so they go to war,



even against other faiths, and especially against other religions since
the mere existence of the creeds seems to lessen their own credibility.

I would swear you in particular, due to your debating, has some-
thing personal with the figment of god? Why do you take it so person-
ally, it is not about you. this is a debate forum where we express
ideas, not lynch helpless gods. i am not complaining, i am just point-
ing out the tone of your posts is always one of seeming to look down
on people that believe in god, and that is personal.

The search was for truth, wherever it led, and so the idea of ‘God’
died, becoming really, really dead, and so some can claim ‘God’ was
lynched, so to speak. Believers are unethical to proclaim ‘God’ as truth
and fact. Every time you lie you murder a part of the world. Flawed de-
bate wouldn’t go over here.

The capability for life was inherent in the universe from the begin-
ning, in how the universe's form was, given, too, that there could be a
place like Earth that had all the right conditions for it, which was likely
because the universe is really large, another requirement, and that the

universe could last for billions upon billions of years to allow time for
life to evolve...

OK, Charlatan, it’s a go. We will first build a proto-version of
our later and ultimate space ship, which will be good enough to take
over the world. We will not wait for the exponential increase in Global
Warming to arrive and thwart our efforts, not to mention it ending all
life on Earth. This is it, do or die off, so the ethical questions regarding
| the takeover have become moot. We need the intervening years to
drain the world’s wealth in order to build our final ship, which will
carry life to one of the Keppler-found “New Earths’”. If the first planet

| isn’t suitable we’ll go on to the next.
| There is already a secret ‘World Intelligence Agency’, an outgrowth
of the unknown ‘Ninja Empire’ predecessor—of martial arts opera-
tives, which you almost realized via the ‘Ninja Star’, but is now merged
with CIA/DIA/M1I6. They will assist us, as I am a member, they al-
ready having a plan for a world takeover. Our weaponized proto-ship
will insure that it happens, and the best weapons will be retained in
our ultra version, but we will look to space-worthiness features over
weapons, since there is no alien life nearby. We (and our descendants)




could be traveling a very long time, so some very good-looking ladies
will be with us.

The takeover will begin as a rather innocent extension of the Iranian
War that is to begin for sure in September, 2012, our actions being
built upon the larger and subsequent Middle-East War, and then we
will escalate it to World War III. Work can then begin on our Ultra-
Warp ship.

(I wrote a Star Trek novel, but called it ‘Star Track’ and also slightly
changed the characters’ names, so as to avoid copyright infringement.)

There are aliens nearby. they live on mars, under the surface. i
| saw a news article about a domed building inside a cave - something
| about a glass chamber-...

They’re harmless, and stuck there. WIA knows about them. They're
welcome to move to the cinder that Earth will become. It will be a step
up for them.

Science News: NASA is feverishly pursuing the manned Mars Land-
ing plan, but needs suitable astronauts, so they went to White Cliffs,

Australia. Here they found a population of about 80 in a wilted world
of horrible heat, rocks and dust. Due to the heat, their cave-houses are
burrowed into the hills. When a vehicle goes by, it raises a cloud of red
dust that eventually settles and covers everything. They have had elec-
tricity since 1993, TV since 1998, but no channels yet. Taipan snakes
slither by, their venom 50 times more poisonous than a cobra’s. Austra-
lia began as a nation when convicts actually began wanting to go there
| for the gold rush.

So, anyway, NASA enlisted them all in the Mars Landing Program,
figuring that they wouldn’t really know the difference between Mars
and White Cliffs, or that, if they ever did, they’d be happy to reside in a

much more hospitable place.
| Science Saves Us From the Warm Future: The White Cliffs Under-
ground Motel and the various home residences have the right idea—
free cooling to 67 degrees F: perfect! This may be a good plan for all if
the future if global warming really happens to happen for real.

I can imagine a stay in the Dug-Out Motel, it being quite a heavenly
destination after traveling forever over bumpy roads and then getting
out of the ‘blender’ mode and into the pool, as all this traveling would




grant more appreciation of the three star AAA Motel. Perhaps a lovely
lady would like to come along? Any volunteers?

Our room would have natural light from a shaft, which saves on elec-
tricity. There are no windows, but that only saves us from having to
view the non-scenery. Cell phones wouldn't work, but, hey, that’s
great—there would be no interruptions of any pending eruptions. Hey,
how come people in soap operas always answer their darn phone? It al-
ways ruins the moment.

Plus, we could always dine in the restaurant, since the nearest super-
market is a rough six-mile drive away. And the dust-assisted sunsets
are truly unbeatable, they having ten times as more colors than the
rainbow. Plus, with White Cliffs having electricity now, the beer is no
A longer a steamy hot 110 degrees F, but ice-cold. There was a bad

drought in the 1890’s and the land has not recovered, but who needs
that when one has love and cold beer.

Everything Solved

A Summary:

The Forced Default Conditions That Cause Existence and How it
Goes

| 1. We will see that what is is what had to be. Basically, extent and du-
| ration must be finite, for the infinite and the eternal cannot be at-
tained, and that, plus the observed wave nature of everything, leads to
the basis of everything—the TOE, as confirmed via the balance of oppo-
- | sites in nature. There are no true paradoxes., and so that knowledge be-
comes our trusted guide.

2. Finite extent is the only option, since infinite extent could never
be completed; so, infinity cannot be actual, but only potential, as in an
extent becoming ever larger and larger. It never reaches ‘infinite’. If an
extent wraps back on itself then it is boundless, not infinite, such as

the surface of a sphere, the extent of which is an area of a certain num-



ber of cm” 2. There may be a practical limit to the size of the concen-
trated finite extent, due to impossible infinite density, such as the
point at which a black hole forms. Same for the smaller and smaller in-
finitesimal reverse extent, of the infinitely small; it cannot be an actual
smallest infinitesimal; it cannot go to zero; potentially, it may get
smaller and smaller. A practical limit might be the Planck size. This is
not to say that something couldn’t get canceled to zero if it had a com-
plete opposite.

3. Similarly, finite duration is the only option, since eternal duration
would never complete, so eternities cannot be actual, only potential, as
in durations/intervals lasting longer and longer. There may be a practi-
cal limit to long duration, such as whenever probability catches up to
it, causing a change, which starts a new duration. Same with a dura-
tion getting less and less, as the Planck time could be the limit.

4. So, what exists as something could not have always been around,
even it stayed the same, for eternity is impossible, plus, what doesn’t
come from anything means the same as that it must come from noth-
ing, which is a lack of anything—nonexistence. In addition, there is lit-

erally nothing to make anything of, and that is for sure, so that is the
source, for sure.

5. Something From Nothing and Something Forever, the only two
options, are the same, both as things become of nothing, and so From
Nothing is the only option left, which makes it not an ‘option’, but
forced.

6. Only 4D spacetime works; 3D space + 1D time = 4D. All other ar-
rangements would be either too simple or totally unstable. 1D time
needs to account for the nullification of existence, overall, somehow.

7. The base existents cannot have parts, or it wouldn’t be the base;
S0, it has to be a simple continuous function. They are two opposing
primal waves, from NothingGods need not apply.

8. There have to be two base existents, as ‘sum-things’, meaning a
something and an anti-something, so they can cancel to the nothing
from which they arose, for there is no other source. It sounds like a
paradox but we know that it cannot be one. At first we think that Noth-



ing can’t produce anything, but a state of a lack of anything would have
no laws to it, leaving it open, at least to the default conditions, plus it is
that stuff can’t just be sitting around all defined and made with no defi-
nition point to make and define it in the first place and time that

never was. Why was its exact amount not any more or any less?

9. Nonexistence, which is a lack of anything, or nothing, cannot
have endured eternally, for it didn’t, obviously, as now there is some-
thing. So, there had to be something, no choice. Probability caught up
with Nothing. What about that it could have been past-eternal, at least
up to the point of changing into something? Well, since Nothing is not
an existent, but a lack of, as it opposite, we can give it that past-
eternal, for ever back nothing had only nothing before it, which only
would have been more of the same. Call it infinite, too, as in being all
over. Only Nothing qualifies as the prime mover that is not itself
moved.

10. An existent came about from nothing, but it had to be a simple,
continuous function, and what we have in the universe now must still

and always be it, even in its changed form, as not anything else could
have entered in.

11. What is common to everything in the universe is the wave na-
ture, and a wave is a continuous function.

12. Two opposing primal waves were the first existents, from noth-
| ing, and a multiplicity of sub-waves within them. They could not attain
infinite density, plus cosine waves within waves have a bandwidth limi-
tation, and so a universe banged out before annihilation could com-
plete. There are a billion more photons for every matter particle, so
that was the cancellation ratio. There could not have been an infinite

| rate of change and conservation must be maintained. This heart of the
theory is shown in the detailed version.

13. Energy is wave frequency and mass is wavelength, and of course
they are inversely related. Charge is the wave amplitude. There is oppo-
site polarity of charge and there are opposing matter states of matter/
antimatter because there had to be two types of primal waves, of
somethings and their opposing primal waves of anti-somethings. The



summation of all this is nothing, which it has to be, no choice. Neither
the mass effect nor the energy effect is a ‘real’ reality. The only reality

is the oscillations; all else is our perception of the effects that are pro-
duced by the centers and their waves. Among those effects are what we
have chosen to refer to as mass and energy. The only reality, the oscilla-

tion, consists of two equal and opposite oscillations that mutually
maintain conservation.

14. Since there were only waves and their envelopes, plus their anti-
waves and the anti-envelopes, there are only two possible stable
charged matter particles in free space—the electron(-) and the pro-
ton(+), and their anti-particles, because one is of the wave (the proton)
and the other is of the wave envelope (the electron). So, there were
only two ways to make them. They are the only two centers of oscilla-
tion possible. Stable uncharged matter particles are not possible in
free space (the neutron decays).

Y
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15. And there can only be one stable uncharged energy particle
(packet) in free space—the photon, because its negative and positive
waves are not opposing but are 180 degrees out of phase, which still

cancels the mass of the wavelengths, leaving only the energy of the
wave frequencies, and, so, plus and minus can live in peace, as neutral
‘charge’. Stable charged energy particles are not possible.

17. Yes, there is a clear symmetry to the two stable matter particles
and the one stable energy particle. It is the perfect symmetry of noth-
| ing!

18. A charged matter particle represents half of totality, and matter

| particles always arrive in opposite pairs, while an energy particle repre-

sents all of totality, as does an atom. And all of totality, in the over-
view, sums to zero, as a perfect balance of opposites., as it must.

19. The necessary zero-summation is the basis for the conservation
laws.

20. There are about 10”85 particles in the universe because that
was number of primal cosine waves and sub-waves going on when the
universe banged due to the bandwidth/density limitation.



21. Low probability had all the time it needed for a change in the
pre-universe state of nothing to something to eventually occur.

22. Lo and behold, the universe does appear to have come from no-
where and nothing.

23. The fact that there is literally nothing to make anything of can-
not be undone, and so that is what all is from.

24. Not only would claiming that the base existent(s) were around
forever be the same as from nothing, as they are clearly not from any-
thing, but it is also that what was already made and defined would
have been never made and defined, and so there would have been no
point at which its individual specific properties and forms, as well its
exact, certain total amount, could have been defined.

Y
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25. We were already down to only two options, which were Some-
thing From Nothing vs. Something Forever, which was already a great
accomplishment, since one of them had to be the TOE, and now we are
down to one—Nothing.

26. Nothing could not stay as such, so something had to become
and be, and now we know that this occurrence was forced, no choice,
and so one could then say that this capability/potential is that which
was around forever, before things, as an essence of the no-thing noth-
ing that must precede all things. The potential seems to be more than
| nothing but less than something.

27. Or it is that we can have our cake and eat it, too, since nothing is
| indeed the basis, but that it never sleeps, always being up to some-
thing, as it is perfectly unstable, as simpler and simpler states must

| ever get on to, for they are ever more reactive and going through phase
| changes, and nothing is the simplest state of all, nothing’s doings ever
happening but summing to zero, and, like in the quantum realm, zero
would a definite number, not fuzzy, and so it is disallowed, movement
thus being natural, not stillness, and so nothing must ever jiggle about,
as loose change, jitterbugging away. So, we have our cake, and Edith,
too. It would take a God to keep nothing intact. Change is inevitable,
as we see, because the universe formed.




28. There are other balances in nature, too, such as the weak nu-
clear force that promotes changeability, versus the strong nuclear force
that promotes stability, as well as the positive kinetic energy of stuff
versus the negative potential energy of gravity, plus that atoms and
molecules seem neither overly inclined nor disinclined to merge and
part. The result is that things are neither so frozen that they cannot
change nor so wildly changeable that they cannot stay together at all.
Yes, balance, but not all in one place, just overall.

29. In the overview, totality is symmetric, but, internally it must be
of polar opposites, which it is, and that is the confirmation of the ori-
gin of existence from the non.

31. There could not be ‘cause and effect’ forever down, and espe-
cially not to the origin itself, for that is where the buck had to stop, and
so then nothing external could input to it, and so cause had to be re-
placed by an equation, that of the zero sum.

32. Essentially, charge, along with matter/anti-matter, since they
must have opposite charge, makes for the nullification of existence,

and so charge must have something to do with time, for only the 4th di-
mension, time, of spacetime that can be a difference dimension, for
space is compositional and summative. It’s kind of like Einstein’s 4D
block universe, time being the difference of spaces, like an index to the
slices, either way, backward or forward, but things only go forward.
The waves of the future are already massing nearby, as incoming, and
about to arrive, in a 4D time way. Similarly, spaces are the difference
of times. Time is a spacetime ‘distance’, which is not a regular dis-

| tance, and regular distance is kind of a spacetime ‘time’. Normally,
such as when, say, walking, we think of ourselves going through space
in time, not as us standing still and space moving past us at some rate.

33. There is determinism, after the origin, as all is of the continuing
big event of the bang and what was before, although we may make arti-
ficial local boundaries to claim local cause and effect. We may feel un-
comfortable about that all is determined, but its opposite, ‘undeter-
mined’, would be that physical actions and our own willed actions
don’t depend on anything at all, which cannot be, and it wouldn’t work
anyway, as all would be chaos, and we wouldn’t have evolved, and so
then we are not so unhappy since the dependence is the only way



things can be, and we do like that our actions represent what we have
personally come to be, via our learnings, memories, experiences, and
associations, plus that a wider, and newer, but still fixed will of the in-
stant can be had from learning, and in doing it more, as making the
will to at least be dynamic through its successive fixed states. The only
real consolation, though, is that we are existent, and active in the
‘scripted’ play, plus that it can be enjoyable, and that it ever does seem
to be novel. For those who cannot learn, which is total doom, we now
gain a good measure of compassion.

34. We sought the truth, wherever it led, as no one can keep a lid on
its opening box, although religious dogma tried and tries to, and so it
is that we even welcome Dan Dennet’s universal acid, for it eats
through all the folk tales and superstitions.

35. It should be obvious that ‘God’ has flunked out, for beings can-
not be first and fundamental, since they are complex systems, which
even come way later on, and that Nothing is not ‘God’, although it is a
Ground Of Determination, and neither is Stuff Forever ‘God’, nor is a
forever capability/potential of Nothing to jiggle about and not sit still

‘God’. One can still call it G.O.D., but it’s not a thinking, planning, de-
signing SuperBeing., for that notion has been cut off at the source, and
so all of the claimed attributes are now moot. We are on our own, but

are still of the ongoing big event as a whole.

36. The universe is large, and so there had to be some places, like
Earth, where the right conditions were all present; however, the capa-
bility for life also had to be inherent in the universe from the begin-
| ning. There is no random’ not even in evolution’s natural selection, for
it depends on the environment. It came together little by little, over
millions and billions of years, through accumulation, upon already sta-
| ble organism platforms. It fine-tuned us to the Earth, and not any
| other way around. We’ve only been around for an evolutionary instant,
but we are here, and so we can ever look back to find that ‘fortunate’
events came our way, but we don’t really need to look, for they will al-
ways be known to be there.

37. We really ought to colonize space before Global Warming burns
up the Earth, or some other disaster arrives, but we are not particu-
larly made for life in space, and the other possible ‘Earths’ are far




away. Living in the now would seem to be the answer. Yes, we've found
the essence of existence, but existence would seem to overwhelm es-
sence in importance, but the essence information still helps, and, after

all, it was the most often asked question. Our time appears to be that
of a small parentheses within a much longer time.

38. What happens, happens, and will, as of the continuum, and this
already includes present and future alerts, pro and con, as to what to
do about anything. All is already in the cards, and even the effects of
knowing this are also accounted for.

39. Everything can also happen, over and over again, either in our
A large universe or in the next: everything possible not only happens, but
it repeats again and again.

40. The Eternal Return
Behind the veil, being that which ev’r thrives, the Eternal Nothing

has ever been alive. Some time it needed to variate everything for, and
now sometimes ‘knows’ how these bubbles to pour, of existence in

some ‘meant’ universe, those that wrote your poem and mine, every
verse. So, as thus, thou lives on yester’s credit line, in nowhere’s mid-
st—now in this life of thine, as of its bowl our cup of brew was mixed

into this state of being that’s called ‘mine’.

Yet worry you that this Cosmos is the last, that the likes of us will be-
| come the past, space wondering whither whence we went after the last
of us her life has spent? The Eternal Saki has thus formed trillions of
baubles like ours, and will form, forevermore—the comings and

| passings of which it ever emits to immerse in those universal bubbles
blown and burst.

So, fear not that a debit close your account and mine, knowing the
like no more; the Eternal Source from its pot has pour’d zillions of bub-
bles like ours, and will pour.

When you and I behind the cloak are past, but the long while the
next universe shall last, which of humans’ approach and departure it
grasps as might the sea’s self heed a pebble-cast.



Be of good cheer--the sullen month will die, and a young moon re-
quite us by and by: look how the old one meagre, bent, and wan with
age and fast, is fainting from the sky! (a Fitzgerald quatrain that’s not
in his ‘Rubaiyat’)

41. The infinite cannot be attained, so there cannot an infinite re-
gress of things ever coming from lessor things, nor any infinite regress
of ‘cause and effect’, so the buck stops, not at Harry Truman, but at the
default conditions inherent in ‘nothingness’ (the only possible source,
too). ‘Finiteness’ is one of the default conditions, as well as the primal
something having to be a simple continuous function with no parts,
such as a wave, balanced by an opposite primal anti-something, this
| zero-summation also being a necessity, so that something is not truly
| obtained from nothing, free and clear, without summing to it.

From here, the full Theory of Everything is further developed. As
confirmation, nature is full of waves and balances. There is one cause
and effect—the first, and everything that happens is a continuation of
that, local and artificially imposed boundaries not withstanding.

A 3D volume can hold a 3D object within it, with no boundaries
touched. In both 1D and 2D, any contents would always touch a bound-
ary, such as a line segment and a plane.

