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Prolegomenon: The Psyche, the Secular and the Sacred

It is impossible to come to terms with personhood in the absence of a theory of its ontological
grounding. What is the nature of our Being, what is its source and where is it heading? But beyond this, we are
also in need of the broader context of a complete and comprehensive weltanschauung or systematic
philosophical world-view. It is the purpose of this file to explore both issues from the viewpoint of my own
systematic philosophy of Neutral Monism. While my treatment here is necessarily brief, it is, I believe sufficient
for our immediate needs. I much fuller account will be found in a forthcoming website: The New Monadology.

But first of all a cautionary note: are we really up to tackling these awesome problems at all?

The ‘God Question’ –a Concept in Drastic Need of Reformulation

Central within the concerns of Ontology is the relationship between the Sacred and the Secular, or that
of Transcendence versus Manifest Existence. This issue is usually presented in terms of the ‘God Question’ –a
most unfortunate concept in urgent need of reformulation. What we are being offered is a case-hardened
choice between a more or less classical Theism and a Secularism -or Positivism with atheistic implications.
These latter are at times boldly and stridently declared while at others clearly implied or intended. Each of the
alternatives is –to a degree at least- demonstrably false, and each carries with it unfortunate implications. An
extended treatment may be found in the Neutral Monism file. What is principally wrong with the question is the
way in which it forecloses upon most of the very broad envelope of options that is truly open to us. It imposes a
severe limitation upon what is to be tabled for discussion; one might say that it jumps the gun. To put it
another way, ask the wrong question, and the answers you get won’t be even wrong (with apologies to
Wolfgang Pauli).

If the Question be accepted upon the terms in which it is offered, the consequences are unfortunate, no
matter which of the two options is exercised. Each is burdened by errors of every kind –logical, existential and
cultural. It is important to be clear about the nature of these difficulties to which we shall now turn. This being
done, an attempt to reformulate the question will be attempted. The closing sections of this chapter describe
how the issue may be resolved and focussed within my Ontology of Neutral Monism.

The ‘God’ option is both unsatisfactory for image of divity that it offers. It is also replete with logical
contradictions First let’s harken to Tillich’s reproach:

"……The God of Theological Theism is a Being beside others, and as such a part of the whole
of Reality. He certainly is considered as its most important part, but as a part and therefore
subjected to the structure of the whole. He is supposed to be beyond the ontological elements
and categories which constitute Reality. But every statement subjects Him to them. He is seen
as a Self which has a world. as a cause which is separated from its effect, as having a definite
space and an endless time. He is a being, not Being itself."

"As such He is bound to the Subject/Object structure of Reality....God as Subject
makes me into an object....God appears as an invincible tyrant, the Being in contrast with
whom all other beings are without freedom and subjectivity.....This is the God Nietzsche said
had to be killed because nobody can tolerate being made into a mere object of absolute
knowledge and absolute control. This is the deepest root of atheism". .

At the same time, alternatively, it’s hard to see how you could assign God to a closed eternity of all time
without violating an essential attribute of personhood –as of someone who is active within a linear temporal
stream of some sought. As Swinburne has noted, we saddle ourselves with this vertiginous antinomy: :

"......The idea of God existing timelessly and yet being aware of things as they happen has very
considerable difficulties.”
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It is also plagued by a number of formal contradictions and fallacies listed below; they are examined in
detail in the body of the text.

First of all, only a Reality based upon the ultimate abstraction of the unity of the ‘All’ –as envisioned by
Böhme in his ‘Ungrund’ can be self-necessary, self-sustaining and self-sufficient. Any actual being –alike for an
eternal as for a temporal one- would be contingent, and therefore not necessary; it might not have been.
Second, any living being –individualistic or holistic, temporal or eternal must necessarily be incarnate –while no
such material substratum is at hand to provide the necessary means. Next, any notion of an infinite past is a
formal contradiction; in effect, it has sought to make the ‘open’ infinity a surrogate for its closed or completed
counterpart. An infinite future, as we have seen, brings added embarrassments; how can He foresee every
decision He shall ever make, without losing the essential spontaneity of manifest Personhood? Yet if He is
embedded in an open time, then he is trapped within the hell of Berdyaev’s ‘bad infinity’.

The implications of secularism (or positivism or physicalism) are even more disturbing: The alienation
following upon a weakening or loss of essential values cannot but have destructive consequences. Viktor Frankl
goes so far as to lay much of the blame for the unspeakable atrocity of the Nazi 'final solution' to the 'Jewish
problem' upon the nihilist philosophy of our times:

".....If we present a man with a concept of man which is not true, we may corrupt him. When
we present man as an automaton of reflexes, as a mind-machine, as a bundle of instincts, as a
mere product of instinct, heredity and environment, we feed the nihilism to which modern man
is, in any case prone.

"…….I became acquainted with the last stage of that corruption in my second concentration
camp, Auschwitz. The gas chambers of Auschwitz were the ultimate consequence of the
theory that man is nothing but the product of heredity and environment -or, as the Nazis liked to
say, 'of blood and soil'. I am absolutely convinced that the gas chambers of Auschwitz ....were
ultimately prepared, not in some ministry or other in Berlin, but rather at the desks and lecture
halls of nihilistic scientists and philosophers." Viktor Frankl

To hold the human estate in high esteem is taken to be a holdover of outmoded religious beliefs.
Notions of the ‘dignity of man’ are greeted with derision; current ‘political rectitude’ commands the acceptance
of its antithesis –that of self-abnegation.