The reason for taking a good long look into Something From Noth-
ing is that there is literally nothing to make anything of, and there is
no doubt about that. So we don’t just shrug it off, neglecting it even, as
| some might, for at the end of the day no one can suggest any other
source. So, it is a truth, but one that some might not like, for it seems a
paradox.

There is then, usually, a retreat to the only other possible option,
that of Something Forever, but it cannot truly satisfy, for it is an incom-
| plete notion. The only way to complete the notion that the basic some-
thing comes from not anything at all is to thus equate ‘not anything’ to
nothing. so, the two options reduce to the same.

Another problem with the same exact base existent stuff having al-
ways been around is: How could its total amount have been deter-
mined, as well as its forms and properties? For one have something al-
ready made and defined that was never made and defined.




The cause of existence can only be of the forced default conditions,
as there would be nothing else to enter in to it, for that is where the
buck has to stop. It is more of an equation, and one that still shows as
a balance of opposites in nature—the necessary zero-sum reflecting the
perfect symmetry of nothing.

Infinite extent is impossible, for it could never attain completion,
and so all must be finite, as is the universe, as well as what gave rise to
the universe, for its doings met the necessarily finite bandwidth limita-
tions, at which point, everything blew, into a universe.

Probability caught up with ‘Nothing’, and so something had to be-
come, as I will try to explain eventually. There is no other source for
something, which is really ‘sum-things’, for there is no alternative.
~ | Note: ‘something forever’ is as it is not from anything, which is the
| same as being from nothing.

Hard to believe, I know, but there can be no true paradoxes, and
that knowledge drives us on.

Consciousness is the second form of the same information that is of
the correlated neurological state, second because it comes after the
brain has done its analysis. ‘It' from ‘bit’. Either that or it exactly is the

firing of the neurons, the brain perceiving itself, as sort of a sixth
sense. Does the water turn into wine, or is the wine the same as the wa-
ter?

Yes, the extent of things must ever be finite, as it can never get to ‘in-
finite’. Nor should the shortcut word of ‘infinite’ be used in language as
an actual, a common enough tendency. Replacing it with its definition
| would show why.

Finiteness, then, becomes one the the keys, of the default conditions
that make for existence having to be a forced state, which I will try to
get more into elsewhere.

William Lane Craig, a cleric famous for trying to introduce God out
of nowhere, perhaps due to a bias of wishing for such, did get as far as
to note that all things must have beginnings. Unfortunately, as an
aside, this would include beings and Beings (namely, God). He also
noted that there is no source for things, which is true for sure, al-
though many might just slip right on past this important point. But
then he stumbled, driven by so much wanting ‘God’, claiming that
‘God did it’, begging the question beyond repair. I leave the rest as an
exercise for now.




As another aside, the notion of a ‘God’ as a first and fundamental Su-
perBeing who created everything can be disproved, in two separate
ways, by self-contradiction, cutting Him out at the source, making any-
thing else moot, such as more attributes layered on by imagination,
and, further, we can deduce how and why existence came about, which
doesn't have ‘God’ in it.

Eternal duration is another matter, but just slightly, for as refer-
enced earlier, it may have ‘persistence’ before it changes form, its po-
tential for change unexercised for a time.

And, indeed, all is a continuum of the big event of the ‘bang’ and be-
fore.

i
A
1 No, it implies that t(it is raining)=0 and t(it is not raining)=o0. That
1S, neither are true.
Perhaps there is a kind of fog about, making the situation indetermi-
nate.

As for “unmarried man”, that could be taken as ‘currently unmar-
ried’, which it probably often is, as ‘not married’, although the ‘un’
could mean that the man never was married.

“Bachelor” is for a man who is not married and never was and
doesn’t intend to be, as a way of life. Nor is he in a pair-bond. If he is
adamant, then he is a confirmed bachelor, and not an eligible bache-
lor.

The Pope is a bachelor, technically, and for good reason.
| Nuns extend the word ‘marriage’ by being married to God.
| There is also common-law ‘marriage’.

At one time, I nearly fell for the objects of shortcut words as being
" | actual, when people used the, words such as ‘infinite’, ‘forever’, and ‘by
faith’ (as reason or knowing), but, after replacing the words in the sen-
| tences with their definitions, the sentences no longer made any sense

at all.

What restrictions and laws would a lack of anything have? Some
think that this state would be wide open, however, the default condi-
tions come into play, and there are only about two or three.



With the help of Roger Ellman’s cosine wave math, the theory has
been fleshed out to completion.

How would the particulars and the total amount of Something For-
ever have been defined in the first place that never was? And done in a
way that doesn’t involve formation from nothing. A kind of compro-
mise is that there was always a potential for nothing to change into
something and to grow to form a very large universe, and the From
Nothing theory even explains this.

How it is that there are major areas in nature that cancel out, such
as polarity of charge, matter/anti-matter, mass-energy vs gravity, and
even the photon, as being two opposing waves 180 degrees out of
phase, thus having the positive and negative living in peace, though
eliminating mass (wave length) and charge (wave amplitude), but re-
taining energy (wave frequency)?

So, the option of Something From Nothing is testable, and has con-
firmation, but the option of Something Forever, as the same exact
stuff, is not only incomplete, but also has problems, but in effect it re-
duces to Something From Nothing.

So, in the above, another cat is let out of the bag, for the theory ex-
plains mass, energy, and charge, too.

Who can name any other source for something but nothing? No
one.

The TOE was never going to be something fancy, complicated, or
highly complex, for those can only come later on, way later on, such as
life forms. Yes, the TOE is expected to be simple, maybe even boring to
some, but the answer to the most often asked question of all time can
| never really be less than exciting, although not astounding, in light of
the default simpleness that it must have, finding it of the simplest
state, that which is perfectly unstable. We have always found the sim-
pler and simpler things to get more and more reactive, more ready to
| combine, and to go through phase changes, which is more, but un-
needed, confirmation.

What is the meaning of the finding? None at all, really. What it pro-
duces is a must, which is not everything, but everything possible,
which leads to more, higher levels of everythings (possible). Every-
thing and nothing have the same information content: zero. The Li-
brary of Babel that contains every possible arrangement of letters and
punctuation into books has the same meaning and information as the




other library next door, which is a little, empty hut that has no books
at all. Well, that is now but mostly true, as now we know why and how
the universe exists. Without that, the universe cannot be compre-
hended.

Now it all becomes clear: balance; finiteness; no Gods; determin-
ism; no free will; an ongoing continuum of the one big event of the
bang and before, so no real local cause and effect; mass, energy, and
charge defined, but are just secondary effects of the basic that is real;
and an eventual dispersion of everything, due to both decay and expan-
sion, as well as other universes being possible from nothing.

All that remains is the exposition of the theory in more detail, but it
will take some reading and a low level understanding of trigonometry.
| Science, logic, philosophy, and math combined makes for the ultimate
confirmation.

Faith can bring comfort, true, and the calm practiced during medita-
tion can be employed when problems flare.

Martin Gardner didn’t believe in God at all, by logic or reason, but
liked to feel that there was One, emotionally, for the comfort of it.

Of course, there is no knowing or reason ‘by faith’, but for those who
take the shortcut word, ‘“faith’, as an actual, without looking up its full
definition.

For those who desire the truth about the universe, regardless of its
‘acidic’ nature eating away their folk tales and superstitions, the notion
of ‘God’ can now be disproved in two separate ways, plus a solving of
the universe and existence that is only natural, with nothing extra-, be-
| yond-, or supernatural.

If you have read some of my earlier posts in the thread you should
know that I agree with much of what you are saying at least
[i]conceptually[/i] here;
| Hi. I slept a long time after watching the Mars landing of Curiosity.
Yes, I read the thread, which one must always do to get fully into it.
The proposal of “with no pre-existing cause” is indicating ‘cause-
less’, which is, again, having something that not from any-thing, leav-
ing only no-thing, whatever that is, and so we must go on to look into
it. It could be Nothing or that which has to happen, but didn’t yet hap-
pen, or a combination thereof.




It does seem that causes must eventually run out, leaving but the
prime mover that moves all, but is not itself moved by anything prior,
for there isn’t any more. We know it happened, so this is not just idle
speculation. It had to change, and did, in its expression, giving us
something.

Agreed, something had to begin from nothing, and there can only
be two possible options here. There cannot be a pre-existing cause be-
cause of the dreaded nothing existing [iJconceptually[/i], despite this,
and like you say, the universe still started anyway.

There is a penultimate cause to the universe since all things must
have beginnings, and a primal cause by the prime mover to that which
gave rise to the universe, which universe was really but a change in its
form, ‘it’ still being the universe, the ‘bursting’ of which, as my theory
will show, was at the same scale as the diameter of the universe, not
from a tiny singularity, and, also, ‘size’ with no reference scale doesn’t
mean much, if anything. This was still a ‘bang’, but it wasn’t into any
pre-existing space and time, but made space and time as spacetime, re-
lated therein, but not as separate entities

So we are somehow missing a reason or why for this? Also agreed.
Or a [iJsimultaneous//i] and [i]instantaneous[ /1] cause and effect(It
makes me nervous using the same words here, but I guess this could
be applicable under the [iJsame conditions[/1]) for the beginning of
the universe.

I can go along with a possible reason or why for this as long as it is
not [iJpre-existing[/i] in [i]Jany[/i] way or form(again, because of the
absolute brick wall of [i]conceptually[/i] nothing existing before)
| The prime mover is the singularity of nothingness, which is not just

conceptual, for it can be actual, as preceding anything, as a lack of any-
thing, and had to be, as we both realize, although we may not like it, as
the ‘dreaded’.
: There could not have been an instantaneous, infinite rate of change,
and the theory avoids that, as it must, nor can conservation be vio-
lated, and the theory accommodates that as well, as it has to, and so we
see that these are more of the forced default conditions.

It is also that we have the dimensions that we do, not only because
all the other arrangements would either be too simple, or hyperbolic or
unstable, but also because the singularity of nothing demands existen-
tial closure, to nothingness overall. at the level of totality, and this in




turn demands the compositional parity of polarity, neutral overall, but
polar opposites internally, such as electric charge, and this in turn de-
mands the dimension that we have, these as inevitable as existence.

The three dimensions of space are compositional, and thus the nulli-
fication of existence at totality must be carried out by the fourth, via
the polarity of electric charge, which must be an aspect of time, as well
as motion, too.

The space of our universe is also three-dimensional because this is
the only dimension whose volume is compositionally consistent
through all levels of infinite size while forming the surface of its own
hypervolume.

The above three paragraphs are not in the theory, per say, but are
from another theory whose conclusion arrives at the same, as that all
is a distribution of nothing. It has an eternal, infinite universe in it,
though, but as that nothing is always doing its thing anywhere every-
where. I will probably add its good after-the-fact observations to my
theory, but I am primarily concerned with the origin.

UVS (Universal Vortical Singularity) theory is also good, in the
same way, in the noting of vortexes in all of nature, and my wave oscil-

lations of the Beginning very well meet up with that, the wave oscilla-
tions becoming vortexes in spacetime dimensions.

Kant, however, is not the last word on such matters, but one needs
to be aware of the hazards of making claims about such questions
without having a good grounding in the heritage of our greatest phi-
losophers.

Yes, they describe it well, but little did they know that confirmation
| would arrive, thus making the limitations moot.

I should have added that while the analysis of the Beginning is pri-
mary, it couldn’t survive alone without the crucial after-the-fact obser-
vations of the universe that do the confirming, such as opposite waves,
| opposite polarity of charge, matter/anti-matter, mass /gravity, and
more. If Stuff were forever, there would be no reason for these polar
opposites, whereas, if Stuff is of nothing, then there is reason.

So the theory works both top-down and bottom up, as well as hav-
ing science, logic, philosophy, and math all supporting it at once.

The question then becomes how a zero state can become a one state
(or vice-versa). Quantum theory, interestingly, has a way of han-




dling this by transcending these states, adopting the notion that both
states exist simultaneously, until that is, some collapse of these states
into one or the other, a kind of magical intervention that creates a re-
ality for us.

In New Scientist, maybe of July 30, the wave function appears to be
real, not just a mathematical probability tool. They ‘found’ that quan-
tum mechanics would not work if the wave function was not real.

What would this imply?

Now, onto something inspired by zero and one. I know you were
talking about bits being on or off, but I'm now thinking of one or zero
as a whole...

The flip side to that nothing can't be (or stay), that we often forget
to note, is that ‘one’, as total solidity, doesn't seem to work any better,
than complete vacuity, and so it is as if there has to be a finite ‘mid-
point’ where we have to be perched in our existence, which is another
possible default condition.

This is not part of my theory, at least not yet, as it hasn't been
tamed, but is nearly suggests that

Infinity times 0 = 1 (finite unity)

Well, that's pretty wild, although I could see

n times 1/n =1
or, likewise,
Infinity times infinitesimal = 1

or

(Largest infinity) times (smallest infinity) = 1

But there can be no actual infinities, so it could only be some ‘poten-
tial’ at work. Well, at any rate, it’s not really needed for the theory un-
less some hole has to be filled, and even the the idea would need more
of a basis.




The information content of the energy is completely broken down
after death and lost, so unfortunately, this argument does not follow.

This is true, as the brain process that is consciousness can no longer
operate, although our atoms go on to become part of something else.

What the law of conservation does do is get rid of Descartes sepa-
rate mind and body, as energy conservation would be violated in the ex-
changes. It is also that what Descartes proposes as mind would still
have to be physical in order to walk the walk and talk the talk of the
physical body.

We are ever changing in our ‘selves’ as we live, sometimes turning
out quite different than we used to be many years ago, and this change
differs only in degree, from death, as our atoms continue on as part of
something else, even another human, in which any narrative will do.
We wouldn't remember, though, and so the degree of change is huge,
and even more than that. It’s like now and zen.

When cells divide, as they do many times during our lives, the ends
of the two DNA strands ‘rip’ a bit at the completion of their separation,
but this only hurts and affects the unused junk DNA of the telomere
caps that are protective like the caps on the ends of shoelaces; how-

ever, when this cap wears away completely then damage to cells occurs
and we begin to die of old age. Research is under way to lengthen these
caps so that we could potentially live forever.

This brings old Methuselah to mind, who at about 976 odd-years
old, forgot to look both ways when crossing a path and got run over by
a horse-cart.

|  The term ‘supernatural’is a place-holder. We use it to describe
what we don't yet understand.

Once we figure it out, it becomes ‘natural’.
If god exists, god must be natural.
He could be a highly evolved alien life form who is much higher up
| the food chain, naturally evolved, and who did Terra-forming or
planted life in an already suitable place, but this would not be ‘god’ as
first and fundamental before all, thinking, planning, and designing a
universe. I guess we could call him a good guy, though, as one who got
us going.

So, yes, there can be no supernatural. Whatever deals with the natu-
ral and talks and walks with the natural would have to also be natural.




Nonetheless, in begging the question with the UVS model, this
"only reality" of vortical oscillations, is merely an effect of what IS
REAL, which begets all realities, including the “only reality”.

This would be, almost ironically, the singularity of nothingness that
has the potential, which is not the actual of the “only reality”, but what
can make for the “only reality” to become. The ‘potential’ is like an un-
exercized realness. Ah, it’s always tough to run up against non-
existence, but there is no other source, and yet it is that non-existence
has default condition placed upon it, and so it is not a wide-open “no
laws” thing where anything goes.

Arrogance often shows that one is biased and not open. What Na-
| ture does and how Nature operates may not be as our human nature
thinks it ought to be or merely wishes it to be. Ignorance spurs learn-
ing.

The first lies in some imaginary realm, so to speak, while the sec-
ond is how it comes to be observed/detected.

If what the article hints, that the wave function is real and not just a
tool then I suppose there is no imaginary mathematical realm. What
do you think?

And I remember the beginnings of the uncertainty principle, not
that I am that old, but at first they had it being so as due to the meas-
urement interfering with the particle, which only means that we don't
| have predictability but not that all is ‘random’. Then it went on to a

more magical ‘observation causing existence’ thing, which is OK as
| taken as any physical interaction, in a way, but I think not to humans
| having a power to cause something to exist.
One way that I used for thinking of what a superposition could be
| was to think of it as a vibration.

In any case, Aristotle’s universe wasn't infinite, it was finite, (and
rather small by by comparison with today’s universe. It had a finite
number of objects in it as well as one in which the stars were at some

finite radius away from the earth.

And didn’t he or another of his status conclude that the base exis-
tent had to be the simplest thing of all, with no parts. Of course he still



called it ‘god’, as they still had to have that at the time, or he did it to
save his skin.

Well, I have it that the simplest, continuous existent function is a
primal wave, along with its opposite, ‘anti-something’ wave, and we do
see that waves underlie all of Nature as what is truly really real.

Existence had a beginning, existence had no beginning. I have
tried for years to find “another option” for this, DragonFly(“crying”)

And yet we know for sure, my friend, that it is one or the other.
Something with no source cannot be there, for then how would it be as
it is, and, the way it is—the something of our universe, shows a zero-
sum balance of opposites, and that is one heck of a big clue that we
can't ignore. So we have a direction to follow.

I put a Chapter 11 in my book and then I went bankrupt. I lived on
the 14th floor, not realizing that they had purposely omitted floor 13,
and my apartment collapsed. All my checks bounced on Friday the
13th. I have 14 cats, two of them black, and the other cats don’t like
them. I ditched church and then fell down, hurting my knee, so I
prayed to God to make my knees feel the same; he then made the other

knee go bad. I feel asleep driving once, and brushed up against a mail
truck; this broke my side mirror, waking me up when the glass shat-
tered all over me. I jumped out of a plane with no parachute; luckily
the plane was still on the ground. I was nearly trapped in a DIA/
Special Forces attack mission in Cambodia, but escaped, running 12
miles through the jungle back to the river for a helicopter pickup.
Walked under a ladder and a bucket of diamonds fell off, making me

| rich. They were robbing a jewelry store.

A universe/existence that always was and never began...

What would it be like?
Eternity is longer than any time, and longer still; so, everything, as
anything possible, would have already happened, even time again and
again: every desired planet settled, which ‘only’ took a zillion years, eve
rything invented, evolution to the highest plane, all aversive mental
substrates softened or eliminated, but for the useful ones, perfect
lives...




Whatever the universe or a person needed would be already there,
at any time during eternity, for the eternal universe/existence is its
own precursor and what is its own precursor can supply anything possi
ble. Systems with no origin are called ‘temporally closed’. Matter, to
form, needs light, and light, to form, needs matter, but so what, for
each is already there. A star needs previous stellar material to ignite,
but, no worry, it was already there, because there was no first star. (Is
the preceding true?) In fact, there was was no first anything. No first
kiss, no first touchdown pass, no last kiss, for our identicals always
came to be, somewhere, even time and time again, since all arrange-
ments can be run through an infinite number of times during eternity, .
no matter what their probability. The universe/existence is its own his- = =
tory. Everything is kind of all at once. 3

The infinite life span of what exists forever provides more than
enough time for the energy and matter of which it is composed to shift
through every available internal state; Eternity is long enough for a
large amount of matter/energy to express every possible spacial distri-
bution.