“……It is the height of intellectual perversion to renounce, in the name of scientific objectivity,
our position as the highest form of life on earth, and our own advent by process of evolution as
the most important problem of evolution”. Michael Polanyi

Nothing is spared from its depredations; its secret poison infects magazines, film, art, literature, and
the whole of the educational system. Reach any book off the university bookshelf dealing with cognitive
psychology or Neo-Darwinism; glance at any such magazine as Scientific American at your local supermarket;
or tune into any educational program on these subjects -as put out, for example, by Public Broadcasting (in the
USA). Almost all of the intellectuals dominating the present scene and who are becoming increasingly known
to the general public tell the same story. It is one of a secularism which is misrepresented, sotto voce, as a
plausible if not a necessary inference from the discoveries of science.

The trouble is that whole categories are omitted from the foundations of the lex naturalis. There is not a
word to be found there about the second modality of consciousness. Hence its manifest intrusion onto the
scene is one of acute embarrassment. It has become the c word, the one that heads the list in the intellectual's
lexicon of neo-obscenities. I do apologize, but the time has come for plain speaking. So I'm going to spell it out
-and can only hope there are no ladies present. It is c-o-n-s-c-i-o-u-s-n-e-s-s. The dedicated positivist views
its presence with the deepest disdain. For him, it is as though the awake brain emitted a malodorous
phosphorescent gas –a revolting self-conscious stench, as Sartre might have put it. Seemingly, there is some
kind of abscess hidden deep within the medullary substance that becomes active during waking hours. From it
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oozes a loathsome putrescence as the cortex threatens to go into autolysis –see figure 1. As Hartwig
Kühlenbeck has noted, there is something incorrigibly corrupt about the carbon atom with perverse and

surrealist consequences. So, what are we to do?
Faced by this dilemma, the intellectual has vacillated
between turning a blind eye to the whole matter, or
alternatively, granting consciousness a grudging re-
entrance -after being shorn of almost all of the properties
that make it what it truly is. It has been reduced to a
mere non-efficacious epiphenomenon devoid of all
influence upon the flow of events. It is carried along as
a helpless captive to the workings of Sherrington's
'enchanted' cortical loom. The threat, of course, is not
merely that of allowing a true agency to take hold. The
problem is that of the whole world addressed by the
richness of the mind/brain ensemble's subjective
interiority. There are too many things to be found there -
unmentionable things within that same lexicon. [Click
here for more images of consciousness].

Equally obscene is their dismissal of the ethical
imperatives that intrude upon us all –those earth-
shaking injunctions that come from God knows where
yet which we deem to be of commanding importance
and significance. We are now being assured by the
current establishment as an important part in a doctrine

of ‘socio-biology’- that ethical convictions are nothing but a stratagem concocted by the germplasm in the
exclusive interests of survival and ‘competitive advantage’.

Those opting for a secularist world-view are justified in their rejection of the theistic alternative. The
trouble is, that they have thrown out the baby with the bathwater, were it not for the way this otherwise worthy
metaphor miscarries with the issue at hand. Better, perhaps, to say that they have discarded the wine with
the leas. Yet I must hasten to reassure the reader not to infer that I’m proposing a shift from a Holisitc
personhood to something like Spinoza’s pantheism. It’s not a matter of if but of when.

The Cult of Science

Science prides itself upon its open-mindedness, but this doesn't extend to the underlying set of beliefs
upon which it stands. It is constrained within a dogmatism as rigid as any of those of religious fundamentalism
to which its spokesmen point with derision. In short, it has anathema established itself as a cult -with its full
measure of credos and sacerdotals. There is a College of Cardinals, with annual investitures at Stockholm.
Those so elevated receive something more than medals and money. Merlin’s cloak is laid across their
shoulders, or so it seems to be believed. Scarce unpacked upon their return, the newly-elected are already
busily at work offering the Received Opinion about the ‘Great Questions’ having nothing to do with their
particular areas of expertise –and they are listened to with respect and deference. There is also evidence of a
trafficking in relics; some of Einstein’s hand-written notes recently changed hands –to the tune of 3
Megabucks I have in my possession a personal letter to me signed by Francis Crick. Who knows; maybe fifty
years from now, passing under the auctioneer’s gavel at Sotheby’s, it may fetch a price sufficient to put my
great-great-grandson through Stanford. Science has replaced the Seven Sacraments of the Church with its
own litany. Truth –whose domain is limited to the material realm ‘out there’-is to be reached through a
succession of four hallowed stages: the detection of contradictory phenomena; the framing of a formal
hypothesis to contend with the dilemma: the putting together of an experimental proceeding of empirical
interrogation, and a final judgment in the light of what this exercise discloses. Wisdom is to be sought solely
through an endless cycling of this Fourfold Way. To believe that there is knowledge only to be gained through
the softer, largely a priori reasonings of “systems philosophy“ is anathema.
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Though not formalized in any 'black candle' ceremony, anyone straying more than a few paces from the
Received Orthodoxy may find himself excommunicated by a lock-out from peer-protected journals; worse, he
may suffer truncation of funding.

To return to this matter of the Sacred versus the secular as it impacts the human persona, it is evident
that we are in need of a completely new Paradigm. It is not to be reached through any extrapolation of the
current weltanschauung which is impoverished beyond remedy; the intellectual has long since discarded the
lexicon of cardinal ideas and concepts essential in the pursuit of any meaningful discourse. It can only be
pursued by those who have somehow acquired immunity from the Positivist disease that infects the times within
which we live. The sacred, I believe, is to be rediscovered in novel forwards-reaching speculations, rather than
recovered from the past. While we need to have at hand all of the wisdom that the past history of speculation
has to offer, let us be on our guard; if we are not to suffer the fate of Lot’s wife, it would be safer to limit
ourselves to backwards glances. At the present time, this whole issue has been over-simplified and
misrepresented as the ‘God question’ –as if to imply that any notion of Transcendence is –as it were by
definition, ‘hard wired’ to an eternal living Person, everywhere and ‘everywhen’ present, spanning from eternity
to eternity. This is unfortunate for way it narrows down the field of legitimate discourse in advance. Instead, we
need to back away, in order to approach the matter from a broader perspective. At bottom, the Sacred has to
do with the Holistic aspect of reality –of which an eternal Person is but a special –if supremely- important-
case. To open the discussion with the question of the presence or absence of ‘God’ is simply to jump the gun.
With this caution in mind, the question now becomes this: how much more is it prudent to add, in order to
provide our point of departure with a better focus? For example, the notion of Absolutes seems to be
inseparable from Transcendence –and here, creative mathematicians have taken the lead. Virtually all are
Platonists, taking its truths to be eternal; mathematics is something they discover rather than create or invent.
They would remain securely in place had no world and its beings ever have come into existence.

An enduring source of confusion and misunderstanding has been the mutual relationships between
Holism, Pluralism and Divinity. This and other related matters are explored in a section dealing with the Trinity
and the Christological issue that closes this document.

The Needed New Paradigm: Are we qualified to tackle the job?

How is my belief and faith that we are indeed ‘up to it’ to be justified? In the first instance, ironically, by an
appeal to that very mystery which we find so baffling. We ourselves are of this mystery, our own origins being firmly
lodged and dissolved into the depths of Reality itself. –for we are begotten, rather than created. As an immediate
consequence we may come to know something about its nature through direct participation in the exercise of mysticism.
Such experiences are the exact reverse of outwards-turning perception because the observer is drawn into or absorbed by
the reality it is addressing. The knowledge so gained is immediate and direct, reasoning or processes of inference playing
no part in its acquisition. Experience of this ‘higher knowledge’ –as Eastern monism terms it- is customarily said to be
‘ineffible’; not withstanding, many mystics of both the Eastern and Western worlds have at times been extravagantly
prolix over the matter. The mystic Plotinus enlightens us here in his disclosure of one of the tools of the trade: one can say
something of the experience upon returning, while ghosts of the image linger:

".....At the moment of touch there is no power whatever to make any affirmation; there is no leisure;
reasoning upon the image is for afterwards.

Mystical experience is ineffable -but, then, so is experience in general, something which is so easily overlooked.
In the course of normal everyday perception, it is we, as recipients, who must add sense and meaning to the threadbare and
elliptical trickle of sensory data entering through the threads of Ariadne constituting our peripheral nervous systems; one
cannot describe a quale, for example, save in terms of sentential statements drawing upon other qualia. . It's more difficult
in the case of attempts to communicate the discoveries of mystical encounter simply because of the very wide gulf between
the specialist and the plane man. But the distinction is relative and not absolute; there is only one kind of man, we are all
variations on a common theme. But what they can sense directly, we can see, so to speak, only out of the corner of our
eye.
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This contradiction may, in turn, be resolved by an appeal to a second consequence of our ‘begotten’ ontology.
This affords a more intellectual access to the depths of reality through what might be called the Gödelian window. The
mystic’s intellectual counterpart –the genius- can, as it were, catch glimses of Logos itself –Realitiy’s repository of all
Knowledge. The demands of callings are onerous indeed. However, here again, it is important not to underrate or sell
short the rest uf us who after all, enjoy the same basic ontology. All of us are blest with originality –without which we
could never have brought ourselves to adult maturity at all. And again, there can be few of us who have not enjoyed
flashes of insight –golden moments, as we might call them, when we find ourselves face to face –or rather, drawn into- a
Reality larger than ourselves of which we are yet a part.

Quite evidently, pronouncements of mystics notwithstanding, the overriding symmetry and unity of the Godhead
must have, harboured somewhere deep within itself a hidden asymmetry or singularity, some kind of hairline crack without
which it would have the beauty of a diamond and would be equally dead and unproductive.

To put it differently, evidently it is a mystery which contains a problem. And a problem, by definition, is
something which is open to interrogation, which can be explored and unravelled. The fact of its productivity guarantees
that something is there to be said about its nature -'OM' can hardly be the last word. One thing which is immediately given
is its modal status -to the effect that it partakes of potential rather than actual existence. In other words, actual existence
comes, not from nothing, but from potential existence.

I have found that many of the strange discoveries of modern physics, such as the Pauli 'exclusion principle', the
apparent instantaneous coupling of properties between the arbitrarily widely separated members of certain particle-pairs,
and phenomena of delocalization point significantly to the character of transcendence and hence are to be regarded as
'green herrings' (with apologies to Cairns-Smith) rather than paradoxes.

In our quest of discovery, two portals of access are open to us. First is that afforded by the direct, unmediated
participation of mystical encounter -conducted by those qualified to undertake this task. The second is that of an
intellectual construction drawing upon what science tells us about the nature of physical existence, in particular how this
may be traced back to the instant of the origin of the cosmos. An equally important contribution is furnished by the many
mysteries of the mind/brain relationship, notably the nature of the sleep/wake transition and the 'non-algorizable' processes
of creativity and self-organization. Finally, the intellect must be pressed into service in the convergence of the insights
gleaned from these two sources.

For reasons to be elaborated later, mystical encounter, though seemingly the royal road of access to the nature of
transcendent reality can take us only so far; firstly, in a realm of transcendence conceived in evolutionary terms, certain
features are simply not there, at the present time, to be accessed. But in addition, the nature of the process of productivity
can only be envisaged as a view from Thomas Nagel's 'view from nowhere', that is to say, through an intellectual
reconstruction.