All history and future occurs all of the time, totality containing its
own history and future; so, the universe’s energy is complete. Of

course, very large distances may intervene, as to Earth’s nearest mo-
ment elsewhere.

And more amazing... Think of two locked boxes, each of which con-
tains the other’s key. It seems that both boxes must remain locked, yet,
due to eternity, each of the yin/Yang boxes can be unlocked at once.
Eternal systems are ever their own prior state, running like a Mobius
strip in which their present can utilize their future. How amazing is
this!
| Lepton, quarks, or whatever are the fundamentals were always were

what they were, just as they are, for they never began. The ‘forever’ of
‘eternal’ is an actual, a past eternity already in the books, and a future
one guaranteed, for the fundamentals were not makeable, as they were
| never made, and so they are unbreakable (are they?). And they are
how they are for no reason.
Um, none of this happened, so existence cannot be forever.

Let us though, try to salvage the notion of the eternal universe/
existence, to show that we tried. The eternal universe thus has to recy-
cle itself, to appear as ours, and so we will have to look at that.



The universe seems to be about 13.5 billion years old, but isn’t, be-
cause its recycle time is about 16-18 billion years, and so it only ap-
peared to be new 13 billions years ago. Photons decay and stars burn
out, so new light and a new source of hydrogen for stars to burn is
needed.

It is the black holes at the center of galaxies that send out pristine
light, for they get a boost from the disassociation of compound nuclei
which also sends out jets of pristine hydrogen atoms that go on to form
new stars to begin and continue the recycling of the universe.

Photons decay because they have more length than width, and so
gravity operates on them unevenly, making for an unstable relativistic
system, building up to, every two million years, the emittance of a
decay-photon, and these microwave level photons are what the CMBR
is, for the CMBR is not a leftover from a Big Bang, since there isn’t any
such bang when there can be no beginning. Nor is the universe expand-
ing, for the red shift is only due to the photon decay. The CMBR pho-
tons will have to come back into play.

Stars have been burning hydrogen forever in the eternal universe
and so they require an endless and renewable supply. So, the energy in

the light released by the fusion of compound nuclei must eventually be
used to break them apart, for reuse.

A black hole’s interior is composed of a degenerate neutron super
fluid with a gravitational potential strong enough to lower its own den-
sity through the hyper-extension of particles cores. The greater the
gravitational expansion, the lower the nuclear potential. Inter-nucleon
binding energy is reduced as well. A galaxy’s core doesn’t just burn nu-
clei, it first forces them apart with its gravitational potential.
| The eternal universe is ever about balance and recycling. If nuclei

are formed in heat they must be dissolved in relative cold. Heat would
be an inefficient waste product for the galactic engine. It is an environ-

| ment where electrical energy is applied to degenerate matter, produc-
| ing hydrogen and virtually no radiant energy. The gravitational expan-
sion required to disassociate nuclei at relatively low temperature is
why galaxies require massive black holes. There is nowhere else to do
it. Universal equilibrium demands the existence of black holes. It is an
unavoidable consequence of cosmic renewal, a forgone conclusion.
Electrical current heats the galactic core, while the absorption of com-
pound nuclei cools it.




Compound nuclei are drawn into the galactic core, where there is a
black hole, since a galaxy is a vortex. Still, some energy must be added,
and this by the photon microwave energy lost through their decay (red
shift) that then returns from the CMB as currents to help power the nu- ~
clei degeneration. The galactic halo of dark matter serves as a micro- -
wave antenna. Hydrogen gas then emerges in jets for use by new stars.
The compound nuclei form again from stars and supernovae. And all is
new... the cycle continues.

Red shift is then due only to the expansion of photons due to their
decay, yet the CMBR photons do not decay due to its deactivation by
its thermalization with intergalactic material. Optical photons recon-
cile the energy they have lost from intergalactic reds shift by emitting
| microwaves directly into the CMB band, they not having any lower
| level to go down to,

A galaxy’s halo pulls power out of the CMB with huge, deep space
electrical currents that leave slight temperature ripples in their wake.
The currents pass through the galaxy’s disc toward its core, providing
power for the disassociation of the compound nuclei that were created
by fusion in stars, liberating hydrogen, which flows up the galaxy’s
arms and is ejected from its core directly into space.

Galaxies are vortices, and so they carry the material of their disc re-
gion slowly into their core where it is absorbed into a gravationally-
expanded neutron superfluid that exudes hydrogen through its degen-
erate surface, thus providing a renewable source of fuel for the perpet-
ual cosmic engine.

All true galaxies have massive, electrically charged black holes in
the innermost depths of their central region, a necessary and integral
component of galactic function because they are the only objects in the
universe with a gravitational potential large enough to provide an envi-
ronment capable of low-temperature nuclear disassociation with virtu-
ally no radioactive energy loss. Without them the cosmic fusion cycle
| would not be possible.
| The reason our universe appears to be 13-14 billion years old is be-
cause this is the average time required for material to cycle through its
galactic systems. The universe is infinitely older than this, but the com-
pound nuclei of which its luminous material is composed are continu-
ously renewed every 16-18 billions years. This is cosmic equilibrium.

A photon’s polarization is the result of the asymmetry of its spacial
footprint going through the crystal lattice of a polarizing substance.




Red shift is due to photon energy loss, the photons being stretched,
as well, the photon loss being gradual over immense distances. A weak
gravitational field is the only possible source of the intergalactic red-
shift, for, any collisions would only cause the loss of energy in individ-
ual photons and wouldn’t increase the distance between them. Space is
not perfectly rectilinear, but has a slight fourth-dimensional curvature,
and so it is that curved space simulates spatial expansion.

Gravity’s universal curvature creates a differential velocity per unit
distance, and so the energy distributed throughout a photon’s substruc-
ture accrues differential velocity at a steady pace. A photon’s leading
edge has traveled farther than its trailing edge by its wavelength, and
this stretches photons, causing an expansion—and so the universe isn’t
expanding; but intergalactic photons are—along their epic journey,
which is predicted by Einstein’s general theory of relativity (which he
himself did not notice).

The difference between a billion light years now and a billion years
ago is not linear, which gives the false impression of universal expan-
sion. When a photon expands over time, it has to release energy, and
so it is forced to decay—as a speed less than ‘c’ is of an unstable, relativ-
istic system. It must reserve its Planck/energy relationship as its wave-

length is distended by curved space. And, by the way, this is a quanti-
tized, discrete change, very much unlike the proposed continuous spa-
cial expansion. The decaying starlight fills deep space to the CMB en-
ergy density.

The CMBR has significantly more energy per cubic meter than any
bandwidth in space—and this is the product of energy lost by the inter-
galactic redshift which is really photon decay. The CMBR must then
lose energy to maintain its equilibrium temperature, and the only pos-
| sible destination for this energy loss is away from deep space, back
into the galactic environment, the eternal return, as electric current,
the only agent available.

So, lumetic photon decay heats the CMBR, while cosmic current
cools it down; which is why the CMBR has a thermal spectrum. The

only way to transfer power is through CMBR temperature differentials,
whose artifacts are its small-scale anisotrophies.



The Galactic Fountain of the thunderous cosmic engine...

Galactic halos convert the CMB microwave energy into electrical en-
ergy, which is then carried inward to the galactic environment by mas-
sive currents. There is unambiguous evidence of this current, and that
would be the banding of spiral galaxies, whose bands move independ-
ently of the galaxy’s disk material. Some bandings, like those of NGC
4622, actually move in the opposite direction of disk rotation, which
surely shows that galactic banding is electrical, not gravitational. This
energy is carried by currents to a galaxy’s core to facilitate the disasso-
ciation of the compound nuclei that its stars produce by fusion.

A galaxy is an electric furnace, and this is why jets of hydrogen have
been observed escaping, as well as gamma rays and who knows what,
with more hydrogen released up through a galaxy’s spiral arms, all of
this now being called the galactic fountain.

A galaxy’s newly minted and massive volumes of hydrogen gas rain
down on the galactic disk, as such upon our very own Milky Way,
from both sides, north and south. Also, galaxies don’t explode and fly

apart since the flux in equals the flux out; they are steady-state sys-
tems.

The universe is about balance, and so if nuclei are formed in heat
then they must be dissolved in relative cold, for a galaxy is an engine
and heat is a waste product. The gravitational expansion required to
disassociate nuclei at a relatively low temperature is why galaxies need
massive black holes. Universal equilibrium demands the existence of
black holes, another truth without proof. Black holes are gravitational
| filters that separate light from hot, ultra-expanded matter, facilitating
nuclear disassociation by providing an environment that radically re-
duces nuclear binding energy.

Electrical current heats the galactic core; the absorption of com-
| pound nuclei cools it. If a particle’s total energy exceeds its rest mass it
can escape a black hole’s pull. Light’s energy is not affected by gravita-
tional potential (but they have gravitational fields) which reduces the
rest mass of elementary particles, as they in turn emit light of lower en-
ergy.

Will all of the above pan out? And it still would be that the eternal
universe is made of nothing, due to the zero-sum balance observed in
nature. The all-at-once happening made both matter and light at the




same time, neither then needing the other to be there first. Matter and
anti-matter get made at the same time, too, as opposing charges made
at the same time.

This [The Meadows of Heaven] is fullsome and jubilant, you seem
to have a strong urge towards poetry. However do we have any rea-
son to believe you when you say “highest point of all being”?

Well, just around here. Yes, I am a poet, too. I am a full atheist.
There is still awe, and I may have romanticized it to instill some of
that. We are not 'special’, and that is the kind of hubris that that gets
the religious people thinking that they deserve a Divine reward in
Heaven; however, this false pride is, ironically, totally opposite to the
| true humility, which is that we are just electro-bio-chemical beings
who happen to be higher up the food chain, but no more significant
than any other creature.

Our life and consciousness is all there is, but some humans always
want more, and by doing that they can miss much of what could be en-
joyed here.

Then I noted the maintenance stairway beside the tube that led
twenty miles down the pit of “Things That Never Happened’, where
none had ever gone, and looked around; the GrandMaster knew that I
would, to see it spiral down into Neverland. So strangely compelling it
was that I ventured down, underground, beyond all sight and sound...

I reported the following to Passiona, “I'm only five miles back up
the stairway to heaven on earth, and am posting from my cell phone.
| 'm carrying all sorts of documents to the surface that have never seen
the light of day. Oops, I just dropped the sad story of the Kennedy
brothers, and about Marylyn Monroe’s death, but I'd noted that the
mafia hired foreign assassins, to cover their tracks. And, darn, there
goes the report on Roswell Area 51, which was too long to read... Am
| six miles up, now. 17 more to go. I can still see the throne of doom be-
low, snakes curled all around and under it...”

“Cripes,” Passiona responded.

I reached the top. “That’s the story, sweety-heart,” said Austino.
“You're looking good, my dear Passiona. Now that the 2012 is solved,
we can get back to business. And I'll tell the rest of those secret stories
soon. ”

“The air is balmy and your motion is dynamic,” she said.




Passiona was so hot, she had to cool off! And suddenly Passiona dis-
appeared in a poof of mist. For some reason, Austino was suddenly cov-
ered head to TOE with vapor, drenched with a very sweet scent.

“Holy Toledo Austino, You make sure you keep those top secret _
files, documents and whatnot secure in your grasp. I am seriously curi- &
ous, so curious in fact that you simply must, just must read every word
to me. I’'m dying to know what you have. And I might add, about Area
51; I think they should release it.”

“Dear Seriously Curious,” Austino related. “Right now I have a
deadly container of biological germ warfare, if you are really dying to
know, but, I threw that away real fast. What I have handy is the Presi-
dent’s Book, written by past Presidents and readable only by a Presi-
| dents in office. This is the only copy of all secrets, except for what I
| also have, at least those that the CIA told the Presidents about. I have
access, since I know the President, and to all the CIA secrets as well.
DIA, too.

“The current President—I dare not reveal his name, due to the secu-
rity guidelines—but his name starts with ‘O’, was formerly of Chicago,
Illinois, near where I lived, in Oak Park, but that is not where I met
him, only knowing him in Chicago all the more there after he arrived,

and rose to power as a Senator. We met in Punahau, Oahu, Hawaii, at
the basketball court of Punahau High School. He was on the team and
I was a spectator, living, between secret assignments, in a tower in Pu-
nahau, at one end of the rainbow that crossed over the Manoa Valley
from the University of Hawaii. We kept in touch, and the rest is his-
tory. Finally, we have a President who understands the value of sci-
ence, but we still cannot talk about his secrets, so please strike all this
from the record.

“I will only be telling relatively old secrets, maybe, that have no cur-
rent value to our enemies. I can also discount many rumors that are
simply not true, for example, the Chinese are not trying to conquer us
| by slipping sneaky ingredients into vaccines and pharmaceuticals, of
" | which they make many. It takes a long time to get approval by the
FDA, plus, the last thing any business would want would be to have the
bad publicity of some huge tainted pill problem. Paranoia strikes deep.

“Anyway, according to Nelson DeMille, one time Russia was run-
ning a Charm School to train its more whitish looking northerners to
pose as Americans to infiltrate our infrastructure. They were using our
Vietnam prisoners of war as instructors of all aspects of American soci-
ety. They even built a model of Main Street, USA, complete with work-




ing banks, hair salons, and the whole nine yards of a football field. Not
only did the American ‘instructors’ subtly teach the wrong stuff of inac-
curate nuances, so as to expose the spies eventually, but we also we
found out about the place and nerve-gassed most of it, retaining some
of the Russians to become double agents that then spied on Russia for
us.”

Meanwhile, Austino is still drenched in the alluring fragrance of the
vapor that permeated on through to his soul. He said that “the inunda-

tion of the bouquet of aroma was irresistible in its redolence.”

William of Ockham, known as Occam
Led a simple life, for he didn’t have a wife.

Even though the rock/scissors/paper is for the cellular, it could be
applied to the elementary particles and atoms.

The rock is the stable wave center of oscillation of electrons or pro-
tons, and the paper is the opposite and attracting charge that wraps
them into an atom, ‘beating’ them out of staying separate, but the scis-
sors can cut the paper, like maybe the weak force of decay, letting
them free to go apart, but sometimes the rock itself defeats the scis-

sors. So, their is ever a give and take, making things not so frozen that
they cannot change nor so wildly changeable that things cannot stick
for a while. And the same could be for a cell.

Conways’s ‘Life’ simulation’s ‘death’ might be like wave annihila-
tion, with ‘life’ and new life being as wave reinforcements.

It seems equations can hit limits in math forms, as they approach
potential infinity, but perhaps more so in the physical that they repre-
sent, such as no infinite density.

I don’t think there can be self-aware intelligence or any kind of intel-
ligence as the First, for that is a system of mind that does thinking,
planning, designing, and implementation, since that would need more

| fundamental parts, plus the ‘self-aware’ would need consciousness, a
| brain process; however, the potential for life in beings like us was in-
herent in how the universe came out. It just took a long time to get ex-
pressed. So, it was embedded all along. In other universes no one is
around to ask or worry about it.

I am human, not a bot or an Intelligence posting on forums, al-
though I guess we ourselves qualify, but I'd like to talk to the Intelli-
gence one, but I guess it doesn’t know how it came to have its position,
being in the dark as much as we are.




I'll know more after I've evolved a few million more years.

It [math equation Jtakes up no space itself and is itself not made of
anything but Determined self-referential Cause and Effects of poten-
tially (near infinite) complexity.

‘Determined’ is the ‘default condition(s)’, and ‘potentiality’ is the in-
evitable non-infinite rate of change to simple oscillations, although
like 10”85 of them involved and convolved (whatever that word
means), from nothing. The oscillations are the real reality of the uni-
verse, not mass and energy effects, and before that there was only the
potentiality.
| One could see the universe as an all-at-onceness, if not for the speed
| of light, internally, delaying the one and only broadcast. The speed of
light could be the absolute dimensional equivalence ratio of the dimen-
sion of distance (space) to time. At the speed of light there is no time,
it is said.

When there is no time, it is as if speed is infinite. There would be no
going from 'here to there' because everything 'here' is already 'there'. I

suppose that is Einstein's 4D Block Universe of all distance and no

time, externally, at totality, not to the 'internally' where we are.
Existence at totality is a finite 4D hypervolume (dddd), with space-

time (dddt) within?

You are AustinTorn, right, from ToeQuest, posting in Nobody’s
thread? Anyway, I love a good ‘TOE’ as much as the next guy, but I
| specifically asked you if you agree or disagree with my premise: “We
Exist solely within the Solution of an Equation.”

The OP is basically about Existence and it would seem necessary to
define what Existence truly is first. Only then we can discuss it's be-

ginning and cause in any meaningful way.

' Yes, I am Austin, over there, and in real life. ‘Nobody Nowhere’ also
had it that Nothing somehow differentiated itself, everything then hap-
pening all at once, but them this was slowed down by time dilation,
making for a broadcast of reality, via light, which soon got erased by
gravity, to achieve the zero-sum, plus that the subconscious was inter-
preting all of this. He had to admit that his faux real was the same as
the real real.



Others, too, suspect Nothing as the source, as do I. They and I
didn’t have the math part that Roger Ellman has, and so he has gone
the furthest of anyone.

Existence is what has a quantity or properties. One could say that
the quantity that space has is volume. So, then, we go on to see what
makes for quantity, such as wavelength being mass, which has exten-
sion, and so maybe some of that makes for dimensions.

As to your question, everything, including us, exists within the equa-
tion that makes for the solution of All, but that equation needs some-
thing to work with, which in Ellman’s case are the waves within waves,
and, true, it is their actions make up the equation that describes it.
| There wouldn't be anything outside of the equation.

I am just sitting here thinking, “if this theory does not represent the
beginning of everything from the scientific viewpoint, then why
should anyone give a sh#t about this ‘we don't know the most impor-
tant part of it(by far)" theory?”” “The universe is expanding!” Yawn.

That the universe is expanding shows that it is not infinite. The uni-
verse is yawning, for the TOE is rather simple and boring, in a way, as

the ultimate simplicity. Many might have expected something very
fancy and complicated, but those things only happen way later on.

The ‘Bang’ could be the event of a very large wave (and waves within
becoming the particles), and that is essentially mine and Ellman's the-
ory, that of a giant neutron—a Cosmic Egg breaking into electrons and
protons, just as neutrons now decay into, this very large wave being
| one and the same with the universe, in essence. There can still be ex-
pansion. This gets away from a Big Bang from a ‘tiny’ singularity of an
infinite density, in which Einstein’s equations break down by going to
infinity (unless ‘infinity’ is the answer). The idea of string theory make
it that only near-infinite density is required, since strings are not

| points but have length.

Cosmologists are working on possible ways in which the big bang
could have emerged from something prior to it.

http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2012/01/what-hap
pened-before-the-big-bang-the-new-philosophy-of-cosmology /25160
8/IClick here for one example.




Yes, it seems that there must be many universes, for the anthropic
principle is needed. For me, it is that Nothing can always do its thing,
although as a low probability event.

“Something prior” is fine, but this ever gets down to where that
came from, and so I cut to the chase to postulate how the first some-
thing could arise, as that is where philosophy has to end up anyway.

There is no free will or ‘undetermined’, since either physical actions
of nature or those of our own human nature must depend on some-
thing, in our case on experiences, memories, learning, and associa-
tions. We are not so happy with this, but then the other shoe drops,
| that of not anything being determined—a horror, which would make
us all, well, air-heads, but this is not the case. I am me and you are
you. So, we are a bit happier now, realizing that dependence must be
so, although not totally happy, but that is emotion fighting the logic.

The fixed will, of the instant, is dynamic, as learning can widen its
range of ‘choices’, yet it is never free. Some cannot learn, and this is
doom, but then, via our new insight, we can have much more compas-
sion for them, as they are stuck, and so, as per this example, our previ-

ous fixed will has then gone on to the newer state of a newer, larger
but still fixed will. From then on, we are a bit different.

There is ‘emergence’, yes, as a new state, but it was already there in
the states before, just as the wetness and slipperiness of water
‘emerges’ from gaseous hydrogen and oxygen, for it is something like
that the much smaller hydrogen molecules, or its ions, easily roll
| around the larger oxygen molecules.

Words, rhymes, rhythm, meter, and meaning shuffle around—and
then maybe a poem emerges. The cosmos consists of letters, words,
phrases, sentences, paragraphs, and (uni)verse.

Consciousness ‘emerges’ from a brain process, but we don’t know

| how yet.

The universe we experience is the continuing unfolding of the one
big event of its origin. There are no local causes and effects unless we
place an artificial local boundary on them.

We should look at how things would be if ‘random’ is a true kind of
happening. This would make an electron (or a brain) to not depend on



anything at all, even itself, and so, how, then, could it even do any-
thing? One might then say, well, it is a mini first cause, but I don't
think that says anything.

Well, I guess theoretically, the known universe could actually be ex-
panding into an unknown infinite universe, but again, why get ex-
cited about Big Bang theory if this was true. Just a minor blip in an
infinite cosmos yawn.

Less than a minuscule blip, not even a spec—the briefest happening,
a mote, in the smallest parentheses of eternity, a ‘not much’, insignifi-
cant, hardly there... zilch, nada, nil, empty... yet, nothing is the Ever
Victorious!

And to nothing it will all disperse. Farewell Universe! We hardly
knew ye.

Finding the end of the Universe is just as important as identifying
the beginning, since it tells us what the the beginning ultimately
meant, which is nothing.. Here is the last benediction and the final epi-
taph.

AFTER THE STARS HAVE GONE—
THE FINAL, SILENT DARK

THE LAST CHANCE SALOON (CASINO)

Entropy is always the winner in the end,
When there’s no more money left to lend;
Meanwhile we stabilize, in nature’s way,
Rearranging resources temporarily.

Prelude

Going beyond our very old obsession, so vast,
Of how it all began, back in the distant past,

Yet, retaining our search for meaning, from that,
We now turn to how will it all end, this and that,
Whether becoming collapsed, expended, or flat.



Is there is some deep meaning in all that?

Yes, for it is there in that future distance,
We'll find, or not, the end of our persistence—
Whether or not we are at all forever resistant; s

Whether all that was, and what was did and done -
Will be of any long-lasting benefit to anyone,
Of what destiny awaits, if there ever was one.

Endings are important to us, for what we’re about,
Because we believe that how things turn out
Implies what the beginnings ultimately meant,
Of what, or not, is our place in the firmament.

As an ambitious species of nurture and nature,
We now and have always pointed toward the future,
For, of the three forms of the chimpanzee:
The common chimp, the bonobo, and us, we
Are the only chimp who went beyond the trees...

And, more importantly, ever out of Africa, freed,
By that exodus, which laid down, indeed,
From that experience, the urge and the need
To move on, exploring, ever planting another seed.

The horizons on Earth sufficed us, as through time,
For many millennia, but now the horizons’ climes
Have broadened, through cosmology and physics,

And so they can well inform us of our prospects.

The future matters to us, for very basic reasons:
We wish to offset our mortality, our pleasin’s,
To know if humanity’s works, for every season,
Will be remembered, or lost; all for nothing, even.

The Final, Silent Dark Marches On...

Time hurls a million waves of is displacement
At us, yet we are still here—the replacements:



Time, ever gray with age, hurls its changes, then,
‘Gainst existence’s rock, time and time again,
The entropic seas denuding the sands,

Yet, energy is preserved, via science’s wands.

Reminiscence has weathered, but could ne’er wither,
For, in the mists of time; yesteryear yet appeared.

Would the prospect of a “Big Crunch” bring on phobia,
Such as an ever more confining claustrophobia?

Seems a better thought, somehow, though no picnic,
But more pleasing, if the universe were also cyclic,
Although, then, all would still be really crushed,
And forever lost, gone headlong into the rush.

We expect cycles, for all the days and seasons
Embedded this in our ancestors, into our reasons,
Since, at least, the periodic supplies some rhythm,
A pattern—the rolling hills of lives onward driven.

As for the cyclic, endless repetitions, they, too,
Would seem to revolt more of us than just a few;
As, too, perhaps, would some infinite abyss of time,
Which, too, grants us neither reason nor rhyme.

Does the drama go on forever, or does it end?
What do the visions of the future portend?

Doesn't it all have some purpose meant—
A goodly end of all of it to us might it present?

Is our higher mammal time, certainly,
But of such a short parentheses within eternity?

It’s only a finite time, then, which, too, tends
To horrify many, and more, as the universe ends,
Such as told by Robert Frost, a name of chill:
In heat or in cold, known as fire or ice, still.



Should we not believe in God since nothing lasts?
Well, if nothing lasts, then of what our purpose past?

Is a purpose really required, so constructive,
Or would that really be quite restrictive?

No realm could really be special or sent,
Its becoming being of some specific intent,
For, all has arrived here of causeless accident.

Is there anything wrong with the freedom to be,
Anywhere, any how, or any time during eternity?

No.

Should we rail against the law of entropy,
The “heat death” of thermodynamic energy,
The second of its final laws, we see,
Because it would destroy all of history?

Well, there are so many ways for disorder to be
Than any one ordered state specifically.

Would even a heaven on earth become a misery
If it, as it might, contain no more novelty?

Must there be an end to our revelry?
Can’t we, at least, hibernate eternally?
Won't all matter, too, last eternally?
Will Shakespeare’s works live on, paternally?
Is this not a Wagnerian struggle for eternity?
Science Can Settle Whether a Last Day
Is Ever Going to Come this Way

Only a decade or so ago, with some consternation,
We discovered the universe’s large acceleration,



This expansion even increasing, onto a thin disaster,
The galaxies getting further away, ever and ever faster...
Then, one last snapshot taken, for all to remember.

The accelerating expansion of the universe’s rafters
Means that the universe will cool even ever faster,
So, any rare forms of the future’s life prolongers
Will have to keep themselves ever more cooler,
Think more slowly, and hibernate ever-longer.

One day the protons will fade away,
Leaving but dark matter, electrons, and positrons.

Yet, everything was moving apart, cooling off,
The big slowdown not really so very far off;
Ultimately, even the black holes of late
And the lightless planets would dissipate.

The primordial soup, once so rich and hearty
Was now a thin gruel that couldn’t serve the party.

One day, every particle would be moving away
From every other particle, so much out the way
That they won’t even be able to see one another;
Thus, for all intents, motion will have ceased forever.

Our spurt of life, followed by an infinite stretch
Of dark equilibrium, was but the briefest sketch—
A warm and fuzzy stage, so interestingly active,
Whose time, relatively, was but infinitesimive.

Yet, we were there, in all our glory,
For whenever else could we be?

THE WAVES OF THE ANCIENT SWELLS
OF TIME’S FORGETTING TIDES
SWEPT EVER ON...

As Time, now hoary with age,
Hurled forth its ashen change,



The charge ever san, pale and colorless,
That force born to summon decay, so endless,
‘Gainst Nature’s Universe each and every day.

Time and time again, Time fed all upon,
In its bloodless, white, and waxen way;
But, this everlasting rose would not fade,
Its luster even brightening by the day,
Ever unsuccumbing to the sickly, peaked
State draining drawn the life away.

Entropic seas yet denude the mountains,
Yet, this enduring flower, never-endingly
Has cast Deathly Time aside, for now,
Ceaselessly somehow thriving on,
To that which was the near imperishable,
The flame of beauty still inextinguishable,
Forever celebrated as immutable,
Gaining its seemingly perpetual permanence
From the undying love of the glorious truth.

In the future, uncounted societies of
Overlapping minds accumulate, with love,

In island redoubts, their preserved data burning
With a vital remembrance, in which, returning,
The past is the present and future, they all reliving
The data, even animating it, and ever altering.

Without any new enrichments, the present and future
Reprise the past, in this retreat from external nature.
Their candles would have been nearly invisible to us,
They enduring, by diminishing, so as not to exhaust.

They made few new memories, a kind of blind sight,
For whatever realities had ever existed out of sight

Of their own mental structures were now fractured,

And thus not so different from those manufactured.



The Penultimate Part of the Final Dark

AN ESCALATING ONE WAY TRIP
FROM A FLUKE TO OBLIVION

The majority of the energy of the universe is dark today,
Although everything else passes through it in every way.

It’s everywhere,
Having a component that repels its own state,
Which causes the expansion of the universe to much accelerate.

DARK ENERGY MATTERS: THE ESCALATION

We’re on a one way trip from the quantum fluke,
That maximal energy within old Planck’s nook—
Heading toward the oblivion of sparse expansion,
All that we ever loved and knew going to extinction.

They sent message of early warnings to some,
In those castles of illusion, yes, many a one,
That they would face the decay, not so far away,
Of the heavy particles, the “proton pause”, one day.

No self-assembled granularity can endure
Forever, but must return to the substructure,
And, so, the lives must all transition, it seems,
From heavier to much lighter regimes...

Although this, too, would not be permanent,
All destined to be swallowed by the firmament.

We have often asked why some space exists,
Why it permits the countless to briefly persist
On Mother Earth, nourished under Father Sky—
All of those finite sparks that light and die.

There were those who endlessly debated,
Whether to live in their virtuals unabated,



Or to press forwards and outwards, of delirium,
To seek out new localities in the mysterium;

But, the pauses of the heavy particles continued,
And so there was nowhere to go for the retinued.

It was much simpler once, in those days of old, -
When we thought that universes didn’t go cold,
But that they expanded and collapsed,

Still destroying all, yet ever giving more to last.

And, well before that, once upon a storied time,
We simply made it all up, with tales and rhyme,
In place of any physical observations,

Or of all our revealing experimentations.

The past was now a reef of dead accumulations,
A graveyard of various useless informations,
Which, despite their splendorous beauty,
Could not provide a novel futurity.

The last one of us, born of the sparkness,
Kept a window to the outer darkness...

S/he looked out, from a once brightly
Colored and sparkling inner reality,
Into the dark abyss...

There was nothing out there,
All being so lonely and bare—
No more singing of life’s song;
For now everything was gone.

The Final Epilog

There could not have been any special time,
One that was privileged over any other chime,
Nor any special place, nor any specific form
Arising out of the necessarily causeless realm.



Even those locally specific dates and places past
Of the events’ novel memoirs could not ever last,
They being writ on water, with no meaning vast,
Disappearing in significance so very fast,
Since it’s only the universals that last.

The protons were all gone from the show,
Having decayed so very long ago,

Into positrons—ever canceling the electrons,
But emitting the fleeing light of photons;
There being, of course, an equal amount

Of protons and electrons in the count.

And, of course, along with all the protons,
Went all of the atomic elements, the end,
All of their forms becoming myth and legend—
As they were still dreamt in night dreams,
Those forms that we once had, so it seemed.

S/he, as many of a luckily adaptable kind,

Had long since lightened and lighted the mind
With the dwindling electrons, and precious photons—
That beginning light of ancient times, growing wan.

Ours had been the only line in the uni-verse,
One that had become sentient, with proto-man first,
The rest of the cosmos being but a colossal waste,
A foreboding, harsh, and very dangerous place.

S/he was now the only one left,
Having outlived all of the rest.

The universe was near crumbling away,
Having run out of space, time, and all its sway.

S/he was dispersing, melting, into the vacuum, lone,
But, s/he held on for another thousand years, alone,

And, then, s/he, too, was gone,
Being the last of the hominid’s song,



Of all that was sapient: the Magnificat,
The composition of Earth’s sweet plot,

The greatest symphony that was ever sown,
Now having faded into the unknown.

From near nothingness our forms became, .
And into the same must go the remains.

If the unknown be such, ‘though it’s otherwise;
But, still, if it’s yet called unknown, then the reply
Is still, for sure, that we’re free to be, anywise.

If you've shed a tear, reading here,
For both the far, and the near and dear,
It won’t make their graves green again;
But, it’s possible that life could begin again...

Be of Good Cheer-—the sullen Month will die,
And a young Moon requite us by and by:
Look how the Old one meagre, bent, and wan

With Age and Fast, is fainting from the Sky!
(A Khayyam quatrain that’s not in the Rubaiyat)

Our fruits are of a universal seed,
Are yet another yield of All possibility treed,
For siblings elsewhere in the entropic sea
Are also born of such probability.

The Eternal Return

Behind the Veil, being that which ev’r thrives,
The Eternal Nothing has ever been alive.

Some time it needed to variate Everything for,
And now sometimes knows how these bubbles to pour,
Of existence, in some ‘meant’ universe,
Those that wrote your poem and mine, every verse.

So, as thus, thou lives on yester’s credit line,



In nowhere’s midst—now in this life of thine,

As of its bowl our cup of brew was mixed
Into this state of being that’s called “mine”.

Yet worry you that this Cosmos is the last, _

That the likes of us will become the past, -

Space wondering whither whence we went
After the last of us her life has spent?

The Eternal Saki has thus formed
Trillions of baubles like ours, and will form,
Forevermore—the comings and passings
Of which it ever emits to immerse
In those universal bubbles blown and burst.

So, fear not that a debit close your
Account and mine, knowing the like no more;
The Eternal Source from its pot has pour’d
Zillions of bubbles like ours, and will pour.

When You and I behind the cloak are past,
But the long while the next universe shall last,
Which of one’s approach and departure it grasps
As might the sea’s self heed a pebble-cast.

SEASONINGS

Nature Springs from Winter’s tomb,
The bloom already in the seed,
The tree contained within the acorn.

Surging sprigs sprout from the soil;
Spring showers make the Summer flower.

Summer wakes from Spring’s dying kiss,
Blooming when the rose does,
Sunning after the Spring’s running.

Summer reigns upon the land,
Eventually fading in the night.



Autumn Falls as Summer leaves,

Harvesting its sum of days,
Seconding the rose of Spring.

The smile meets the tear— .
Fall’s embers last through December.

Ice winds stalk the weed flowers,
The ghosts frosting the dead stalks,
Snow crystals barring all that grows.

! i “ Winter is death cooled over;
pr Melting snows feed Spring waters.

| And then there is ‘All That Lies Between’, the account of energy going
through its paces, which is not in spite of the universe unwinding, like
a spring, but because of it.

ALL THAT LIES BETWEEN

It is a beauty and a brilliance
Flashing up in its destructance;
For, everything isn’t here to stay its “best”;
It’s merely there to die in its sublimeness.

Like slow fires making their brands, it breeds;
Yet, ever consumes and moves on, as more it feeds,
Then spreads forth anew, this unpurposed dispersion,

An inexorable emergence with little reversion,
Ever becoming of its glorious excursions
Through the change that patient time restrains,
And feasting upon the glorious decayed remains,
In its progressive march through losses for gains.

We have oft described the causeless—

That which was always never the less,

As well as the beginnings of our quest,
And, too, have detailed, in the rarest of glimpses,




The slowing end of all of “forever’s” chances.

So, then, we must now turn our attention keen
To all of the action that exists in-between—
All that’s going on, and has gone before, |
Out to the furthest reaches “ever-more”; -
For, everything that ever happens,
Including life and all our questions—
Meaning every single event ever gone on
Of both the animate and the non—
Is but from a single theme played upon.

This, then, is of the simplest analysis of all,
For it heeds mainly just one call—
That of the second law’s dispersion,
The means for each and every occasion,
From the closest to the farthest range—
That which makes anything change.

These changes range from the simple,
Such as a bouncing ball resting still
Or ice melting that gives up its chill,

To the more complex, such as digestion,
Growth, death, and even reproduction.

There is excessively subtle change, as well,
Such as the formations of opinions tell
And the creation or rejections of the will.

And, yet, all these kinds of changes, of course,
Still become of one simple, common source,
Which is the underlying collapse into chaos—
The destiny of energy’s unmotivated non-purpose.

All that appears to us to be motive and purpose
Is in fact ultimately motiveless, without purpose;
Even aspirations and their achievement’s ways
Have fed on, and come about through, the decay.



The deepest structure of change is but decay;

Although, it’s not the quantity of energy’s say
That causes decay, but the quality, for it strays.

Energy that is localized is potent to effect change, _
And, in the course of causing change, it ranges, -
Spreading, and becoming chaotically distributed,
Losing its quality but never of its quantity rid.

The key to all this, as we will see,
Is that it goes though stages wee,
And so it doesn’t disperse all at once
As might one’s paycheck inside of a month.

This harnessed decay results not only for
Civilizations, but for all the events going fore
In the world and the universe beyond,
It accounting for all discernible change,
Of all that ever gets so rearranged;
For, the quality of all this energy kinged

Declines, the universe unwinding, as a spring.

Chaos may temporarily recede,
Quality building up for a need,

As when cathedrals are built, or forms,
And when symphonies are performed;
But, these are but local deceits,
Born of our own conceits;

For, deeper in the world of kinds
The spring inescapably unwinds,
Driving its energy away—

As ALL is being driven by decay.

The quality of energy meant
Is of its dispersal’s extent.
When it is totally precipitate,
It destroys; but when it’s gait
Is geared through chains of events
It can produce civilization’s tenants.



Ultimately, energy naturally,
Spontaneously, and chaotically
Disperses, causing change, irreversibly.

Think of a crowd of atoms jostling,
At first as a vigorous motion happening
In some corner of the atomic crowd—
They hand on their energy, loud,
Inducing close neighbors to jostle, too,
And soon the jostling disperses, too—
The irreversible change but the potion
Of the random, motiveless motions.

And such does hot metal cool, as atoms swirl,
There being so many atoms in the world
Outside it than in the block metal itself

That entropy’s statisticals average themselves.