I do not believe we would be qualified to undertake this enquiry at all, were it not for the fact that we are
ourselves rooted within this mystery and hence partake of its essence. Were it no for this, we would be without guidance
or any true inspiration. However, all of the resources at our disposal can only take us so far. It is as though in our role as
explorers, we find ourselves initially located at the center of an infinite hyperbolic sphere. Because the space is hyperbolic
the horizon will, so to speak, be clearly visible, yet this will progressively retreats from us as we labour towards it.
Notwithstanding, I believe that progress sufficient for our needs is always open to us, if we can but master the necessary
wits. What we can reasonably hope to do is not to explain mystery but rather to improve our grasp of the interface
between it and the realm of existence which issues from it. Mystery shall always have the last word; As Eckhart says, God
is a mystery even to Himself.

This question of how the Gottheit, despite its essential simplicity, has somehow contrived to be so productive of
the cornucopia of existence will be explored in later chapters. What calls upon our attention at the present juncture is an
even more primitive one which preempts it. It is this: why should there be Being rather than nothing? How is it that
somehow, Being somehow seems to have the upper hand over Non-being?. Just what is the nature of Nonbeing and of its
relationship to Being?
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But difficulty really has nothing to do with it. One studies philosophy because of the values it addresses, and that
civilisation cannot prosper in the absence of the insights which it offers. There is no substitute for a carpe deum[?]. As
Gordon Allport has urged:

"......We have the freedom to commit ourselves to great causes with courage, even though we lack
certainty. We can be at one and the same time half-sure and whole-hearted"

One might put all of this by saying that the journey of philosophical enquiry must start with a ‘yes’ –a note of
optimism which presupposes the existence of the goal and equally that it is at least approachable -given the resources of
the human intellect, plus just native gumption. We start from wherever it is we find ourselves, playing whatever may be
the nature of the hand we have been dealt.

One hardly needs to add that optimism runs counter to the fashionable nihilism of the times.

"......A philosophy which begins with radical doubt must end in radical despair. It was the principle of
dubito ut intelligam that prepared the soul for modern doctrines of despair. 'Philosophy begins in wonder'
[Plato, the Theatatus]......" Joshua Heschel

"......To set limits on speculation is treason to the future.") A.N.Whitehead

"......The essence of optimism is that it takes no account of the present" Dietrich Bonhöffer

"......Truth is more likely to emerge from error [passionately embraced] than from confusion"
.N.W Pirie

No authentic system of philosophy can or should take its origin from a tabula rasa. No one can embark upon the
journey of discovery without some baggage in the form of necessary presuppositions. In the paragraphs which
immediately follow, I shall present what I take to be the irreducible minimum in terms of initial beliefs which I think it is
incumbent upon all to acknowledge and accept. It is at this very point –the first step- that modern philosophy badly
miscarries, largely through the studious exclusion or minimization of essential categories.

Finally, what we need is to start with is a clear understanding that what is needed is nothing less than a return to
the time-honoured discipline of systems philosophy’ –an enterprise that is unavoidably a priori in nature. There is no
occasion nor justification to be disheartened by the absence of any progressive convergence to date. So far, ‘closure’ has
eluded us, so there is nothing for it but to try again. But we can do so with renewed hope, for these two reasons. Most
important are developments within the realm of logic and transfinite mathematics that have taken place largely within the
nineteenth century. Between them, they give us precisely what has been lacking in the past, namely the means of putting
together a framework or scaffolding within which to construct the needed edifice. Make no mistake about it, architecture is
what it is all about, but an architecture of ideas rather than of bricks and mortar.

Secondly come the discoveries of neuroscience and modern physics. But both of these need to be freed from the
straitjacket of secular positivism within which they are embedded. First, a breaking out of the epistemology of Naïve
Realism confronts us with the otherwise hardly suspected enormity of the depth and breadth of the contents of manifest
mind –to the point where it may well be true that there is more within the microcosm within than sustained by the
macrocosm to which it points and of which it is surrogate. Not more, to be sure, in terms of substance and the vastness of
cosmic reaches, but in the depths and subtlety of its modes and categories. And some of the otherwise baffling paradoxes
of modern physics take on new meaning when viewed from a different and more promising ntological standpoint. As
previously suggested, they turn out to be ‘green herrings’ that viewed correctly are seen to be illuminant with their own
meaning and significance.

The interested reader will find a detailed discussion of the discipline of ‘Systems Philosophy’ –of how this should
be readdressed at the present time- at the link Systems_Philosohy.

Questions of Methodology and Procedure
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There are three avenues of approach –all of which need to be taken. First is an urgent need for a
reinstatement of the discipline of ‘systems’ philosophy

Answers to most of those Great Questions lie beyond the purview of the secular, positivist paradigm.
They can only be approached through a return to a largely a priori discourse of traditional ‘systems’ philosophy:

"......One of the principle characteristics of such questions [the 'Great Questions' of philosophy]
is that whatever else they may be, they are neither empirical or formal. That is to say,
philosophical questions cannot be answered by adducing the results of observation or
experience as empirical questions, whether of science or common sense. Such questions as
'what is the supreme good?' or 'How can I be sure your sensations are similar to mine?' or 'that
I ever genuinely understand what you are saying, and do not merely seem to myself to do so?'
cannot be, on the face of it, answered by either of the two great instruments of human
knowledge: empirical investigation on the one hand, and deductive reasoning as it is used in
the formal disciplines on the other -the kind of argument that occurs, for example, in
mathematics or logic or grammar

"......The advance both of the sciences and of philosophy seems bound up with the progressive
allocation of the empirical and formal elements, each to its own proper sphere; always,
however, leaving behind a nucleus of unresolved (and largely unanswered) questions, whose
generality, obscurity, and, above all, apparent (or real) insolvability by empirical or formal
methods, gives them a status of their own which we tend to call philosophical........realization of
this truth (if it be one) was a long time in arriving......These philosophical problems change from
age to age, representing no straight line of progress (or regression), as human thought and
language change under the impact of factors which determine the forms and the concepts in
which men think, feel, communicate -factors which seem to pursue no regular pattern of a
discernible kind." Isaiah Berlin

How is the soundness and acceptability of a systematic philosophical weltanschauung to be judged?
Evidently not –for the most part- by the scientific acid test of empirical interrogation. This latter is appropriate
only for those regions of discourse that are ‘out there’ in the ‘Real World’. But the greater part of the field of
philosophical enquiry lies elsewhere; much if not most of it has to do with what’s ‘in here’, or in what lies
‘beyond’ in the abstract and mysterious realm of Transcendence. This makes of the philosophical enterprise
largely an a priori discipline –however much the modern intellectual may balk at the notion. As we have seen,
very much to the contrary, he has sought to recast philosophy within the scientific-empirical mould –with
disastrous consequences.

Above all its coverage should be global, in which no regions or domains or aspects of the larger
Reality, though it is too much to ask that all areas must be addressed in depth. One might say that here –as in
many other situations, the chain is only as strong as its weakest link.

Next come those important matters of epistemological resilience and parsimony. Is it tidy and formally
compact –in which a lot is explained by a little? Does it hang together? Is it organized in an elegant and
aesthetically pleasing way? And does it shrink as it develops or are added patches needed to take care of
inconsistencies. Is it sometimes found that advances made in some fairly circumscribed domain turn out to
smooth the passage elsewhere –in regions that played no part in the formulation of the improvements in
question. How much does ad hocery have to be resorted to? Ideally, the emerging body of thought should
take on a life of its own in which the focus and coherence are self-improving. Successful authors have reported
that at a certain stage in the putting together of a novel, the characters take on a life of their own –at which point
the author may find himself standing back to observe what happens. Something of the kind is perhaps the
hallmark of creativity at work in any field of human endeavor. All of these measures are essentially
independent of the actual content of the system –what it posits, affirms and proclaims.

In the final analysis, whatever may be the effectiveness of these checks and balances is beside the
point. One pursues the issues of systems philosophy largely by a priori approaches of one kind or another,
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because they alone are truly matched to the nature of the problem. Only thus can an edifice of ideas that
address most of the ‘great Questions’ be erected or brought into some kind of focus. As Raymond Tallis has
remarked: “…..If a thing is really worth doing it’s worth doing even badly”. However, as things stand today, the
situation is nothing like as gloomy or desparate as this aside may seem to suggest. We now find ourselves in
possession of all kinds not available during the golden age of philosophical system building. This brighter
outlook is briefly examined in a section further below –‘The Times are Ripe?’

However -as any survey of the history of modern and classical philosophy makes clear, this whole
approach falls all too easily into the error of cognitive overstatement. This kind of extrinsic top-heaviness is apt
to overlook the numinous interior:

“…..The historical method which overloads memory and objectifies ideas, regarding them
entirely from the outside, is as fatal to philosophy as is subjective idealism or naturalism. The
spiritual devastation that results from these three ways of approaching philosophy is truly
terrible. They result in a relativism which is made absolutete…….it is enslavement of
philosophy by science –scientific terrorism.”

“……To objectify is to destroy meaning; in order to understand meaning, one must enter into it,
and this communion is not objectification” Nicholas Berdyaev

“….Just as physics is not about physics but about nature, so also philosophy is not about
philosophy but about reality understood in the light of philosophical principles.”

Etienne Gilson

Hegel provides the most sobering example -a
monstrous abstraction destitute of warmth, vitality and
any trace of the numinus.-not to mention of its brutal
disregard of the sometimes horrendous human
condition. Historically, this was to trigger the
Existentialist backlash of Soren Kierkegaard. This
complimentary approach to Reality must take its origin
from the interior of the living moment.

Unfortunately, he –and many disciples who were to follow- went no further. Systems philosophy was
not so much complemented as abandoned. The sketch alongside suggests a more egalitarian compromise
where each is given equal weight. This being said, I think that systems building retains a certain procedural
priori for the way in which it gives us an articulate platform to stand upon while exploring alternative approaches

But even this isn’t quite all. While existentialism is reflexive in its starting with a glance in the mirror,
we also need to access Reality inwardly by the inwards-turning eye. For it is in this act –quintessentially by
those who have devoted their lives to acquiring the needed discipline- that Reality is directly and immediately
encountered, face to face. This raises the matter above discussion; it is the ultimate justification –for them.
However, a good reason may be a bad argument; it is reason enough for those who mastered the difficult art of
turning the eyes inward towards the Source of their being. But of what use is this to us? Much is made of the
ineffability of mystical experience –that there’s no way in which this reportage can be communicated and made
available to the rest of us. I would wish to argue to the contrary; I take access such to be a part of our natural
heritage of which, however, we may be all too easily deprived by the corrosive nihilism of the times. What the
mystics encounter head-on, the rest of us glimpse only marginally, out of the corner of our eye, so to speak, in
(typically) unbidden flashes of Enlightenment –‘golden moments’ as we might call them. They may be evoked
by a sunset; heard within the concert hall or even tasted in sipping a martini after in hard day on the ski slopes;
eternity may be caught in the eyes of one’s beloved.

"....Monde und Jahre vergehen und sind immer vergangen; aber ein schöner Moment leuchtet
das Leben hindurch." Franz Grillprazer
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not exit the exercise in the same spiritual condition with which one entered. There should be a regeneration, a
deepening of personal authenticity at the end of which one should end up knowing who one truly is. Ideally,
one should find one’s self standing sub specie aeternitates; as the Bhagavad Gita would put it, the ‘lower’
knowledge of cognition should lead to the ‘higher’ knowledge of Reality. The acceptance of any proffered
framework of ideas –as presented in a ‘systems’ philosophy can never be a passive process; If it is to
discharge its function, any individual attracted to it must creatively reshape it to ensure its compatibility to one’s
deepest intuitions; there must be no violation of the ground of unique individuality upon which one stands.