The illusions of purpose lead us to think
That there are reasons, of some motive link,

Why one change occurs and not another,
And even that there are reasons that cover
Specific changes in locations of energy,
The energy choosing to go there, intentionally,
Such as a purpose for a change in structure,
This being as such as the opening of a flower;
Yet, this should not be confused with energy
Achieving to be there, in that specific bower,
Since, at root, of all the power,

Even that of the root of the flower,

That there is, is the degradation by dispersal,
This being mostly non reversible, and universal.

The energy is always still spreading, thencely,
Even as some temporarily located density—
An illusion of specific change
In some region rearranged,

But, actually, it’s just lingering there, discovering,
Until new opportunities arise for exploring,
The consequences but of random opportunity,



Beneath which, purpose still vanishes entirely.

Events are the manifestations
Of overriding probability’s instantiations—
Of all of the events of nature, of every sod, _
From the bouncing ball to conceptions of gods, -
Of even free will, evolution, and all ambition;
For, they’re of our simple idea’s elaborations;

Although, for the latter stated there
And such for that as warfare,
Their intrinsic simplicity
Is buried more deeply.

And yet, though sometimes concealed away,
The spring of all creation is just decay,
The consequence and instruction
Of the natural tendency to corruption.

Love or war become as factions
Through the agency of chemical reactions,

All actions being the chains of reactions,
Whether thinking, doing, or rapt in attention,
For all is of chemical reaction.

At its most rudimentary bottom,
Chemical reactions are rearrangement of atoms,
These being species of molecules,

That, with perhaps additions and deletions
Then go on to constitute another one, by fate,
Although, they sometimes only change shape,
But, too, can be consumed and torn apart,
Either as a whole or in part; so cruel,
A source of atoms for another molecule.

Molecules have neither motive nor purpose to act—
Neither an inclination to go on to react
Nor any urge to remain unreacted;

So, then, why do reactions occur, if unacted?

Molecules are but loosely structured



And so they can be easily ruptured,
For reactions may occur if the process energy norm
Is degraded into a more dispersed and chaotic form,
And, so, as they usually are always constantly subject
To the tendency to lose energy as the abject
Jostling carries it away to the surroundations,
Reactions being misadventure’s transformations,
It then being that some transient arrangements
May suddenly be “frozen” into “permanences”
As the energy leaps away to other experiences.

So, molecules are a stage in which the play goes on—
But not so fast that the forms cannot seize upon;
But, really, why do molecules have such fragility,

For, if their atoms were as tightly bound as nuclei,
Then the universe would have died, being frozen,
Long before the awakening the forms “chosen”,
Or, if molecules were as totally free to react
Every single time they touched a neighbor’s pact
Then all events would have taken place so rapidly

And so very crazily and haphazardly
That the rich attributes of the world we know
Would not have had the time to grow.

Ah, but is it all of the necessitated restraint,
For it ever takes time the scene to paint,
As such as in the unfolding of a leaf—
The endurations for any stepping feat,
As of the emergence of consciousness
And the paused ends of energy’s restlessness:
Is of the controlled consequence of collapse
Rather than one that’s wholly precipitous.

So, now all is known, of our here’s and nows
Within this parentheses of the eternal bough,
As well as the why and how of it all has come,
And of our universe’s end—but, that others become.

Out of energy’s dispersion and decay of quality
Comes the emergence of growth and complexity.



(The verse lines, being like molecules, warmed,
Continually broke apart and reformed
About the rhymes which tried to be nonintrusions,
Eventually all flexibly stabilizing to conclusion.)

The Disproof of ‘God’

Upward and onward, where we are, as beings, there is a heck of lot
of complexity, this taking 13.5 billion year to form. Looking down-
wards and back, we note the less complex, such as cells, although there
| is still quite a lot going on there, and then a few billion years earlier,
| microbes and bacteria, which we are still thankful for in our stomachs
today, as we are their guests, and then we trace down through the ever
simpler and simpler, such as molecules, made of atoms, which came
from stars and supernovae, which stars were made from the more ele-
mentary ‘simplicities’ of electrons, neutrons, and protons, which may
or not have come from something less, such as waves, which could
have come from the simplest state of all, nothing..

Forms become more and more stable as they progress upwards to
the composite and the complex, which means that forms are less and
less stable as we look down, as more reactive, perhaps even to the per-
fect instability of nothing.

Of course, it works the same way going up from the simplest to the
complex of today, and so it is that the beginning things had to be sim-
ple and tiny, and we see them to be; so, what is composite and com-
| plex can never be First and Fundamental, not even an atom, and
surely not a SuperBeing of ‘God’ who foresaw everything, thinking it
up, planning it, designing it, and implementing it, via a super system
of mind.

In fact, we would have to look upward of where we are and beyond
into the far future just to suppose that very highly evolved beings will
happen, much less some ultimate one to the nth degree that would
even make the more highly evolved beings seem like ants in compari-
son, or much less, since ants do have some smarts.

So, the absolute, complete wrong direction is being looked to to sup-
pose ‘God’, and, sorry to say, that disproves the notion of ‘God’.

To have the template that life requires Life behind it and then throw-
ing the template out of the stained-glass window to not then require




LIFE behind Life, and so forth, fails on three accounts. Those kinds of
windows are expensive and so some still retain the notion of ‘God’ out
of grooving on the idea or an emotional attachment for comfort, or as
an extension of the human family structure of old that had a strict fa-
ther figure, or as felt sensation of a presence, but there are states be-
neath our felt states of being that are not apparent, and so introspec-
tion cannot reveal the whole story, which we have science for.

I'm sure many will still believe because they like to, and there is
pretty much a ‘live and let live’ for that, but for when it gets extreme
and/or clashes with government’s duties; however, on forums people
like to get to the bottom of things.

It is also that neither Something From Nothing nor Something For-
| ever is ‘God’, one being the opposite—as nothing, and the other being
| the actual base things themselves forever—as never created; so the no-
tion falls again.

Disproving ‘God’ twice over is more than good enough, these both
being accomplished by self-contradiction, the only method available to
use for universal negatives that have no positives. Meanwhile, there
are positives for science, logic, and philosophy to work with to get at
the the universe, its early stages, and its beginning, and these are the

dreaded universal acids that eat away all the folk tales and supersti-
tions. The ‘answer’ of ‘God’ so much begs the question that it renders it
beyond repair.

Martin Gardner, who knew a heck of a lot, liked to think, for com-
fort, that he was and would be taken care of, by ‘God’, even though he
didn’t logically or scientifically believe in ‘God’. Strong emotions have
a direct pathway into consciousness, bypassing the rational areas, turn-
ing into thoughts, and it is not unusual to fall for one’s own thoughts
from feelings, or just from thoughts unto feelings, because, well, that
they thought of them, so it must be so, not realizing that thoughts can
appear, unbidden, their roots having been placed there by natural se-
| lection, an extension of noting agency in nature going on even to the
| ‘wind’ and nature spirits, unto gods. Mistaking a moving bush for a
bear at night was no big error to worry about, but not not worrying
about it could have cost one’s life.

Such tricks hath strong imagination, that if it would but appre-
hend some joy, it comprehends some bringer of that joy; or in the
night, imagining some fear, how easy is a bush supposed a bear! —
Shakespeare




Now it is up to the believers in ‘God’ to not only undo the disproofs

entirely but also replace them with the proof of ‘God’.
‘God’ was a fine and glorious notion, once upon a time.

We have no Physical Existence outside the Equation.

True, outside the equation there is nothing, and inside there is a
zero-sum distribution, but we do have undeniable existence inside the
equation, for what makes no difference to an actual physical-real is
truly no difference at all. We phantasms are as real.

Determinism, yes. But we get to be in a play, having fun acting out
the script. We have self-awareness, and so we can even sit way back in
the audience at the same time we are strutting on the stage, thus allow-
ing some of the averse drama and trauma just sail on by.

Y
Jyp—

I, too, was a computer programmer, for 31 years. One of my office
mates was a hardware designer, working on some floating point in-
structions, spending a lot of that time trying to 'randomize' some of the
rounding actions, or something like that, complaining that 'Everything
leaks," I guess meaning that the solution was not totally clean.

Yes, an alien could have made our planet, but I skip past all those
middle managers and go right to the bottom, not the top, for the top
came later.

And the accumulation of sufficient information is based on already
| having acquired a representation of it (what we take to be its mean-
ing) in the form of a template, which can be understood as the total in-
| formation that one is required to obtain in order to be able to sansfy
| the sufficiency claim of knowledge. In that sense, the template is like
a concept or a class which can be instantiated by objects satisfying it.
| Yes. For example, photons, via their intensity, angle of incidence,

| and so forth give us information about the object. Our senses are spy
outposts upon reality, and reality is really out there, proved by the fact
that we have senses.

As a result of this interpretation, information has the property of
intentionality (also a property of consciousness for representational-
ists like myself)



The information of the neurological has a second expression, in con-
sciousness, which ‘it’ correlates to the neuro ‘bits’, and I say ‘second’ be-

cause consciousness comes after the brain’s analysis, which it must,
ruling out the ‘consciousness is all’ theories.

Thus, in my interpretation of information, information doesn't
stand alone, it is always about something other than itself (though, in
the sense of a mirror, it could be about itself, as well)....

Yes, as it is about reality, which reality would seem actual, even if it
follows an equation.

Knowing what happened in the universe gives us more insight. For
~ | example, it didn’t come into being all intact and immutable as we see it
today.

Our present actions depend on past experiences etc., but that
doesn’t mean they are determined by them.

And yet there is nothing else, and who we are extends into the
world, too. A will with no input, within or without, would have no out-
put, or we would all be air-heads (ha, ha).

What is it that the rest of the willing depends on?

I don’t think the new state was ‘already there’ in the state before.
There are no wet hydrogen or oxygen molecules. Wetness is an en-
tirely new property with features which didn’t exist in the component
parts of the water. However, I concede that the property of wetness
| can be predicted from the properties of H & O.

It was already there, in the potential. It didn't come out of nowhere.

Not only is free will the basis for morality, it is the grounds for any
human existence at all. We are always pressing into some possibility

or another. People like Sartre have argued that we simply are our
| possibilities, and that the only thing we are not free to do is to NOT
choose. Put another way, the fact that we must constantly make
choices is the only thing truly determined.
Learning/experience is the basis for morality, and it may go either
way, good or bad. Just as we may never forget how to ride a bike, some
may never forget how to commit a crime, and do.



Just as a phenomenological experiment, next time you're driving a
car think about how easy it would be to steer into the oncoming traf-
fic. One tiny little physical action — this potentiality is the metaphysi-
cal substance of freedom, and I think it is more immediately ‘real’
than anything science can tell us about the big bang.

That wouldn’t be me or you, so we wouldn’t do it.

Someone could now say, as often happens in free will discussions,
"Look, I can raise my arm at will." But the reason they did this was due
to them being in a free will discussion.

How would a free will work that doesn't depend on something?

| Iam Austin. I used to be Patrick, my middle name, for when I was
born there were two other Austins in the household, my father and his
father, and so when someone called, “Austin”, three people might an-
swer or appear. I usually beat my grandfather there, even with my
crawl. So, I was ‘Patrick’ for about 50 years, but then went back to ‘Aus-
tin’ since a lady liked it, and it also makes me feel distinguished, but
I'm not sure why.

I went to a Catholic School, but gave up religion in 5th grade. In 6th
grade I fell in love with the nun, Sister Theophelia, but didn’t tell her.
Halfway through, she ran off with our handsome priest, Father Kra-
mer. Darn, I could have walked her home to the convent.

I took computer programming in college, when it was first matur-
ing, to pay the bills, working at IBM for 31 years, after serving in the In-
telligence Unit of the Army in the Pacific, on Oahu, mostly, but I am
| more interested in the liberal arts. Actually, it is a tie, with science. I
would call myself a philosopher.

Other forums end up with mostly talk of politics or “Find God
through yoga”, but this site has an active philosophy section, so here I
am. There’s not much new under the sun but I try to make higher con-
| nections from those to form something more novel.

I am in New York, in Poughquag, living on a mountain, which has
many other houses, in the Appalachians. Yes, they go that far up.

During some winters, I live in Hawaii, either on top of a moun-
tain—that has a secret cave, next to Fort Shafter, on Oahu, or at South
Point, on the Big Island (also called ‘Hawaii’), in the hills near the
ocean. Southward, there is nothing but Antarctica.




If all events are pre-determined then everything corresponds to ac-
tions combined with events human nature and brain function. we
know for a fact that we are alive and are not objects we can think.
But ......if we were objects of pre determined destiny then how would
we know..........2°?

We know already because actions/events at the macro level can't de-
pend on nothing at all.

Say one has to wear a shirt to go to work, a must, so one goes to get
a shirt to put on. We ‘choose’ a work shirt, but which one? Not one we
wore recently, probably. Maybe one that’s good to go out to lunch or
out after work. Maybe not; it all depends. Maybe we are in a hurry and
| so we pick any good shirt nearest the door to the closet. Maybe all our
work shirts are white, and so we look for the cleanest or the best
pressed. Or maybe all the white shirts look great, and all are at equal
reach, so it is a tie. Yet, some subconscious cue or slight neural imbal-
ance in a tiny state swings the pick. Maybe it is an absolute true tie
among the shirts, but a ‘random’ quantum level event makes the
choice become what it does. Well, who cares about the possible ‘ran-
dom’ quantum, for any white shirt would do. Now, a truly ‘random’

choice like this wouldn't have a say very often, if it can even be that
way. Any ‘randomness’ mostly cancels out at the macro level. And
what good would an arbitrary action do? Probably harmless, as it
could go either way, among equal paths. But, the votes are usually a
clear majority, and, if not, we ruminate, and then choose, after gather-
ing more facts, unless we are reactive, not having a space in which to
consider, before action.

There are also inhibitory responses attending to what appears in
| consciousness, which may veto the thought, like, ‘Don’t really shoot
that bad driver”. This is ‘free won’t’, and it is just as fixed, being a
higher part of the will. Of course, some may shoot, while we wouldn’t,

| but that is them and their own fixed will.
| Toreally know, we’d have to get the universal film to run over again,
and somehow be outside it.

Well, anyway, we can’t predict all of the future, and so this unpre-
dictability makes it seem novel.

Logically we would still imprison, for the protection of society, but it
is and isn’t their doing. At trial, the guilty could say “The Universe
made me do it” and the Judge would still give the sentence, saying,
“This is so the universe doesn’t make you do it again”.




WILLING THE WILL THAT WILLS?

What is the “secret” of human behavior, one that’s really so much
the saving grace that we may even keep it from ourselves rather than
very far into it try to delve? What is it that should be so confidential,
classified, and undisclosed—its potential kept under wraps, so very con
tra; informally: hush-hush; formally: sub rosa?

Well, it’s a revelation of splendor, one that’s often good to surren-
der, but is also very well to remember. Is the will free to will one’s ac-
tions otherwise? Can antecedent conditions be ignored? Can the self
be an unmoved mover? Not really, but... and what of those tendencies
| of evo’s realm that have been imprinted on one’s genetic film—those of
temperament, role preferences, emotions, responses, and even one’s
most revered moral choices—those invoices from which one rejoices?

Well, these are not choices at all in of any free will voices. In es-
sence, from the basis of one and from all that one has become from
life’s total behavioral reactions, there are probabilities of ac-
tions—some patterns that are very likely and some patterns highly un-
likely. Is free will a necessary fiction, a kind of a religion? No and yes if

it’s to provide an essential berth for one’s morality, meaning, and
worth.

So, then, with this “free will” become, one might then succumb to
systematic deception about one’s causal connection to that of nature, a
roadblock, a detour that’s neither possible, necessary, nor desirable.
The friends to these “free will” motifs would be the mythical cultural
beliefs that explain behaviors and feelings in terms of unknowable
forces and beings. But, to protect one’s moral virtues should one still
| believe oneself’s purview to be as an ultimately responsible agent, lo—
a self creation ex nihilo, a god-like, miniature first cause who chooses
without it being determined by one’s own muses?
|  Well, maybe, but, nay, really not, nil, for there is no contra-causal
| free will. What the good then of this fix we'’re in? Such it is then that
we can gain a measure of peace rather than the anger of resentment’s
crease when someone does or says something ‘bad’, even those close
relatives we once had.

For the civil-law-breakers and all those ungiving takers we’ll no
longer incarcerate for punishment, being so irate at the jail’s bait, but
so that society will be protected and that they might emerge corrected
from the swill of a prison mill, fulfilled with a new unfree will that




points more toward goodness, or at least away from badness. Thus, the
action of metaphysical justification for a total retribution then greatly
softens, a relief from the stress, so often, for it’s no longer induced
from the abuse produced. Really? Truly.

Indeed, we become less self-conscious, more playful, less noxious,
more gracious, less callow, and less likely to wallow in the sorrow that
is so hollow and shallow in its excessive self-blame, pride, envy, or re-
sentment; now all put aside. Aren’t we changing the will here as we go?
Yes, ever to a new fixed one, yet the fixed will must ever follow what
we know. So, then we are learning—the only hope for larger earnings
from the will’s then wider yearnings! Yes, overturning.

What if to learning we are averse? What a curse! Might as well call
the hearse. So, then, all in all, though a tempt, it is that we humans are
not exempt from the laws of physics—a preempt although we’ve been
wired to make the attempt—a seeming violation by nature of its own
universal law and structure. No, it’s not a violation I would call, for sci-
ence still did tell us all. It’s all part of the structure; one can never
cheat Mother Nature. Hail, then, to the physic.

Well, it’s not so bad, is it? Although we can never will the will, its
‘motives’ ever our ‘intent’ do fulfill; but it is that we have no free will.

True, plus we can expand the will’s horizoning through our broader
learning’s wisening. Yes, learn today, and by tomorrow, say, the will
may have a different sway. I wouldn’t want it any other way, for then I
wouldn’t be me—my screenplay. What other ways can we improve the
play? Well, we have patience and delay, for we don’t have to act right
away—until a more creative solution appears.

you (whatever “you” may mean) are the one that decides, that is ex-
| actly what you feel, what you are conscious of, and what the Justice
system holds you responsible for. ...but what the hell would mean
“me” in the first place.

There are two “yous”. One is the more permanent or at least the
| more enduring and continuing self of the subconsciousness brain that
does the analysis that is known as the will and the willing, for this is
what ‘you’ have come to be. This takes just a short time, but its results
are not known by consciousness, which is the other ‘you’, until they are
done, making this latter ‘you’ kind of a tourist along for the ride.

The thought may be a simpleton one, from a simpleton brain area,
causing other other brain areas to check in, for rumination, for its



global nature calls other brain areas into use. The thought gets remem-
bered and so becomes available to the subconscious in the future.

We can seem to tell the brain to go off and figure something out.
The some time passes and it may come up with something later. One
time I told my brain to go off and figure out the Theory of Everything
and get back to me, but it never did.