“……I can know philosophically my own ideas alone, making Plato’s or Hegel’s ideas my own,
i.e. knowing them from within and not and not from without –knowing them in the spirit instead
of objectifying them. This is the fundamental principle of all philosophy that has its roots in
reality.” Nicolas Berdyaev

A Philosophical System Viewed as an Intellectual Framework –and as an Edifice of Ideas -may be
regarded as the first step in this direction. Creativity doesn’t end with the author; anyone wishing to adopt a
world-view must adapt and integrate it into his own persona. There must necessarily be a sea change in the
way in which the acquisition of a contemplated ‘systems’ philosophy’ is approached. Much more is demanded
of the reader –that a drive towards the deepening of personal authenticity is a part of the deal. Clearly we are
about as far away as can be imagined from what is currently going on in the halls of academia – where students
entering the arena are offered ‘readings’ in philosophy’.

The kind of personal regeneration of which I am speaking is but the special case of the needed step up
of the culture from its present nadir of Homo caducus from its immediate terminus of authenticity –namely,
Homo verus. What one might reasonably hope for is a widespread shift in psychic posture which corresponds,
roughly, to Eckhart’s ‘abgescheidenheit’ In such a posture, one lives in the stillness of the moment, so that
one’s ethics become 'deontological' This means, first, that one does things because they are known to be right,
even though this rightness will be teleological in nature, having to do with the achievement of ethically valuable
goals. As a consequence, one's ontological centre of gravity remains undisturbed, not being dragged off base
in the pursuit of the goals in question. "Live within the present moment, perform every act sacramentally and be
free from the results of action".

“.....Even when he is engaged in action, he remains poised in the tranquillity of the Atman......."

"......The illumined soul thinks always 'I am doing nothing"'.

"......Perform every act sacramentally and be free from all attachment to results."
Bhagavad Gita

This latter exhortation has been widely misunderstood as an aloofness and lack if real concern, but
exactly the reverse is the case. It is an appeal to adopt an ethic of deontology in which the motive emanates
from the intrinsic worth of the act, this detracting nothing from ones commitment to the teleology typically
involved –e.g. the exercise of compassion in some very urgent and pressing situation. Paradoxically, teleology
is more effective when reached through the indirection of deontology. In allowing oneself to be teleology-
centered, one gets dragged away from one's own centre of gravity with the net outcome of undermining one's
effectiveness with respect to the matter at hand. The back away into deontology does not signal a weakening
of concern, as is widely believed.

“……Freedom from activity is never achieved by abstaining from action.”

“……The abstinent run away from what they desire, but carry their desires with them: when a
man enters reality he leaves his desires behind him.” Bhagavad Gita.

Here is how Eckhart puts it, speaking as ever from the ambiguity of his theist-monist ontology or ground
of Being:
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".....Now the authorities say that the will also is free and that only God can constrain it. God,
however, does not constrain the will. Rather, He sets it free, so that it may choose Him, that is
to say freedom."

"......The spirit of man may not will other than what God wills, but that is no lack of freedom. It is
true freedom itself."

I have found it reassuring to note the way in which the metamathematics I am proposing provides a
formal substratum for both the abgeschiedenheit posture and its elevation into the Trahernian experience. To
be poised in the immediacy of the moment is to stand fast up against the parabolic singularity –across which we
are begotten at every conscious moment. This is absolutely as close as one can get, at each moment of
existence, to the eternal lifestyle to come.

Ideally, one should live through each moment –no matter what form it may take- in a spirit of
acceptance This follows because a commitment to 'living in the present' is necessarily matched by one of 'living
here and now'. This is because it is the duty of the creature to do the best he can where he is and not to wish
he were somewhere else. To wish to be somewhere else is to deny that being is always here and now. The
position in which we come to find yourself is not of our choice or making, but being there, we should rest
content to play the hand that, willy nilly, we have been dealt. But again, an unqualified acceptance by no
means implies any corresponding indifference. Situations must inevitably arise, from time to time, that cry out
for instant rectification.

It must be clear that an acceptance of a deontological ethics is automatically an acceptance of an
axiological absolutism, though this is very far from implying that the discipline is a normative one which is
reducible to a clean and clear catalogue of ‘dos’ and ‘don’ts’. More than this –as again, Berdyaev has insisted-
ethics is an ongoing creative process in which one is required to come up with unique solutions carefully
‘impedance matched’ .to the situation at hand. In summary: evidently, then, the proposed deontological ethics
departs very far from present-day political rectitude over the matter; The mindless ‘one liner’ is to be heard on
all sides: “ everything is all right if it does no harm to anyone, or to the fabric of society. Of course, one could
do a great deal worse, but also, I am urging, a great deal better. Even on its own teleological turf it is found
wanting because of its truncation. We have the notion of progress –of a moving forwards to a better future, but
there is no ultimate goal –in the present-day scheme of things- to be envisaged. Quite the reverse; in almost
all of the scenarios contemplated by physicists and cosmologists, the future shall be grim; it’s only a matter of
time before the last vestiges of life, mind and consciousness shall be wiped out. This truncates the most
exciting half of teleological ethics –a ‘thou shalt’ that is directed towards our reason for being –that of taking
charge of organic evolution and converging it to the terminal single being of Omega. The half that is left is
concerned less with positives than the cancellation of negatives –of alleviating needless suffering wherever it
may be found.

Perhaps this one final insight may help in driving home the necessity for a deontological ethics. It has
to do with the drama that is forever being played out in the encounter of Nonbeing –as manifest in evil intent.
The point is that our contract is with the ongoing begetter of our being, rather than a code put together within
the ongoing social fabric. To wish someone dead –though there in no intent of going beyond the wish- is a
culprable offence for the way in which it runs counter to the divine mandate. In itelf it is evil, hence imposes
upon the immanent presence at our source the burden and unpleasantness of ‘paying the redemptive price’ that
alone shall allow us to enter eternity when the time comes.

My Indebtedness to Panentheism

My indebtedness to the Panentheist theologies is immeasurable, starting with Plotinus and passing up
through Eckhart, Cusanus, Böhme, Bruno and (wonder of wonders!) Hegel, up to the contemporaries of Tillich,
Berdyaev and the ‘Process’ theologians. Nonetheless, I believe that certain contradictions within the paradigm
remain unresolved, while other important matters remain in rather poor focus, and are in rather urgent need of
clarification. This is what I have attempted to do –by these two means. First, by carrying their ontology a
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General Introduction -An Overview of my Odyssey

Figure 3 outlines the historical development of my system –in box diagram form. The colour-coding
within the figure should be interpreted as follows. Red distinguishes those contributions that are of a formal,
mathematical or metamathematical nature. In particular, the red ellipse, upper left, refers to a fairly detailed and
worked-out extension of Natural Law taken to be needed by the organic realm of life and mind.

My odyssey did not take its origin within academia –quite the reverse. It was in the
scientific/technological workplace –at a time when computers had just burst upon the scene. I was
professionally involved in the 'Artificial Intelligence' movement almost from the beginning (in my case 1959).
Those were heady days indeed; we tried all kinds of approaches -and everything worked! Hereon-out all we
needed was progress in the development in computer hardware and operating systems both of which were
confidently anticipated to evolve -though on nothing like the grand scale that was actually to take place. These
burgeoning resources, we felt assured, would enable us to move from 'toy' examples to their Real World
equivalents; from hereon out, it was merely a matter of scaling. What we were to find out sadly, over the
decades which followed, was the irreducibly huge leverage of computing demands upon problem size actually
were. Far from being polynomial in nature it turned out to be something floating between the exponential and
the double exponential (this latter, for example, in many types of pattern recognition challenges). As problem

size x got larger, computing demands grew by something between 2x to 22^x. Those sequestered polynomial –
or equivalent- shortcuts we prayed for just never showed up -save in an odd special case or two. For me,
Artificial Intelligence -as was communism for Arthur Köstler- 'The God that Failed". I would be embarrassed,
were any of the euphoric memoranda on the subject submitted to some of my clients, to resurface today.

This chastening experience was to provoke me to embark upon a journey into the nature of the
mind/brain relationship, terminating in the publication of a two-volume work in 1979 (updated in 1986) ---insert
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link later---. The leit motif of this work was a search for extensions needed to the canon of the lex naturalis in
support of the phenomena of life and mind. The failure of the Artificial Intelligence initiative demanded no less.
Here I was doing no more following the best traditions of science; whenever new discoveries are made that the
existing gamut of laws are insufficient to handle, one searches for extensions. So confronted, I started by
considering just what the recalcitrant phenomena seemed to call for. Cortex-wide fields of some sort seemed
to be at work; how might they arise and what sort of manifolds within them might seem appropriate? This
opening gambit was no more than a simple exercise of informed gumption; what do we need to account for
what is being delivered? We need an extension to physics that will provide us with exotic manifolds
structurable in ways able to truly account for the performance that mind is delivering. We are in need of both an
exotic substratum and a matching novel mathematical formulation. As such it is a conjoint exercise in both
material physics and applied mathematics. This being accomplished –to the point where something sufficiently
cogent and tangible had been brought into view- the next step was that of getting physical in a very literal-
minded manner. Exotic physics and its classical counterpart must constitute a larger conjoint continuum; it will
not do, to have two disjunct systems.

I found it to be most helpful to think in terms of the physics of phase changes. To the familiar gaseous,
liquid and solid states we need to add an exotic fourth. Those with which we are very familiar are those of the
gaseous, liquid and solid states. What we need is an exotic fourth state with an identification of those
molecular characteristics found within the protoplasm of the cerebral cortex from which this exotic phase might
spring. This lead me to propose an extension to conjugate (and more particularly, near conjugate) systems to
be found within both of the key molecular species of DNA and proteins. Clearly, what we are talking about is a
partial phase-change that leads most of the classical physical substratum intact. However, in proportion as a
phase transition occurs, so must the properties of the substratum manifest novel properties. And it is precisely
here that things get very physical and very empirical. For the predicted property changes can be checked out in
processes of physical interrogation. I have proposed such steps that are possible, perhaps with the
technological resources of which we are currently in possession. As such, I claim that what is being offered is a
legitimate scientific theory in Popperian sense, though one as yet to be proved out. The interested reader may
find a dozen pages descriptive of my speculations at the link
http://ontodynamics.net/physics/chapter_6.htm#exotic [--check--] in chapter 6 of the present website.