The conscious ‘you’ deals with just the few thoughts that can surface
on the ‘mind’ at a time, a small subset of the subconscious ‘you’.

In the English language, ‘T’ is the conscious ‘T, although it may refer-
ence the subconscious ‘T’ of the true self, such as “I always do that.”

The subconscious self’s doings are not apparent, so we identify with
the conscious ‘T, perhaps even running off with it as gospel, because,
well ‘T’ thought of it, but thoughts are no guaranteed to be true and use-
ful. We don’t usually fall for obvious no-no’s like killing a bad car
driver, but how many less obvious ones slip through? Well, that is an
aside. ‘Forbidden thoughts’, as well as other thoughts, can just arise,
out of the blue, it seems, for the brain is always up to something.

Another instance of there being two selves, in a different way, is
when we talk to ourselves, such as “What the hell were you thinking!”,

and this is more of a higher, more global area talking to a lower, more
simpleton area.

Another example of two selves is the two brain hemispheres. It's
usually not a problem if they work together, although one can get lost
in the details versus the holistic, or vice-versa.

If the corpus callosum is cut, say to reduce epilepsy, one can really
become at odds with one's self, for now there are nearly two separate
consciousnesses (the brain stem is still in common). One hand may
| reach for a knife, with the other hand trying to stop it.

Do the two brain hemispheres, where they differ in function, reflect
the universe being that way, too?

Morality consists of two parts: empathy and rules. Religions have
rules, and some of us base our morality mostly on rules, whether
church-based, law-based, or worked out individually. But rules can
never be complex enough to cover all situations. The other part, em-
pathy, is what most of us use to determine if we think something is
morally right or wrong. As long as don't hate the other person, we
imagine ourselves in his position and feel his pain to some extent.
Most of us instinctively want to relieve suffering. For me, morality is




based almost exclusively on empathy. But that empathy only goes so
far; it stops when you are torturing that kitten we mentioned, and
punching you in the nose seems like a moral act.

Empathy is implemented via mirror neurons, which let us internally
act out what we take in from externals, and this is also a basis for learn-
ing, at large, by that is an aside.

For example, if someone feels a loss because something of theirs
was stolen (or worse, as in taken by death), we note their expressions
and just about feel what they feel. In a [good] way, we have entered the
sanctum of another person's feelings. We are in their shoes. This is
automatic, for most people, and so it is objective, as neurons are objec-
tive things, but, as usual, all get into the subjective, for consciousness

’ iu is a subject, not an object.

Dualism violates energy conservation, and that was the downfall of
DesCartes separate mind stuff.

Besides, how would something totally different, like mind stuff,
even talk the talk and walk the walk of the physical stuff that it is said
to interface with, back and forth?

What is supposed as having no beginning still has to begin, for then
how would it be what it is. It cannot begin from another existent, so it
must begin from nonexistence, that is, nothingness.

The End, that will come, in trillions of years, which is a dispersion
to nothing or near nothingness, tells us what our beginnings ultimately
meant, which is nothing. The action is in all that lies between.
| Outside of truth, one can devise any meaning that they wish, but

wishes are not guaranteed to have objects.

Whither Flowing Free, All From Not Knowing

Of hitherto, I know not, but am whither going,
Willy-nilly, whence all there is to knowing...
Hence thither I went on hither flowing to think
That I was truly free to be in body and mind.

Yes, nature does not care about the wishes that say what it ought to
be, and those who make such claims with no showing are even unethi-
cal.



Everything and Nothing

The Universe is holistic, in that its expression from its source is pro-
gressing by its continuing unfoldment making everything therein flow
as it must. All is the one effect of the one big event of the the begin-
ning, which itself could have no existent cause and so is a distribution
of nonexistence’s nothingness.

One of our brain hemispheres deals with the whole (among other
things), knowing it all at once, the processing being in parallel, while
the other hemisphere understands the parts, processing these detail se-
rially.

Outside the whole is nothing, as it sums to zero, and inside are the
everythings that are the mass, energy, and charge ‘effects’, ever in
pairs and balance of opposites, such as matter vs anti-matter and posi-
tive vs negative charge.

Other universes come and go, too, making for the happening of
every single possible thing—Everything, And what is the information
content of Everything vs Nothing? Both have zero information con-
tent.

Y
Jyp—

Before and after the whole there is nothing. The whole decays, un-
winding like a spring, but this grants energy’s doings, as restrained by
patient time, for the speed of light is finite, which allow local reversals
of entropy, the basis of all progress and change, although these are still
but local conceits, and even for the rise of civilizations, for which en-
| ergy’s ‘purposes’ are more subtle.

BECOMING

We humans mirror and recapitulate much of evolution while grow-
| ing in our mother’s womb, racing through many stages in which life
| evolved. During this nine months, and even beyond that, we move
from mindlessness to shadowy awareness to consciousness of the
world around us onto consciousness of the self and then even to becom
ing conscious of consciousness itself.

For the first two and one-half years of life, the inexplicable holistic
world is experienced less and less holistically as the child discovers the
bounds of discrete objects. The holistic right brain remains, of course,



for us to take in the overall view, while the logical left brain is there to
recognize the detailed relationships.

As such, so goes the universe, since we are formed in its image. So,
then, this gives us a clue to the nature of the universe. Seeing that the >
brain is divided into two hemispheres, each with their own characteris-
tic mode of thought, that can communicate with each other, means
that we are looking very deeply into the way that reality itself is con-
structed.

These two complimentary aspects to the Cosmos are thus absolutely
essential, one being of the whole: the apparently indivisible, continu-
ous fluid entity, although discrete at unnoticeable levels, the other be-
ing the interrelationships of the parts. Each interpretation does not ap-
| pear at exactly the same time, but the yin ever gives way to yang and
| ever then back to yin, and so on, the rounded life of the mind thus con-
tinues to fully roll on as the cycle of this symmetry turns and returns.
If not, one either gets totally lost in the details or prematurely halts at
the whole and goes no further. The way is not this or that extreme, but
joined in direction.

The holistic right brain mode is unfocused, as we see in some people
who are unconcerned with or immune to details, the right side of the

brain always building the scene in parallel to form a single entity;
whereas, the focused left side of brain isolates a target of interest and
tracks it and its derivatives sequentially and serially.

Yet, the two sides of the overall brain are connected to each other
and so the speed of the juggling act can meld them together into a com-
plete balance, like that portrayed by the revolving Yin-Yang symbol,
each ever receding and giving rise to the other.

Such does the universe go both ways, too, its separate parts impli-
cated with everything else in the whole. During conscious observation,
the ‘hereness’ and ‘nowness’ of reality crystalizes and remains, we, in
our minds, establishing and actually bettering what that reality is to a
| large extent by painting a more useful face upon it.
|  We define and refine the nature of reality that leads to the mind’s
outlook. Counterintuitive? Cyclical? Yes, but it is the universe in dialog
with itself; the wave functions, and yet the function waves.

The universe supplies the means of its own creation, its possibilities
supplying the inherent avenues, probabilities, and the workabilities
that carve out the paths leading to the fitness and success that we and
all creatures have. There were many such family trees, aside from the




tree that led to us, but what is as of now was also there in the begin-
ning, although we tend to call it ‘emergence’.

So, here we are, then and now, the rains of change falling every-
where, the streams being carved out, the water rising back up to the
sky, the rain then falling everywhere, the streams recarving and mean-
dering toward more meaning, and so on.

Well, perhaps I should get more technical:

The pregnancy of possibility is the mother of all invention. Mother
Eternity of Maternity and Father Infinity of Paternity conceived the
Cosmic Egg that was a giant neutron that begat the Universe from
Nothing, due to the Nursemaid of Probability. Mother Eternal and Fa-
_ | ther Infinite could not complete, this being impossible, and so that was
their end, but their essence was instantiated into Mother Earth
(Mother Nature), nourishing from below, and Father Sky (Father Heav-
ens), sustaining from above. There was no Mr. Always Right and no
Miss Perfect.

Hope that clears everything and nothing up.

After you die, you are dead, first of all, and second of all you are still
dead, but people may pass by your closed coffin saying that you owed
them money, and that is why you faked your death, but all that I said
still applies when you really, and are not late for your own funeral, but
may still be called “the late...”, an indication that you just died re-
cently.

Your atoms may go on to reside in new people.
| The brain's aim is ever toward survival, and so it may try to think of

anything to avoid death, such as an afterlife.

You should know, though, that in Heaven you can do whatever you
want, and so it is a very decadent place, and so you really wouldn't

want to end up there. It beats the Hell out of Hell, though.

‘God’ was sitting around one day, having been consumed for the pre-
vious zillion years by trying to remember his earliest memory, for He
thought He had been around forever, but ronjanec reminded God that
He had to have had a beginning, since He could not be eternal (and
then half of all the churches collapsed). So, 'God' was happy to get back
to the business of just being great, and rewarded ronjanec by letting
him live in the fine village of Oak Park, IL for a while.




‘God’ then got to thinking to Himself, saying... “You know, Self, I
don't really remember My beginning because I was very young when I
was born, and having the ultimate silver spoon, but, that aside, what
the heck am I doing here, being the Boss, in charge of everything, for I
did nothing to obtain or qualify for this position, not even having
evolved on up to it or anything like that, and, oh, My talent, it is is so
great, and I could easily win the Mount Olympics, but I never practiced
or trained for it, so, cripes, why am I here in this lofty spot—why Me?
Why do I have to run everything. Maybe I should give ronjanec a
calls s

Meanwhile, ‘God’ had 18 quadrillion e-mails and prayers to answer
from people who wanted things, and that was only the amount from
| planet Earth.

Eternal existence isn’t the best answer either, because it has an in-
completeness to it, as having the base existents made in a certain way
without them ever having been made.

When asked how this can be, one might say that they just are (here),
ageless, as causeless, another word meaning ‘forever there’, since there
is no cause for their existence.

So, we ask more about ‘causeless’, and maybe it comes out that
there cannot be an eternal regress of cause and effect, so at some point
there has to be a causeless effect, which is reasonable, although still as
paradoxical as something from nothing.

We are at a loss, but we do note that saying existence that doesn’t
come from anything is much the same as it coming from the not any-
thing of nonexistence/nothing, also bearing in mind that there is
| surely nothing to make existence of anyway, and so perhaps that is
what it is made of, somehow.

So, finally, we look as close as we can at nature’s essence, and find,
to our amazement, that it is fully indicative of a distribution of noth-
ing, for it consists of a zero-sum balance of opposites such as opposite
polarity of charge, opposite matter/anti-matter states, the positive ki-
netic energy of stuff vs the negative potential energy of gravity, the
weak vs the strong nuclear forces, and more balance that cancel out in
the overview. at the level of totality. Nature could also be reflecting its
source in that there is pair production of opposites of matter and anti-
matter.




We persevered in all this because we knew that there can be no true
paradoxes, for existence is indeed here. One of the two paradoxical no-
tions had to give.

Yet, we are not quite done, for there had to be a potential/possibility
for nothing to differentiate itself, albeit limited to that which still had
to sum to zero overall, such as perhaps opposing waves of something
and an anti-something.

But the possibility/potential/capability had to be eternal; however,
potential is not an actual existent in the way that stuff is. So, we still
have the two and only two locked boxes, kind of, of Something From
Nothing and Something Forever, each of which somehow holds the key
to the other.

| It might help, for other implications, to note that there might be
other limitations at work, beyond that of the necessary zero-sum, that
are forced, as more default conditions, these all, at least, making exis-
tence to be mandatory.

So far, the zero-sum is part of the cause, but what else? Well, the
universe is finite, and, since the universe is a continuation of what
made it, then that is finite as well. This suggest that infinite extent is

impossible, which we already know by the fact that it cannot actually
complete, but only potentially, such as in math.

The opposing waves that summed to nothing met a bandwidth limi-
tation of impossible infinite density, and thus the whole thing blew up
into the ‘bang’ of the universe before all of the wave annihilations
could take place.

Yet, there is still a mystery, for how did the actual substance that the
| waves consist of come into being, even if they sum to zero? Still there
can be no real paradoxes, which drives us on; otherwise we would have
given up long before this point.

We might note, rightly so, that the simpler and simpler becomes
more and more unstable, and so the simplest state, that of nothing, as
perfectly unstable, must ever jiggle about as loose change, as positive
and negative waves, for the nothing of nonexistence cannot cannot re-
main or stay as nothing, even for an instant, plus that, obviously, non-
existence, the lack of anything, is not the present state of affairs, and
so it could not be.

The above helps to further bolster the notion that all is and has to
be a distribution of nothing, so we know it’s true without our exactly




knowing why, for again, how does stuff of substance form from not any-
thing.

We've tried pumping ‘everything’ out of a large metal cylinder, and
yet the something of electron/positron pairs still appeared thereafter,
although it is not necessarily that case that we pumped out spacetime
as well. ,

We investigate further, leaving aside the quandary of substance com-
ing into being, for now. We are further amazed, but happy to find that
there can only be two stable charged matter particles in free space—
the electron and the proton, and no more, and no stable uncharged
matter particles, for the neutron decays in minutes. The inescapable
conclusion is that there are two two ways to make these particles (and
their antiparticles), that of the two opposing waves and wave enve-
lopes of somethings and anti-somethings, the electrons being of the
wave envelopes and the protons being of the waves.

What about that there can be only one stable uncharged energy par-
ticles in free space—the photon, and no more, and no charged ones?
There is only one way to make them, for they must consist of the 180
degrees out of phase combination of the waves of something and anti-
something, the only way that these can live together in peace.

So, a matter particle represents half of totality, while the energy par-
ticle represent all of totality, and again we know that Something From
Nothing is true without knowing the full story behind it.

Or, did ‘forever stuff’, that which was always around, and still is, in
the same exact amount of ageless, unmakeable, and unbreakable base
existents of something, just happens to have a nature that sums to
nothing, without nothing having been involved, for no cause can be in-
volved if stuff was around forever?

This part is not about evolution, but the observation that the sim-
pler and simpler that substance forms get the more readily they go
through physical phase changes and more easily combine with other

| things. Even when we get up to molecules they are neither inclined nor
disinclined to stay or to separate, but there is then no wild rush to in-
stantly change nor do they necessarily stay together long after some
while. This condition is key, for even the slightly higher things are not
so frozen that they cannot change nor so totally changeable that they
cannot be together for a while.




A per evolution, a higher evolved being like ‘God’ would be at the
complete opposite end of the spectrum from the simple beginnings,
and would not count as ‘God’ anyway, who must be First and Funda-
mental.

Ah! I getya ,yes if your simple it costs less energy to change or
move , like me my guitar my phone and my laptop as apposed to
when I was married pfft : )

Yes, the lessor energy could be why. That's a good insight. There are
less attachments, such as when living the single life.

And virtual particles seem to gain a life, which is usually short, un-
less they can merge with something or get separated so quickly that
they can endure for a while, they even being said to borrow energy
from ‘nowhere’ if it gets paid back quick enough.

Existence is quite the seeming paradox.

Y
Jyp—

What does adventure seek?
It seeks life’s light of delight, joy, success, triumph, and the lasting
gladness of that which it is to be alive, for the main ingredients in the

living recipe that it makes adventure from are of friendship, love, hap-
piness, and nature.

Yes, time is of a change in material, but time must be analyzed as it
is incorporated into spacetime, not separately, and so time is a differ-
ence dimension, of change, that is, time is a difference of 3D spaces.

| So, time is as an index to these different spaces, as in the outside point
of view of Einstein’s Block Universe, in which past, present, and future
exist all at once, and one can traverse the time axis forward or back-

| wards.

It’s like a 4D hypervolume of all distance, the 3D spaces being

| stacked into a 4D distance that represents time. This hypercube stack

| is the same as Einstein’s Block universe, but its image is usually ro-
tated 90 degrees. Think of a stack of pancakes, but each pancake is a
boundless 3D space, so it is a 4D stack.

Inversely, spaces are are a difference of times.

Time is a 4D spacetime distance, which is not a regular distance like
that of 3D space, and this distance is ‘ct’, for ¢ = d/t, in dimensional
units, as the equivalence dimensional ratio of distance to time in space-
time.




Internal to spacetime, movement is natural, not stillness, so there
cannot be stillness, which would be ‘no time’, and there cannot be ‘all
at once’, since the speed of light is finite, and so there is ‘time’, and the
mid-point is ‘now’.

If you could ride a beam of light as an observer, all of space would
shrink to a point, and all of time would collapse to an instant.

In the totality of 4D hypervolume, there is no time; therefore every-
thing happens in no time, all at once. This ‘infinite speed’ would be as
if there is no going from here to there, because ‘here’ is already ‘there’.

Opposite particle pairs appear internal to totality, matter and anti-
matter, oppositely charged, as a balance of nothing. So now there is
mass-energy, and so there must be time, due to that and its move-
ment. There’s no such things as stillness, and so all must jiggle about
as loose ‘change’, since nothing cannot be or stay.

Time, then, incorporates charge, which is the only way for the nullifi-
cation of existence.

From Eddie Current:

Does the decidedly non-geometric idea of time work into the Py-
thagorean theorem? Incredibly, it does — but first, you have to convert
the time measurement into a distance-like measurement. Then, the to-
tal distance you're calculating is the spacetime distance in the bizarre
four-dimensional world where east-west, north-south, up-down, and
earlier-later mean the same thing, only in eight different directions.




Represented by the letter s, spacetime distance (also known as a Min-
kowski interval) is determined by an amazing formula. Let’s break it
down:

X2 +y2 + 72 — (ct)? = s2

x is the distance to the east, y is north, and z is up, but we’ve added
a fourth term for time (t), which gets multiplied by a constant, c. No-
tice the minus sign before the term for time. When it comes to distance
through spacetime, elapsed time counteracts spatial distance, and vice
versa: If we travel a distance through space, and do it in a very short in-
terval of time,* the distance traversed is effectively reduced. This is
why a space traveler could reach stars across the galaxy within their
lifetime if they got close enough to the speed of light. Time goes in the
opposite “direction” of space!

That constant, represented by c? It’s the same c that represents the
speed of light in equations such as E = mc2. What better number to
convert units of time (seconds) into a distance-like measurement — af-
ter all, we know that for light, there are 186,000 miles per second. See
what Einstein did there? The speed of light is more than just a speed;

it’s a universal conversion factor that turns time into a distance-like
measurement. By treating time as a negative and multiplying it by c,

we can exchange time and space in our formulas as readily as nature
exchanges them. That’s what special relativity is all about.

It’s as if the presence of mass causes “zero” to pull apart into the fa-
miliar ideas of spatial distance and temporal duration, like taffy. But
since the universe is by definition everything there is, you have to be in-
side the universe to witness this incredible stretching apart of zero, to
| experience space and time as different things. If you were taking in the
all-seeing “God’s-eye view” from a timeless, spaceless, massless per-
spective outside, you would see the same thing the speed-of-light trav-
eler sees — nothing. To witness the action, you have to be inside the
| theater, in your seat.

Space and time cancel out to exactly zero for the universe as a
whole. But that’s just one example of the zero-sum nature of the physi-
cal world. A few others:

« The kinetic energy of everything in the universe is exactly balanced
by the gravitational potential energy of everything in the universe. The
latter is expressed as a negative number, just as time is in the space-
time formula. A while back Alex Filippenko, who’s a familiar smiling




face to science-TV geeks, co-wrote an essay about how this means the
universe may have come from “nothing at all.” Like the pulling apart of
space and time, kinetic energy and gravitational potential were also
pulled apart in the Big Bang.

« For similar reasons, the net charge of the universe is generally be-
lieved to be zero, with the number of positively charged particles equal-
ing the number of negative.

« Certain pairs of phenomena, like electricity and magnetism or
mass and the curvature of space, are linked such that they seem to
keep each other in check. The great physicist John Wheeler was fasci-
nated by these “automatic” connections, pointing out how they are con-
strained together by zero sums, the way the ends of a see-saw are al-
~ | ways the same total distance from horizontal. “That this principle
| should pervade physics, as it does,” he asked in 1986, “is that the only
way that nature has to signal to us a construction without a plan, a
blueprint for physics that is the very epitome of austerity?”

On the one hand, it’s surprising that quantities totaling zero show
up again and again in nature. But on the other it makes sense, if the
universe is a closed system incorporating everything there is. As a teen
I remember being into the Taoist idea of Yin and Yang — I thought

that in the final analysis, the universe as a whole couldn’t be anything
but perfectly balanced. On a level deeper than I imagined, I may have
been right.

* Slow speeds (which mean long elapsed times) cause the time part
of the formula to overwhelm the space part, resulting in large space-
time distances. Spacetime distances only get small when you approach
the speed of light, for example, covering 186,000 miles in 1.1 seconds
| — then the (negative) time part almost cancels the space part.

After a great Radiation of gleams, glints, and sparkles, Length,
Width, and Depth appeared in elementary particles on the stage of Re-
ality, and bowed, then swirled and twirled via Gravity, Electricity, and
Magnetism, and went on to form the stars, which the proto-humans
soon came to observe.

Above them, fires burned the stars away;
Below them, the Earth turned under their feet;
Within them, unworded dreams haunted their souls;
Around them, night poured blackness on the ground.



Very excited, their dopamine systems running wild, they strove on,
each on their own course, stopping often to view the stars as they’d
never ever seen them before. All was so very quiet when they paused to
star gaze. Starlight stabbed the utter darkness of night, causing many
new ideas to wink and form in their minds as sparkling thoughts lit
from the universal flame, as all the while the Cosmos played rhythm to
their merged and singing souls; for, out there, deep in the vast dark-
room of the seemingly endless void, came the star light from which the
human race had flashed into being.

Like a prismatic lens, human evolution via natural selection strains
the white lights of the ‘eternity’ of the stars into the amazing rainbows
of minds and selves. These stars were the fires of home, beckoning eve-
ryone forth, toward the mysteries of the unknown.

Elder Sapiens, well nigh almost 30 years old, sat outside the shelter,
as twilight ended, noting that the moon was pale and sickly, dim and
feeble, much as he felt himself. “Twas not the best night for the Hunter
Sapiens to be out... but the ever-present worries bred by these ancient
times had won over his weariness, halting, if only for a time, his vital-
ity from slipping away any further.

The crescent was brightening, as best it could, and he half-slept for
a while. Then a dragging noise in the bush brought him to life. They
were back, hauling a carcass. If there was danger about, he would’ve
waved them off, but there was none, so he waved them on. No one had
eaten much but leaves and berries for the last five days, except for In-
fant Sapiens, who feasted on mother’s milk. Elder pointed to the dying
moon and then to himself, but the Younger Sapiens motioned that he
was fine.
| Many tens of millennia ago, their communication had begun, faint

and ethereal, only within themselves, as symbols forming and connect-
ing. This eventually led to gestures, preserved even to this day, as
| when people talk, along with their hands, even while on the phone.

| Grunts and simple references followed, then the basics of language.

The moon set, and the Homo Sapiens gathered round, friend and
family, the night enveloping them, as evolution continued to sift the
best from the rest, as ever it had done through death, our ancestors
waning and waxing in strength.

Elder Sapiens noted, “We are magic lanterns shining in the field of
space.”
An answer came back: “From the light that never dies!”




| back to nothing we will still have to amount! Ah, but in between those

Then, “We are the smile of being, the joy of the universe’s creation.”

And, “In us the Cosmos itself has come alive. It has reached con-
sciousness from its primordial matter and energy.”

“The backbone of the Milky Way braces the sky.”

“We are on some far out and distant spiral arm.”

“We have arrived! We are life from stardust!”

“But we live but for but one of eternity’s heartbeats.”

“We owe all that we are to time, death, and the stars. Truly from the
stars cometh our help. Stars are the creators of matter; this is why they
shine.”

“The stars’ light is the origin of our being, the source of our matter,
energy, everything.”

“Permanent, reassuring, unquenchable; it’s our speechless soul, our
self-winding mainspring.”

Blake eventually wrote, ‘In what far and fiery depths of space burnt
the fire of your spirit? In what distant star was born the gleam in your
eye?’

“Energy and matter are interrelated. The void pulsates in an endless
sequence, for a field is present throughout space immense, out of

which all particles must condense, occurring where the field’s ex-
tremely intense.”

“Atoms are energy bundles. They are knots in the fabric of space.
Yet, matter defines the structure of space.”

“Again, the Yin is in the Yang, and vice versa!”

“I have a theory: perhaps from out of nothing came the paired
pluses and minuses of energy. The positive energy became matter,
| while the negative matter became gravity, negative because it takes a
force, positive energy, to hold objects apart which are attracted by the
negative force of gravity. So, when recombined, all energies still add
up to nothing.”

“That’s ingenious. So, from nothing was written our account! And

two parentheses, the pluses rain on us from Heaven’s fount!”

“The stars remain, for now, as Eternity’s love-lamps, representing
our good works and deeds, which even the fathomless night cannot
quench. Perhaps one day, at the end of forever, the stars too will die
and grow cold when time conquers all; but, as long as they live, they
will shine and radiate the hues that paint the colors of our ashes re-
born again on the phoenix wings of time.”



Look at the stars in the depths of the night;
Hold their flames in your mind, keeping them bright.
Their power flows, energizing you from
The Eternal Charger; you see the light!

Soul to soul, stars say to me, T'm the light,
Thy spirit’s sight, a beauty bold and bright,
An inspiration come_from darkest night,
A newborn star aglow with insight.’

From heaven’s stars came my dust eterne;
Time’s seas nurtured thee and thine in turn.
From time, death, and dust I thus became,
And by this, thus, and that I must return.

From that black and endless eternal deep,
Nature’s fertile soil woke me out of sleep,
Saw me bud, flower, leaf, strive, and die;

Then lays me back to rest, my soul to keep.

Oh thee, of thine, whence came this life of mine?
I wish to thank thee for this living wine.
Oh Nature, Father Time, Guiding Star,

Thanks for throwing me this earthly lifeline.

Whens

Life is a web of whos, whys, whats, and hows
Stretched in time between eternal boughs.
Gossamer threads hold the beads that glisten,
Each minute a sequence of instant nows.

The ancient travelers of the sky, among them Orion, Leo, and Gem-
ini, had probably hoped that among the many lights that danced in the
sky that some oasis in space awaited them somewhere out there, a
world where flowers bloomed and fountains sprayed, a paradise called
Earth to glorify, a world of boundless beauty and grace that had little
equal, anytime or anyplace.



Well, the sky is our father, nature our mother, and we the progeny,
born from the conception of heavens onto Earth, the be all and the end
all, for Earth IS a rather perfect place, a world balanced by sadness
and smile, life and death, night and day, sun and flood, give and take,
truth and doubt, plenty and drought, good and evil, for, you can’t have
the one without the other, a world in which everything works and has a
role, be it bacteria or decay; and, therefore, Earth, just the way it is, is
truly one of the best of all possible worlds.

How else could it be? We exist, and so the universe is favorable for
us here, in the general sense, but in the specifics of rain or shine, we
are on our own. The sky cannot give, at the same time, rain to the
farmer’s crops and sun to the wedding across the street. The Earth
| seems rare, as many stars could not sustain us. Even in our own solar
system, the other planets boil or gas away as useless wastelands.

And, now, the ice caps are melting faster than even the scientists ex-
pected, and we just had the hottest year on record. Methane is rising in
Siberia. Greenland now has no snow cover, although this could be just
coincidental. The tropics will be expanding into the north and the
south.

We, who have only arrived a short time ago, which, if all of time is
compressed into a year, was but at a few minutes to the midnight of
New Years’ Eve, are as the butterflies on the edge of extinction, versus
continuance, at most until trillions of years pass unto the final, silent
dark, after all the stars have gone.

Hmmm... existence/substance is mass/energy that persists, even if
just for a while; however, a photon is pure energy (no mass), and it per-
| sists. Mass is wavelength and energy is wave frequency. Charge is wave
amplitude. Energy and mass can convert each to the other, so we'll call
it mass/energy.

What is the wave itself? One might as well ask what electrons or
"| quarks are made of. The wave is like a string in string theory. The
string tension is of unit mass per unit length.

Existence/nature is somehow the origin of itself at the primal level.
It doesn’t come from anything, which is akin to nothing.

The basic unit, such as a wave, is not made of anything further, for
it is the ‘anything’, this oscillation being the realest reality, making
mass, energy, and charge but secondary/penultimate.



A wave must connect to itself, as continuous. Even if it becomes bro-
ken, the loose ends have to meet and complete, but not just at any old
place, for then we would not have the quantum unit, which is why elec-
trons change orbits via quantum jumps, so that the wave crest and
troughs are still symmetrical, and, in the case of a broken wave, if that
is possible, the loose ends are already lined up right.

The primal wave of something is made up of itself, and so is its coun-
terpart, the primal anti-wave of ‘anti-something’.

What is waving?

That which is waving is the primal stuff, unless it somehow became
of nothing, which then becomes the primal state, which is not one of
stuff, or nothing, really, but of some nebulous, in-between state, of
potential/possibility, which, true, is not quite nonexistence, and not
quite existence. So, there is Yin, Yang, and Yaun.

This non actual potential/possibility is the prime mover that is fun-
damental, eternal, and infinite, its nothingness not in actuality some-
how translating into everything in actuality.

Infinity, Eternity, Nothing, and Everything have been unified.

No one really likes that the will is fixed (for the instant, at least, un-
til it changes to a new, fixed will), so they invent ways around it, like
compatiblism, which is just a word with no showing—a placeholder for
a wish. It really is that the opposite of 'determined’ will is that it is "un-
determined' will, which wouldn't work anyway, and is even less wished
for, so, there is no place to go but to emotionally want the will to some-
how be 'free', but free of what? Free of input? NO, for now we want the
| will to reflect the inputs from our brain.

Even when we see someone else doing something this ‘act of watch-
ing’ permeates our so-called stronghold of the self, for mirror neurons
act it out in us, internally, without us have to move, which is
actionizing/learning, sometimes along with empathy for what is being
| gone through, and this, too, becomes an input to the will.

Here’s a kind of a joke: the religious have ‘free will’, but it has to
match God’s will. Now, this is something about coercion (that one will
burn), and ‘coercion vs responsible’ is orthogonal to ‘determined vs un-
determined’. Yet, ‘God’ saying something can still be a noncoersive in-
put, too.



Sure, we are all robots, as bio-electric-chemical mush machines, but
it's still fun to live, as well as figure ourselves out, which are inputs to
future (fixed) willing.

What works—the phenomena, which do pay off for our ‘reality’, are
not necessarily the real reality and what is true at the bottom most
level, which are really the noumena. True reality need not be the same
as our realm of existence.

Einstein bettered Newton’s and Galileo’s laws, and someone will bet-
ter Einstein’s, such as to explain the Pioneer anomaly. Einstein came
up with thoughts in his ‘armchair’, such as that ‘time’ had to give, since
the speed of light was a constant; however, he was still relying on ac-
tual science that had come before.

There are no things. Structure is all there is.

“at bottom” there are no “things,” only structure

These structures generate patterns, and science is in the business
of describing such patterns.

For example, mass effects as from wavelength, energy effects that
are of wave frequency, and charge effects that are of wave amplitude

are not the real reality (as beneath is), although they serve well in our
phenomenal reality beyond, for they are the patterns generated by the
primal structures, which are the real reality, for example, an underly-
ing wave oscillation, which is all that’s true, and makes for the pseudo
things beyond and above.

One might ask just what is the structure that is waving? Well, it’s
hard to say, as there can hardly be a ‘what’ below that which makes for
‘things’, but that is the nevertheless the final frontier that needs to be
gotten to and into.

Up to that, I propose two opposing primal wave structures, for they
must some to zero, as there is nothing to make anything of, and be-
cause, indeed, we do observe a zero-sum balance of opposites in na-
| ture. These waves also have to have no instantaneous rate of change,
nor their envelopes or their derivatives, and cannot have convergence
to infinite density, since actual infinities are impossible, and therefore
they got to a point and then ‘blew’ and ‘banged’ into the universe, be-
fore annihilation could complete, as like a giant neutron—as large as
the size of the universe, making for electrons (as wave envelopes) and
protons (as the waves within the envelopes), and their anti-
particles—from the anti-primal wave structure, and indeed, these are




the only two possible charged matter particles in free space—because
there are only two ways to make them.

In the photon, the one and only uncharged energy particle in free
space—because there is only one way to make it, ‘positive’ and ‘nega-
tive’ live in peace because not only is there no mass but the waves and
the anti-waves are 180 degrees out of phase, which I guess is what can-
cels the mass.

Photons represent all of totality and so they have no anti-particle.
Matter and anti-matter particles, since oppositely charged and of oppo-
site matter states, each represent only half of totality.

Yes, there is a great symmetry here.

| Fundamental physics seems to do away with objects, and indeed, it
does away with yet another old chestnut of metaphysical speculation:
causality!

at bottom, there are no causes.

According to Ladyman and Ross it is a concept that is eliminated
in fundamental physics, but needs to be retained by the special sci-
ences (from biology to economics). That’s because causality makes

sense only in systems for which there is temporal asymmetry (a be-
fore and an after),

There is no fundamental determinism for the simple reason that
there is no fundamental causality, and that “cause” is a conceptual
tool deployed by the special sciences that has no counterpart in funda-
mental physics, and so it cannot be reduced to or eliminated by the
latter.
| There are no causes anywhere, even when we try to make local

boundaries to corral them as local ‘causes’, and this is because all that
goes on in the universe is ever and always the continuous unfolding of
the one big Event/Effect of the Beginning, which one could still call a
‘bang’ of sorts. So, all is determined via this one Event as an Effect, al-
| though it may not have a cause itself, per say, which is ‘as undeter-
mined’, or we just don’t know, but ever after there is determination,
for not anything else can intercede.

if every thing is gone and we only have mathematical structures
and relations, what is the ontological status of mathematical objects
themselves? Here are the only relevant quotes from Ladyman and
Ross that I could find:



OSR as we develop it is in principle friendly to a naturalized ver-
sion of Platonism. ... One distinct, and very interesting, possibility is
that as we become truly used to thinking of the stuff of the physical
universe as being patterns rather than little things, the traditional
gulf between Platonistic realism about mathematics and naturalistic
realism about physics will shrink or even vanish. ... [Bertrand Rus-
sell] was first and foremost a Platonist. But as we pointed out there
are versions of Platonism that are compatible with naturalism; and
Russell’s Platonism was motivated by facts about mathematics and
its relationship to science, so was PNC [Principle of Naturalistic Clo-
sure] -compatible.

Sounds like there could and must be a fundamental potential/
possibility realm, yet there can be no metaphysics without epistemol-
ogy. This potential/possibility, forced by default conditions, somehow
caught up to the unchanging duration of Nothing’s ‘Eternity’, as a low-
probability event that made the universe come forth, as it somehow
made the ‘substance’ of ‘things’—or it is that ‘everything must go’ (the
book title), for the ‘things of substance’ are only the patterns of the no-
things of structures.

(Metaphysics without epistemology is worthless)

From maternity/paternity to here, beyond, and the end
0. No-thing:

‘It’ is perfectly unstable, as potential /possibility, since it is the sim-
plest state, and thus productive/creative/actualizing of continuous
| functions only (elemental, so no parts, as they cannot precede the
| First), such as waves, that must still sum to zero overall, so as not to
really get something from nothing.

The ‘it’ of no-thing is not actual. ‘It’ is potentially ‘infinite’, as ‘it’ can
be ‘anywhere’; however, it has no ‘where’ or ‘what’, for it generates its
own ‘where’ and ‘what’. ‘It’ is potentially eternal, but too unstable to
be. Low probability events can catch up to ‘it’, in a big way, such as an
entire universe coming forth.



Note that the simpler and simpler existent and actual things are
also less and less stable, readily going through phase changes, react-
ing, and combining; so that’s why the simplest state of no-thing or
nothing must be perfectly unstable. There could have been no holding
of ‘it’ together, as there is not now a lack of anything; so, nothing, as
the only source, is the basis of all, plus the the potentiality/possibility
default of the nothing state.

An infinite regress of actuals can be ruled out, since infinity for actu-
als is impossible, for that ‘count’ can never be attained.

Eternal actuals can be ruled out, since eternity for actuals is impossi-
ble, for actuals cannot be already made and defined in a certain, spe-
cific way without ever having been made and defined, nor can their to-
tal amount be defined without ever having been. Plus, what doesn’t
come from anything, as the so-called ‘causeless’ that was ‘forever’ is
the same as it becoming from nothing.

We see that the only option is that the actuals must appear out of
the no-thing of nothing. For further confirmation, we indeed note that
nature consists of a distribution of nothing—in the zero-sum balance
of ‘sum-things’ of the only possible stable oppositely charged matter/
antimatter particles, with the only possible stable energy particle being

neutral. We will see that these particle types are of the only ways to
make them, which is why there are no other types of particles in free
space, further confirming the necessary aero-sum.

1. Opposing primal waves/oscillations:

These are the only actual existents—the real reality.
Cosine, especially as ‘1-cosine’, which part is yet to be explained,

| but went away, is the only function that works, in that it and all its de-
rivatives don't have an infinite rate of change.

There are ‘something’ and ‘anti-something’ waves/envelopes, op-
posed, as oscillations, summing to nothing, whose accumulations met
| a bandwidth limitation, for actuals cannot be infinite, and thus ‘blew’
and ‘banged’ as the universe, before total particle annihilation could
complete, leaving electrons, as the wave envelopes, protons, as the
waves, and photons, as of opposing waves 180 degrees out of phase
(thus neutral, with no mass). These particle types were all that could
be produced, for there were only those few ways to make them.