During this same period, I had also been busy with a reformulation of the epistemology (and its
associated praxis). It had become clear to me that the near-universal sotto voce acquiescence in the doctrine
of ‘naïve realism’ was in urgent need of replacement by some kind of ‘representational’ that assigns the ‘given’
of the ‘Cartesian theatre’ to be nothing more than an internal, mental image of the outside world. What
stubbornly claims –and passes itself off as- the ‘real world’ itself is but a surrogate similitude that is locked
away, as it were, somewhere inside our brains. It is evidently offset from the cortex in its own private space.
The connection between the two is constrained to the purely physical narrow-bandwidth channels of the
peripheral neural system. There can be no question of any outreach of conscious intentionality through this
slender network to the world to which it points. That this be the case is overwhelmingly counter intuitive to
everyday commonsense judgments on the matter. I take it to be the ultimate example of what logicians have
termed a ‘veridical paradox’ –i.e. that something which seems incredible and contradictory is nevertheless the
very truth itself. I go to great pains, in the volumes mentioned, to drive this point home. A separate updated
account may be found at http://www.ontodynamics.net/personhood/PDF_files/naïve_realism.pdf. These
speculations were carried out hand-in-glove with those addressing the exotic physics problem.

It had also become evident to me that there were limits to what an exotic extensions to the canon of
Natural Law –no matter how comprehensive- could be expected to deliver. Certainly they must be adequate to
account for the depth and pan-connectivity of memory and for all manner of conservative performance,
including internal exercise of ‘reasoning’ as well as encounters with the ‘real world’ outside. But there can be
no way that they could account for the self-organization and creative innovation needed to drag the massive
compendium of knowledge and skills enjoyed by the most mundane of minds. Here we have no choice but to
break out of the strait jacket of secularism dominating the present scene. Gödel had long since put this matter
beyond doubt in his celebrated theorem presented in 1931. The intellectual continues to flinch in the face of its
Koan-like impact. For to do so would force him to abandon his non-negotiable commitment to a thoroughgoing
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Machian secularism. It also had not escaped my notice that all productive mathematicians are –and have
always been- Platonists.

It was at this juncture that I felt myself to be in a position to put together a comprehensive mind/brain
theory –as presented in the two volumes already referred to (Harrison 1979, 1986): This treats all of the
matters of epistemology, exotic physics and of the needed division of labour between mental and cortical strata.
In-depth suggestions are offered concerning just how the various regions of the brain beyond the cortex render
their essential support. This brings us to the first of the five main blocks in the figure.

In figure 2 there is a shadowy box containing the text ‘Germinal Mind –Exotic Phylogeny’. It had long
been evident to me that neoDarwinism –as a sufficient account and explanation of organic evolution- was an
even greater bust than the Artificial intelligence initiative. Willy nilly, mind in some form or another had evidently
taken a hand in the game. But what sort of mind is at work and where does it come from? Is it in situ or is it
‘outsourced’?. For a start, it was pretty evident that the germplasm and its ontogenetic expression in
embryogenesis was in equal need of extensions to exotic physics –hopefully precisely the same extrapolations
as those called for in dealing with mind. But where one goes from there is anything but clear. It is far and away
the greatest conundrum and mystery of cosmic existence. I deal with it –haltingly- in an unfinished volume
Unnatural Selection –The origin of the Specious. In their attempts to conceal the bankruptcy, the mainstream
intelligentsia have accumulated and put together a forbidding armamentarium of fallacious arguments, non
sequiturs, obfuscating digressions and a series of ad hominems targeted at anyone unwise enough to raise a
voice in protest. Finally, in a celebration of credulity and gullibility, they are insisting that here, as elsewhere, a
seemingly unpromising theory has to be accepted by default –if nothing better is at hand. As ever, there is the
argumentum ad auctoritate; how can a thesis universally adopted by the scientific community –including nearly
all of its Nobel Laureate cardinals- possibly be wrong? But they are!!

My increasing dissatisfaction with the Secular physicalism of the times -with its glibness, superficiality
and inadequate treatment of solid values convinced me that a radical break with the present was called for.
Most of the 'Great Questions' that have disturbed the sleep of thinking minds everywhere since the dawn of
civilization, were being either ignored, trivialized or otherwise explained away. Its Weltanschauung seemed to
me to be at a dead end; there was no way the path forward could take origin from its narrow premises. How
can one start to live until these questions have been confronted and answers obtained -to a degree sufficient to
establish our bearings. This is true alike at the two levels of individuals, one-by-one, and the civilization at
large. As Whitehead has remarked, the culture can advance beyond what its weltanschauung allows I felt the
need for something altogether different, in both respects of point of departure and the direction of heading. I’m
speaking here of a radically New Paradigm that shall make as great a break from the present as did the
Renaissance from the days Aquinas and Duns Scotus. At this point (in middle age) I was to happen upon an
extraordinary book which set me on the path I have followed ever since. It was Aldous Huxley's The Perennial
Philosophy whose reading was, for me, a ‘moment of Truth’. I was soon to be deep into Eckhart, the
Bhagavad Gita, Plotinus and the like, with a follow up upon all of the variations upon the Neoplatonic theme. It
was clear to be that this whole movement embodied or contained a vital ingredient missing from Western
mainstream thought which needed to be taken into account The problem here was that of how to back away
from its extremist, life-denying classical formulations. Western notions of the significance of life and of the idea
of time as an inclined ramp must be found. Thus primed, I embarked upon my first –very provisional and
halting- attempt at putting together a systematic philosophical overview of Reality. This is signified by the
second box of figure 3.

Soon after, I was to encounter panentheism in all of its many forms. Its ‘begottenness’ ontology
attracted because if its incipient monist implications. This shift brought with it many tangible advantages,
disposing of –or mitigating- many of the weaknesses of classical theism. The most immediate consequence of
its shift to a begottenness ontology of the psyche is our rescue from isolation, to be replaced by the warmth of a
true pastoral concern. Much of the adversarial relationship between “God” –as somewhat newly conceived-
and man, has vanished. Hellfire is gone, being replaced by a universal salvation largely free of any ‘day of
judgment’ overtones. The theodicy dilemma is further eased by a new understanding of the significance of pain
and evil, and of the more positive reason given for our own existence. We are here in a cooperative venture, to