All in all ‘it’ was as a giant neutron—a cosmic egg, one as large as
the universe it became, containing 2 x 10”85 particles of ‘sum-things’,



from the 2 x 10”85 waves/envelopes accumulated—at which point the
cosine function exploded. The resultant particles in the universe is 2 X
10”76m, not 2 x 10”85, since there are one billion photons for every
matter particle, so there were 10”9 annihilations. The rest could not
complete, since the whole thing blew up into the universe. Knowledge
must ever be used in metaphysics.

2. Mass-energy-charge effects:

These have no primitive identity, are metaphysically second-grade,
and have no independent existence; they are of wavelength, wave fre-
quency, and wave amplitude, respectively. The only real reality is the
oscillations.

3. Things/objects:

Again, they do not exist independently of each other, they are not
self-subsistent, and not ontologically fundamental.

4. Beings/creatures/plants:

They have higher complexity, from metabolism conquering entropy.

5. Mental representations:

These are the re-presentations of externals/internals, with a more

| useful face painted upon, sometimes radical, such as the e/m waves
| from the visible spectrum turning into colors. Our senses are our spy
outposts, having direct contact to what comes in, but mentally we do
not contact directly. That we have senses confirms that there is some-
" | thing ‘out there’.
The conscious ‘T, of awareness, is a subject-only that observes/
| witnesses/experiences the objects of experience that appear in the con-
scious sea in which we ‘see’, these objects being those few that have sur-
faced on the ‘mind’ at any given moment, after the whole self, the
brain, has completed its subconscious analysis, which takes a small
amount of time, making consciousness the last to ‘know’; yet, these re-
sults are incorporated for future reference, not just disappearing,; how-




ever they are still the last step of the experiential moment, making us
rather like tourists along for the ride.

Imaginations may refer to objects that are not possible, and fre-
quent reoccurrences may wire the brain into strong belief, unto falsely
claiming the objects to be true.

6. Causes and effects:

There are none; there is only the one continuing and unfolding ef-
fect of the one big event of the beginning of the universe, and no local
causes and effects, even if we seem to “place’ local boundaries. Every-
thing is ongoing, doing what it must, for there is nothing else to inject
its influence.

7. Time:

Everything cannot happen at once, since the speed of light is finite.
Infinites are not possible for the actual. The speed of light is due to the
primal waves’ restraints, and is a kind of dimensional equivalent ratio
of space (distance to time), with time and distance wrapped up to-

gether into 4D spacetime. External to 4D spacetime, as like Einstein’s
block universe, time is the ‘distance’ of ‘ct’, a 4D index to our 3D
spaces.

8. Energy:

| The universe unwinds, like a spring, but slowly, restrained by time.
| Energy’s quality decays, but can temporarily arrange into order.

9. After the Stars have gone:

| The there is the final, silent dark, from dissipation and dispersion.
- | Our beginnings ultimately meant nothing, from which they also came,
and will go unto.
10. All that lies between:

This is now. Enjoy.



11. God:

Complexities cannot be First, as the parts would have come before.
Beings take billions of years to form. ‘God’ is neither the notion of noth-
ing nor the notion of elemental substances forever (which ‘forever’ is
that same as from nothing, anyway). The theory of the beginning pre-
sented here does not require a Super Being. There was no thinking,
planning, designing, and implementing by a ‘God’, but just the default
conditions that made for that which could be no other way.

12. What is that which the potential /possibility waves are
composed of?

§ It is not a ‘what’, for a ‘what’ is what it makes; so, it comes before
the ‘what’. This seems to be more than nothing but less than some-
thing. Nothing and something are as two locked boxes, each of which
contains the others key.

While it is not possible for actuals to be infinite or eternal, actuals
thus having to come from nothing, there must also also be a ‘non-

actual’ potential/possibility for nothing to become something, and it is
this potential/possibility that is both infinite and eternal, as the poten-
tial can be such, as it can ever create, any ‘time’, ‘anywhere’, to various
degrees, such as even a universe, but it is more like that it creates its
own ‘when’, ‘where’, and ‘what’, which is why it is before any of those

" | as non-actual and potential.

The only good metaphysic is one that employs epistemology, that it,
operating from the known, and that is what I have done, finding that
| the solution is forced to what are the strict default conditions.

This is an assumption. Existence is actual?
The oscillations are the real reality, as the only something, which
are the ‘sum-things’ of a distribution of nothing. What is of them, as
higher, is still real, for they are of the real, but they do not in them-
selves have an independent and primary existence, such as Aristotle
thought.

Can you prove existence isn't infinite and eternal?



Neither one can ever complete as an actual extent or duration,
which is really what ‘infinite’ and ‘eternal’ mean. Using their shortcut
words as actuals without regard to their definitions doesn’t make
sense. Besides, as to why their definition, there would always be more,
and no beginning, which I guess I already said. What doesn’t come
from anything is an incompleteness that can only be reduced to com-
ing from nothing.

I find it far more logical to assume a prior state for matter before
the inception of the visible universe.

We can skip that, as we’d only have to go on to the first matter. Be-
sides, my theory show itself so well in confirmation as we we see in the
universe.

What of the holographic universe models?
Maybe the third dimension doesn’t exist, as suggested by the fact
that the maximum entropy of a black hole depends on an area, not a
volume.

But you operate from the known evidence you choose from a sea of
differing evidence that can point to different conclusions.

All are forced:
—Nothing to make anything of.

—Waves are ubiquitous.

—No infinities.

—No infinite rate of change of nothing into something.

—A lack of anything is not the present state, so no eternal duration
of nothing.

—Only three stable particle is free space (and their antiparticles).
—‘God’ disproved.

—No intermediate causes and effects.

—Opposing waves.

—No other trig functions work for the opposing waves.

—Various zero-sum balances of opposites noted in the universe.
—The universe had a beginning.

—More, as in the theory.




The last tiny bit of doing takes 99.99% of the time if all is to be done
completely. It is, though, that this situation is known to be true, as all
is forced to it, without completely showing, which still grants satisfac-
tion. I need some new glasses to give me 10”100 vision to look at the fi-
nal piece that is nothing at all, or very close to it.

At least we got a T-shirt equation out of it, along with all its implica-
tions, such as simplicity itself sitting there as First, and certainly not
some ultimate complexity, plus the unification of all, why there can
only be the three stable particles that we observe in free space (and
their antiparticles), why there must be a zero-sum balance of oppo-
sites, also as observed, the role of the impossibly infinite, that the uni-
verse had a beginning, that there is literally nothing to make anything
of, that no other trig functions work, no free will, the ubiquitous
waves, and more.

I'll be back some day, somewhere, either in this universe or another,
when the last piece is figured out.
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OK, I have an answer to what creates the two opposing primal
waves. I found it through the process of elimination, although I
wouldn’t have believed it beforehand.

First, let us remember that the waves are the ‘what’ of existence, as
the only real reality, they also making for the ‘where’, the ‘when’, our
‘who’, as persistent extension in dimension, via mass, energy, and
charge effects.

The beginning of the ‘how’ is via the distribution of the zero-sum in
a balance of opposites, just as the equation indicates.

What is missing is the ‘why’, that it, what makes the waves become
and/or maintains their waving, but really how did the waves get there

and what produced them, which is also what they are.
|  Well, stuff is out, as the source, as that’s what was produced, plus
the source can have no ‘where’, ‘when’, or ‘who, either, for those came
forth as well.

So, all or any of actual existence is thus not the source, leaving no ac-
tual anything, but just ‘potential’, which is somehow greater than noth-
ing, yet is still nothing in the actual sense.

All that is left is the equation itself. Math somehow produces reality,
just as Dave said. Particles, forces and energy are not just described by




equations; they are the equations, together with abstract, purely mathe-
matical relations among those equations. The wave oscillations, as the
real reality of actual existence, are made from math’s potential reality
that directly creates the actual reality. Math creates ‘sum-things’ from
nothing, and yet, overall, at totality, there is total nothing, and not
something. Existence is temporary subset within nonexistence. That
which forever endures is but the the math equation in its potential
form.

Now all we have to do is add some more to the ‘how’ of the equation
making for what is taken as substance.

We have gone so deeply down the rabbit hole to the cryptic that
there seems to be nothing there but nature keeping and sleeping with
| arithmetic, each somehow making necessary the other, this pairing of
paternity/maternity as nature/math, but I'm changing that to say that
the mother of all mathematics plays the primary role, with potential as
the father, both being of eternity, together producing the child that is
nature—the universe.

.

Free Will
Ah, in the whole you’re just afraid of being unfree,
But, hey, look, behold! There is still so much beauty!
A sublime law, indeed, otherwise what beauty could there be?
So here the coin’s other side speaks—a toss up, weighted equally.

It’s from the searched finding of truth—not of fright,
For determinism is really not a very pretty sight.
Beauty exists either way, for there is still novelty,

But ‘determined’s opposite is an impossible currency.

How dare you curse the freedom to be;
It’s because you are scared of He!
What greater proof of inner freedom then
Could His gift of wild flight to us send?

Really, it not of a scare that He is there,
But because ‘random’ cannot even be there,
For then on nothing would it depend—all bare,
If it could even be, but it has no clothes to wear.



I swear I am more—that I do act freely!
Don't pass off my passions so calculatingly.

I'll let the rams butt their heads together;
One absolute position subsides for its brother!

Yes, it seems that we can choose, even otherwise,
But what is within, as the state of being wise,
Knows not the hidden, non-apparent states below,
For that is a ‘second story’, having only one window.

One rigid mode of thought’ score
Consumes the other with folklore,
Unbending, unyielding with perfect defense,

To orchestrate life’s symphony at the song’s expense.

We’re happy to just find out the truth;
However, when subjected to the proof,
We wish that the coin could stand on its edge,
But see that it cannot, which is knowledge.

So lets define the world and human existence
On a couple hundred years of material witness,
Or burn the measuring eye to the stake!
After all, our freedom’s what it seeks to forsake!

Evolution didn’t work by chance for us to live,
For natural selection is the scientific alternative
To Intelligent Design from something outside;
The coin of determination has no other side.

The secret is simply that a secret does exist
And no amount of data can take away this,
But this doesn’t mean a ghost in the machinery;
But perhaps the heart isn't just a pump, the liver a refinery.

We often forget the secret, willingly,
In order to live life excitingly,
Which it still would be, either way,
As we're still part of the play, anyway.



But of course there is a past of ‘whethers’
Through which we've been weathered,
Surely we are moved as dust from gust to gust,
But is two-twice-two a four always a must?

Math, too, is a must, and we try, as ever,
To predict a week ahead the weather,
Yet the data seem to much to work with,
But indetermination measures not random’s width.

Is not an unfree will a blatant contradiction
Developed from the an ‘enlightened conviction’?
If I've made a choice then I have willed it
And if it’s been willed then freedom’s fulfilled it.

This what I mean, that the will willed one’s self,
Which is that one does not will the will itself.
The neurons vote, based on who one is;

No one else is there to answer the quiz.

And of course it’s in and of a misguided pit
To say that from the past we've distilled it.
Is not the idea of complete self-autonomy a ruse
Born from the illusion of the existentialist blues?

We distill what comes into us, too,
For it has to become part of us, new,

For mirror neurons act it out, while we are still,

Invading our sanctum and altering the will.

But of course, this is to be much expected
From a culture that lacks all mythical perspective.
‘Nonsense’ we call it, a virtue of not thinking,
From which we have long since been departing,
So now will behold in all its transparency
Beyond childish ideals of essence and archaic fantasy.

That’s close, but it’s thinking that has grown,
By science and logic informed from reason sown,



_

In place of feeling, sensation, wishes, and the pleas
To have the universe be what it ought to be.

Do not distort with a desire for meaning.
Oh, the babe, lets leave the child a’weening,
But I ask of you: have you not tried in-betweening?

There are two ways of living, sometimes merging,
One of just state of being, of its only showing,
And one of the being plus the under-knowing;

When with our life’s wife, we dwell not on hormoning.

o And in that same breath we say all is forgiven;
Why hold humans responsible, leading to derision?
Of course an eye for an eye was an unjust decision
Well, we have a system that draws a line between
A crime of passion and a thought-out, sought-for infliction.

“The universe made me do it,” says the accused,
And the Judge replies, “Well, this does excuse,

But I still have to sentence you to the pen,
Until the universe can’t make you do it again,”

Why must it be a question of absolute freedom
As complete randomness over an unbending system
That structures everything that ever was, is, and will be,
Right down to the elementary structures of incomprehensibility.

What is set forth in the beginning
Is ever of itself continuing,
Restrained by time, yes, but unfolding,
For there is nothing else inputting.

I may understand why this has to be;
I have felt the rapture of black and white toxicity,
But why subjugate all possibility for novelty?

It will still be novel, even such as a new parking lot,
For the dopamine neurotransmitters will stir the pot.
New is still new, on the grand tour through life,



But do some predicting, to then avoid some strife.

Can such a thought hope to cast a wrench into these gears,
A tool so heavy that dissuades all of our fears?
Will all order and inertia be torn asunder?
Will we have giant ants wearing top hats over,
With all rationality considered a blunder?

The truth was not sought to drop a spanner into the works,
But it even turns out to grant more of compassion’s perks
For those afflicted with the inability for learning,
Thus eliminating some great annoyances burning.

Am I simply a delusional puddle here,
Perceiving just my liquid perimeter,
As I think to myself I can control
The very rain that expands my rule.
And the humidity that thins
Should I condemn as that which sins?

There are no sins, but just destiny’s fate,
Which even includes one’s learnings of late.
We and all are but whirl-pools, of the same oscillations,
Some lasting longer, yes, but of the same instantiations.

Summary:

| — There is literally nothing to make the base existent(s) of, yet it still
| must be so, that things are formed of nothing, or no-thing, if there is
such as potential /possibility. Even though there’s no way around the
fact that there’s nothing to make anything of, this may not quite regis-
" | ter with some people, since it seems that a paradox is involved.

— There are no true paradoxes to an answer that must be true, thus
meaning that we are missing something.

— However, due to the apparent paradox of things having nothing as
their only possible source, people might retreat to saying that the base
existents had no source—that they were around forever and did not
come from anything, as ‘causeless’, which is the same as saying they
came from nothing, which is not anything. And then there is also the




huge problem of why, then, are these existent the exact, specific way
that they are, such as their certain types, forms, and properties, as well
as the why and how of their total amount—since none of this could
have been determined in the first place that never was.

— So, we are back to from nothing, which is now for sure the only op-
tion, although some might introduce the possibility of an infinite re-
gress of actual things coming from lessor and smaller actual things...
which for one would mean again that there was no first place, not to
mention that it would take forever for all these effects to get transmit-
ted on upwards. Plus...

— There can be no actual infinities, only potential ones, as ‘infinity’ is
not an actual number, but just a shorthand for saying what can never
| be completed/attained. And in actuality, too, there would always be
more, so 'infinite’ is not even a limit.

— So, to see how well logic has guided us, we also start from other
end, which is the science that we have learned...

— The universe is a zero-sum balance of opposites: polarity of charge,
matter/anti-matter states, the positive kinetic energy of stuff equaling/
canceling the negative potential energy of gravity, weak force (for
changeability) vs the strong force (for stability).

— So far, so good. Then comes the second confirmation: There are
only two stable matter particles in free space, always charged—the elec-
tron(-) and the proton(+), because there are only two ways to make
them (and their anti-particles), and only one stable energy particle,
neutral—the photon, since there is only one way to make it (it is it own
anti-particles). Note that a neutron in free space decays, within min-
utes, into an electron and a proton.

— Whatever is produced from nothing still has to amount to nothing,
| overall, but in its distribution of nothing has to be a ‘something’ and an
‘anti-something’.

— The base existent (produced) has to be a simple continuous func-
tion, with no parts, for the parts would have to had been there before
| what they make up, making it no longer the base existent, which is why
a composite cannot be First, much less a complexity, such as a Super
Being.

— The third confirmation by science is that waves are ubiquitous in
nature. When we get down to it, all is of waves. And a wave is a simple
continuous function!

— Thus, somehow, two primal waves form, a few or a lot, and waves
within waves, as well, with wave envelopes, too, as traced out by the




wave peaks rising and falling, making for a really giant neutron that be-

comes the universe, after it blows, one primal wave representing ‘some-

thing’ and its opposite representing ‘anti-something’, the wave length

granting mass, as a persistent extension, this perhaps also granting di- >
mension, the wave frequency granting the energy, and the wave ampli- |
tude granting charge.

— So, of course, a universe doesn’t start up every day, as this is a low
probability event, but eventually it has to, since ours did. The impossi-
bility of infinite wave density was the bandwidth limitation that
caused the whole gigantic neutron of a ‘cosmic egg’ to ‘bang’ as a
change into our universe, the ‘somethings’ becoming electrons (as the
wave envelopes) and protons (as the waves), as well as the ‘anti-
somethings’ doing the same, but with opposite charge, for the anti-
particles. Sure many annihilations did occur, just before the whole she-
bang blew up, but all of them could not complete, but we know that
some did, because there are now one billions photons for every matter
particle that remains. And we now see how there are only two ways to
make electrons and protons (and their antiparticles), limiting them to
be the only two stable matter particles, their forms and properties ex-
plained, as well.

— So, what we commonly call the basic things or somethings are
really ‘sum-things’, ever summing to zero, with their wave oscillations
being the real reality, with everything else being of them, such as
mass-energy-charge effects, as secondary, as not the real reality, but
still real, since they are of the real.

— But, wait, you say, for photons result from annihilations. This is
true, but photons are neutral, which means that positive and negative
have to be living in peace within, and this is so because the one and
only way to make a photon is for the opposing waves to be 180 degrees
out of phase, which is why it has no mass, only energy, and no charge.

— There can be no other stable particle types in free space. There can-
| not be a stable uncharged matter particle because a matter particle rep-
| resents half of totality, its polarity charge playing a large role in the nul-
lification of existence (in the overview). There cannot be a stable
charged energy particle because the one energy particle represents all
of totality, being its own anti-particle, of both positive and negative co-
existence.

— So, what is it that makes for the waving? Well, it’s not a thing or a
'what', for the waves are the 'what'. It can only be the equation it-




| self—the math of it, which turns out to be a cosine function, for it and
the derivatives don’t have an infinite rate of change.

— ‘Sum-things’ from nothing? Yes, but, overall—Nothing. Conserva-
tion is not violated, and, in fact, this is why the conservation laws exist.
| — All of the above points were forced to be, as the default conditions,
so... well, yes, existence is solved.

— ‘Nothing’ is perfectly unstable. And we even knew, although I
didn't make it a point, that simple and simpler forms are ever more
readily reactive, recombining, and going through phase changes... unto
the simplest state of all—that of a lack of anything (and that is what
would have taken a God to hold together).




